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l. ASSIGNMENT

1. We, Daniel M. Kasper and Darin Lédave been retained by the Air Transport Association
of America (“ATA”) to provide an independent economic analysis arfous options and
proposals contained in the Federal Aviation Administration’s (“FABlpplemental Notice
of Proposed Rulemaking, Docket No. FAA-2006-25709, in the matter of “Coogesti
Management Rule for LaGuardia Airport” (the “SNPRM”). We halso been asked to
provide an independent assessment of the accompanying Initial aReguEvaluation

(“IRE").?

.  OVERVIEW OF THE FAA PROPOSEDRULE

2. FAA recently issued two documents to explain and support a revised congestion nertagem
rule for New York’s LaGuardia airport (“LGA”): (1) a SNPRHEhat modifies an earlier
NPRM outlining a set of proposed regulations that FAA believes wiflr@ss congestion
and delay problems at LGA and promote a more efficient allocafieoarce slot resources
at that airport, and (2) an Initial Regulatory Evaluation thengits to both justify and

guantify the costs and benefits of the SNPRM.

A summary of our qualifications are contained imt®e VI. Ourcurriculum vitaeare contained in Appendices A
and B.

2 Initial Regulatory EvaluationCongestion Management Rule For LaGuardia Airp@ffice of Aviation Planning
and Plans, Operations Regulatory Analysis Branch$. UDepartment of Transportation, Federal Aviation
Administration, April 11, 2008, hereafter referradas the “Initial Regulatory Evaluation”.

% Congestion Management Rule for LaGuardia Airporposed RuleFederal Register, Vol. 71, No. 167, August
28, 2006, hereafter “NPRM".



3. Among the key features of the FAA’s proposed 10-year rule are:

The maintenance of an hourly cap on slots at 78 operations per b@ur7gi
scheduled and 3 non-scheduled operations) effective Monday through Friday
and Sunday afternoons;

The establishment of three different types of slots: (1) “Conimor
grandfathered slots that have 10-year leases and would therefotge not
subject to reallocation during the term of the rule; (2) “Lédit slots that
would have shorter (i.e., one to four years) leases and would be subject
reallocation using a new auction mechanism; and (3) “Unrestristets”,
which are effectively the slots that carriers acquire unierrale’s auction
mechanism and are not subject to further reallocation for the durHtite
rule;

The initial allocation of slots varies based on two mutually exaysroposed
Options.

1. In Option 1, each carrier is allocated a baseline of up to 20 Common
slots plus_ninetypercent of its slot holding (above the initial allocation
of 20) as of January 2007. Of the remaining 10 percent of a carrier’
slots, 2 percent (i.e., one fifth) would be retired in even incnésrier
five years starting in the summer of 2009 and the remaining 8nperce
would become Limited slots, divided into five equally sized tranches.

One tranche would be reallocated by auction in January 2009 and the



remaining four tranches would be assigned leases of 1 to 4 years
respectively.
2. In Option 2, each carrier is allocated a baseline of up to 20 Common
slots plus_eightyercent of its slot holding (above the initial allocation
of 20) as of January 2007. The remaining 20 percent the cart®ss s
would become Limited slots, also divided evenly into five tranches in
a similar fashion as in Option 1 (i.e., in Option 2, no slots would be
retired);
iv. No designated slots for small communities and no distinction betwee
commuter and jet slots;
v. No change in the current 1,500-mile perimeter rule; and
vi. An auction mechanism to allocate Limited slots, with the firsttian
scheduled for January 2009. Although very few details have been mtovide
by FAA regarding the mechanics of the auction design, then&Es that
FAA plans to conduct a simultaneous, multiple-round, ascending clock
auction with package biddifly. Under Option 1, proceeds from the auction
would go to the FAA to offset the cost of the auction and also to provide
incremental funding for New York capacity programs, including ebdy
implementation of NextGen technologies. Under Option 2, auction proceeds
would go to the holders of the confiscated slots, net of the FAds$ of

developing and administering the auction.

* Initial Regulatory Evaluationpage 22. Package bidding means that biddersivmupermitted to place bids on
individual slots or combinations of slots.



vii. The continuation of the FAA’s current Minimum Use (i.e., “use asel)
Requirement which requires carriers to use their Common gldeast 80%
of the time during rolling two-month periods, otherwise, the slots rest
returned to FAA and would be auctioned.

viii. The ability for carriers to sublease slots, either througheodatransactions
or by posting desired lease terms on the FAA’s website ancitsw)i bids.
Under both circumstances, full details of subleases (i.e., duration,

consideration received, etc.) would be made public by FAA.

4. FAA's rationale for the proposed rule is two-fold. First, it bed® that its proposed rule
“would result in a long-term improvement in the allocation of scalo¢ resources at
LaGuardia Airport.® Second, FAA asserts that “The need for this regulation isrdbyea
market failure with regard to congestion at New York area airpoRAA’s justification for
the SNPRM is presented in the Initial Regulatory Evaluation hvbintains an analysis of
the costs and benefits of the proposed rule that purports to show thestiheated present
value of net benefits of improved slot allocation is between $65 and $illa fnrom 2009-
2019” compared to estimated costs (due to design, implementation amtpagaoi in the
auction) of only $12 and $23 millich. Likewise, the Initial Regulatory Evaluation also
purports to demonstrate that delay reductions as a result of ¢hgengrate present value net

benefits of about $2.02 billion between 2009 and 2019.

® Unrestricted slots (i.e., those purchase througttian) are not subject to the minimum use requéemn
® |nitial Regulatory Evaluationpage iv.

" Initial Regulatory Evaluationpage iii-iv.

8 Ibid, page iv.



[Il.  SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

5. FAA has decided (properly) to abandon its ill-conceived “up-gauge” ongeeaircraft size
rule that would have wreaked havoc on airline operations and le@ todfficient use of
valuable airline assets to the detriment of the traveling pub8milarly, the SNPRM
properly acknowledges that the alleviation of congestion and delagAtand in the New
York City area generally) under its proposals is due almosebnto the imposition of caps
on the number of operations at NYC airports at levels that arestamtswith each airport’s

effective operating capacity.

6. Nevertheless, the SNPRM and IRE are plagued by a numberamiseonceptual flaws and
critical assumptions that are unsubstantiated and, in severahcestademonstrably
incorrect. The proposals also rely on inadequate or erroneous emnanalyses, and the
findings of the accompanying Initial Regulatory Evaluation—includitsy cost benefit
analysis—are also fundamentally flawed. Among other things, ®RE bkeriously

underestimates the complexity (and cost) of auctions.

7. The SNPRM and IRE are fundamentally flawed in at least four critia¢cts
a. First, although all of the delay reduction and the associateditseclaimed by the

FAA are attributable to the imposition of operational caps at L&W thus are

? Initial Regulatory Revieppage 12.



unrelated to the separate issue of how those limited acchlss stgpuld be allocated
among airlines, the SNPRM improperly conflates these issues effdct of this is to
increase the benefits the IRE seeks to claim for the proposed slot auctions.

b. Secondly, although the FAA explicitly acknowledges that “the Way to maximize
competition is with the development of a robust secondary matkeoth the
SNPRM and the IRE assume—without providing any empirical evidence or
analysis—that the allocation produced by the existing secondarigeme not
efficient.

c. Third, the SNRPM apparently assumes, again without analysis or c@tisideof
alternatives, that its proposed system for slot auctions wouldsbectestly and less
burdensome than other possible alternatives. But that assumptioncisrmect and
reflects the FAA's lack of experience regarding complexianenechanisms like the
one proposed in the SNRPM. As a result, the FAA’s proposed changes arere
likely to reduce overall economic efficiency and social welfamot enhance it.
Moreover, even if the efficiency of the existing secondary mareld theoretically
be improved through the use of auctions, there are other, less codtl{ess
burdensome approaches than the FAA’s proposed auction scheme that @onld at
the same benefits at lower cost to society.

d. Fourth, because the IRE is based on a number of seriously flag@u@sons, the
net benefits FAA posits if the SNPRM were promulgated asal fule have been

grossly exaggerated. Most notably, FAA asserts that one &bringary benefits” of

1 SNPRM at page 20856.



the SNPRM (which they quantify at over $2 billion) is “delay reauncfrom the caps
on operations™! In reality, however, the SNPRM would have virtually no impact
congestion or delay compared to the present — and thus no benefiusebtealevel
of (non-weather related) congestion/delay at LGA is determinyethe number of
hourly operations permitted and the SNRPM is clear in stating“Tiee FAA is
unwilling to lift the [existing] cap at LaGuardia.'* Likewise, FAA has
substantially overstated the purported net benefits resulting fitwen forced
reallocation of slots by failing to take account of the fact Li@A is only one of at
least three large airports in the New York City metropolitaga avhose passengers
can and do shift between airports based on relative price and seatiesns.
Finally, the IRE substantially underestimates the costs affs ipproposed rules,
including the costs resulting from the forced reclamation antboadibn of slots via

auction.

For the reasons summarized above and discussed in greater d&adtion IV of these
comments, the IRE does not justify the SNPRM on an economic basis and is uamyemnads

economically unjustified.

™ nitial Regulatory Evaluationpage vii.

12 SNPRM at page 20851. Likewise, as the IRE itselkes clear, it is the Agency’s imposition of a mment cap
at LGA—and not the establishment of a slot aucti@timanism for reallocating slots among carriers—phavents
excessive congestion and delay. For example,REestates (at page 12) that “In response to delay$A, the
FAA capped the number of scheduled operations @ BG75 per hour plus six unscheduled operations.aAs
result of these actions, the average number ofadirdelays fell from 330 per day in October 200®8 per day in
April 2001. Had FAA taken no action after HDR engui on December 31, 2006, we believe it is higikgly that
the very high levels of delay would have reappeargd



IV. THE FAA'SECONOMIC ANALYSIS IS SERIOUSLY FLAWED

A. The SNPRM and IRE Erroneously Conflate the Issues of Delays and Slaicalion at

LGA

8. The SNPRM addresses two separate and very distinct issdg¢sColgestion and delay
problems that would result at LGA airport in the absence of apeahtcaps because of the
“negative externality” that arises from carriers setflight schedules in a way that does not
fully internalize the delay costs their own flights impose on rodseriers:®> and (2) The
notion that slots at LGA are currently being allocated sub-ogdiintizt has prompted FAA
to propose a forced re-allocation of a portion of LGA slots by mebas untested, complex
and costly auction mechanism. As was the case with iteedftRM, FAA has conflated
these two issues—and their perceived solutions—despite the fachéhava issues are

wholly unrelated.

9. With regards to the first issue—congestion and delays—thereplke @awvidence that without
a cap on operations, the number of flights at LGA would exceedifhert's capacity and

would result in inefficiently high levels of congestion (relatisewvhat is socially optimal).

13 As Kasper noted in his previous comments in thieeding (at par. 16) “The existence of exteriealibften
requires some type of governmental interventiorptevent overuse and enable markets to efficienthycate
resources. In the absence of a cap on operatidt@A for example, an analogous situation wouletly exist, i.e.,

a carrier seeking to add a flight would considdy dhe delay costs to his own flights and not thi dosts of delay
that the flight would impose on all airport usefadeed, théRegulatory Evaluatiomnlescribes a textbook example of
anegative externalitywhen the relaxation of the High Density Rule follog/the passage of AIR-21 legislation led
to too many flights and excessive congestion atalyds the airport. To avoid a repeat of that ygyeexperience,
the FAA therefore proposes to continue its presapton the number of operations at LGA at 75 sdeeldand 6
non-scheduled operations per hour.” S@emments of Daniel M. KaspeBefore the Federal Aviation
Administration, Washington, D.C., Docket No. FAA@B25709 (Operating Limitations at New York LaGuard
Airport), hereafter “Previous Comments”.



Prior experience at LGA and other constrained airports has shown that capmogther of
flights at levels consistent with runway capacity is highfea&fve in reducing delays and
thereby provides significant benefits to both carriers and passendndeed, the FAA has
long recognized that permitting unrestricted access to L@Adwesult in severe congestion
problems and has thus restricted access to La Guardia almostucosty since the late
1960s. Not surprisingly, the SNPRM proposes to continue FAA'’s fourddicald policy
of capping the number of hourly operations at LGA. In short, the SNpRpbses to deal
with congestion and delay problems at LGA by capping operationgvatsl that are

consistent with existing capacity.

10. Although the FAA states that “The need for this regulatiairieen by a market failure with
regard to congestion at New York area airpottsfie proposed “cure” goes far beyond an
effort to address this market failure resulting from unrdstii@ccess. Rather than limiting
itself to resolving the congestion/delay problem, the SNPRM sieekembine the delay
issue with the wholly distinct question of how the limited acceggs (i.e., slots) resulting
from the cap on operations should be allocated to airline users; in stwiRGA goes well
beyond what is necessary to resolve the congestion-related tleddyere the basis for its
proposed intervention. The FAA’s decision to go beyond congestion melei ieffort to
reallocate slots is puzzling given that it has permitteds dotbe bought and sold in a
secondary market since 1985 and in light of the fact that cahaees subsequently invested

substantial sums of money (on slots, facilities, etc.) in redi@mcthat authorization to obtain

4 nitial Regulatory Evaluationpage 10.



or expand their access to LGA. In addition, numerous other partiesrdélgact on slots as

security for loans to air carriers, thus allowing carriers to gain (and nmjis&avice at LGA.

11. And while the SNPRM acknowledges that “the best way to maricompetition is with the
development of a robust secondary marketthe SNPRM and IRE fail to provide an
empirical basis to support their assumption that slots at LGA@ralready allocated in an
efficient manner. Because the FAA has provided no reliable emlpavidence that slots are
not efficiently allocated, it lacks a credible economic bé&sisthe significant changes it

proposes to impose in terms of how slots are allocated.

12.Four and half pages of the IRE are devoted to a section entitletd®@aind and the Need
for Regulation”, which attempts to justify the SNPRM. Although #hatument spends a
significant amount of time justifying the need for operatiorgiscto address the congestion
and delay problem at LGA, it fails to provide any empirical ecdodrasis or rationale to
support the imposition of a new, complex and untested mechanism to address the issue of slot
allocation at LGA. As will be discussed in the next subsectios, ithialmost certainly

because there is no such need.

15 SNPRM at p. 20856.
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B. FAA’'s Assumption That The Current Secondary Market For Slots at LGAnefficient

Lacks Foundation

13.Government intervention can be an appropriate solution to a matkee fah market failure
exists when some external factor prevents a market from iskiagl the appropriate price
and output for a good or service. It is well understood that caopensating at congested
airports such as LGA may not fully bear the cost of the délay impose on others and as a
result, too many flights are scheduled leading to high (and potgnirecceptable) levels of
congestion and delay. Under such circumstances, it is thergiorepaiate for the FAA to

restrict operations to a level consistent with the airport’s effective tpgiEpacity.

14.FAA asserts that the “main objective of this rulemaking issguee good allocation of scarce
slots among carriers and potential users” and “[tjo accomplishgtial, it is important that
there be a well-functioning secondary market and that holderfreseto swap slots for
logistical reasons. Both activities help to ensure slots are pheir highest and best us8.”
In proposing its new and untested auction mechanism for slots, howey&AA assumes
that some vaguely specified problems are preventing the exigoundary market from
efficiently allocating slots at LGA. This assumption is pexplg in light of the fact that
FAA did not even hint at the existence of a potential failure insémndary slot market

when outlining its “Need for Regulation” in its own Initial Regulatory Evabrat

18 |nitial Regulatory Evaluatiorat pages 25-26.
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15.Even in its original NPRM, the only suggestion of a potential inefficiencyoiradibcation at

16.

LGA was a conjecture that there were too many operationbeatitport operated by
relatively smaller regional jets (“RJs”). Without providingyatomparative evidence from
other airports, FAA suggested that this purported over use of RJs somehow demohsirated t
the buy-sell rule did not work and that carriers were “hoardif@ss But these assertions
were comprehensively rebutted in subsequent comiemts were not repeated in either the
SNPRM or the IRE. Thus, the FAA has not made an economicallpsielfe case that the

existing market for slots is not operating efficierily.

Moreover, if the secondary market had somehow failed to allstatteefficiently at LGA to

the detriment of competition and the welfare of travelers & &sumes, one would expect
to see at least some evidence of market concentration usiptp simeasures typically relied
upon by economists. Yet there is no such evidence. On the contrargyious comments
filed in this matter, we computed a basic measure of condentrathe Herfindahl-
Hirschman Index (“HHI")—which indicated that concentration at LGAswamong the
lowest of large U.S. airportS. We have updated this analysis for 2008 and it confirms that
LGA is still among the least concentrated large U.S. airpoitisrms of domestic origin and

destination (“O&D”) passengers.

" SeePrevious Commentparagraphs 28-35, which clearly demonstratedptragiortion of RJ operations at LGA
was consistent with other large airports.

'8 Nor, as discussed subsequently, does the SNPRKEdRE even suggest, much less establish, thaptizes
and output in any NYC markets are (or could be)essiely affected by any theoretical misallocationslots at
LGA.

19 SeePrevious Comment&Exhibit 1.
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ExHiBIT 1: LGA’ sSHHI BASED ON O&D PASSENGERSIS AMONG THE L OWEST OF THE
FORTY LARGEST U.S.AIRPORTS
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17.0ur previous comments also demonstrated that, when measured in dereecraft
departures, LGA was also among the least concentrated ofdgleda8. airports° We have

also updated this analysis and it continues to show that this fact has not changed.

20 previous Comment&xhibit 2.
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ExHIBIT 2: LGA’ sHHI BASED ON DEPARTURES | SAMONG THE L OWEST OF THE FORTY
LARGEST U.S.AIRPORTS
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18.Moreover, in previous comments, we also demonstrated that concenttatiGi an terms
of departures had declined between 2002 and 2006, as new entrant cacrieased
services' We have updated that analysis, and it shows that between 2006 and 2008,

concentration levels at LGA have continued to decline.

21 previous Comment&xhibit 3.
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ExHIBIT 3: THE DEPARTURE HHI AT LGA HASDECLINED OVER THE PAST SEVEN YEARS
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19.Since neither the SNPRM nor the IRE provides even the most dragicical evidence to
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support FAA's assumption that the existing buy-sell rule leads timefficient allocation of
slots, the FAA is proposing an intrusive and untested regulatory ‘@oluticonfiscation of
slots from existing users and reallocation of those slots to otbens by means of an
auction—for a problem that may well not exist. Hence, rather thamqimg voluntary
exchanges, as the Buy-Sell rule does, FAA’s proposal would gmee carriers to reduce

service so that other carriers could provide more service.

20.The FAA asserts that “the over-riding objective of the auct®noi improve economic

efficiency by having holders confront the opportunity cost of sontkeedf holdings, defined

15



21.

22.

as what someone else would pay for thémBut the FAA's suggestion that slot holders
need an auction to make them aware of the value of those slotglg girong. Economists
have long recognized that such opportunity costs (here, the foreg@mreies that could be
obtained from selling slots) are economically equivalent to out-of pamsts®®> And in
light of the historically strong demand for access to LGA, iinseasonable to assume that
holders of LGA slots are not well aware of their substantiaheaic value and, hence, of
the foregone revenue/opportunity cost they incur when they choosaito naher than sell
those slots. In short, there is no reason to believe that perwcliorss are necessary to

make slot holders aware of the value of—or opportunity costs of retaining—LGA%lots.

In order to economically justify its proposal for a forced reallion of slots, FAA would

need to demonstrate: (1) that the services likely to be addeckaslof the rule would be
more valuable than the services lost by the forced withdrawdbtsf and (2) that the net
benefits from the reallocation would exceed the costs and disruptewnsed by the

administrative process of reallocating operating rights. But the SNPENR&do neither.

The Initial Regulatory Evaluation explicitly acknowledges thag¢viNYork City is served by
three major airport$® and that carriers added flights at JFK and Newark in resporiight

caps at LGA last summer, but the IRE’s illustrative exampidsch purport to demonstrate

22 |nitial Regulatory Evaluatiorat pages 21-22.

% «The Problem of Social Cost,” Ronald Coadeyrnal of Law & Economicsl960, pages 1-44.

 Indeed, the IRE acknowledges that “Slots do nedrie change hands to improve the use of slotseXample,
when confronted with a cash cost of carrying slatsairline might choose to sublease it or findghnér and better
use for it.”Initial Regulatory Evaluationpage 28.

% |nitial Regulatory Evaluationpage 11.
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the welfare gains from re-allocating slots at LGA, fail tekke account of competitive
spillover effects between and among the three New York Cippids. This oversight caused

the FAA to substantially over estimate the benefits of its proposal.

23.Put differently, in claiming that competition suffers becausestbes at LGA are not being
allocated properly, FAA necessarily assumes that total outputdwmailhigher and prices
lower if there were a different allocation of LGA slots. Shnplies that prices and outputs
of air services at LGA are established independently of paoesservices at other New

York area airports. But that assumption is clearly not true.

24.FAA itself notes that “New York City is served by three onagirports®® and services at
LGA face significant competition from JFK and NewafkAnd as illustrated by Exhibit 4,
all three major New York City airports are within closepmity of one another. As a
result, prices and traffic at the three area airports aselgl interrelated so that changes in

service at LGA affect fares and traffic at other NYC airports, and acsay

% |nitial Regulatory Evaluatiorat page 11.
2" LGA, EWR and JFK are also affected by competifimm other, smaller airports in the New York City
Metropolitan area including Islip (ISP) and WhitiaiRs (HPN).

17



ExHIBIT 4: POPULATION DENSITY AND AIRPORT LOCATION IN THE NEW YORK CITY
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25.0verall traffic trends at the three New York City airpdrstween 2000 and 2007 clearly
demonstrate a high degree of NYC airport substitution by &eselLargely as result of the
dramatic growth in service from JFK between 2000 and 2007, for examphés s@are of
O&D passengers travelling within the perimeter fell from Si#edcent to 45.6 percent, while

JFK’s share of O&D passengers has more than doubled.
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ExHIBIT 5: SHARE OF DOMESTIC O&D PASSENGERSWITHIN 1,500MILES OF NEW Y ORK
City, 2000-2007
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26.Competition between and among the three primary New York City &rpan also be seen
by analyzing individual city-pairs. For example, Exhibit 6 depatsrage fares between
New York City airports and Orlando and clearly demonstratesstieng competitive
interrelationships among the three airports, with fares tbaely track one another in most
of the period. And when average fares for EWR service diverged EGA and JFK
between 2002 and 2005, EWR'’s passenger share fell by nearly a thirthisvéme and

rebounded fully once its fares to Orlando equalized with those at LGA and JFK.
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ExXHIBIT 6: AVERAGE ONE-WAY FARES AND TRAFFIC SHARES BETWEEN NEW Y ORK
CITY AND ORLANDO, 1990-2007
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27. Another example of the close interrelationship among the three large New Ypergorts
can be seen by examining what happened to O&D passengersr{adiboilute levels and
shares) following the introduction of low fare service betwedf aikd Buffalo in 2001. As
shown in Exhibit 7, low cost entry at JFK caused traffic at botih [28d EWR to fall by
more than half despite a dramatic drop in average fares dadbding of the overall traffic
levels between New York City and Buffalo. This—and dozens of simdamples—clearly
show that passenger fares and traffic are among the three &pGrts are closely
intertwined. It also demonstrates why it is impossible tcalogli compute—as FAA has

attempted in its IRE—the “average surplus to society” from oealing slots at LGA

20



without considering the effects at other NYC airports. (This lva discussed further in the
following section)?®

ExHIBIT 7: CHANGE IN PASSENGERSPER DAY EACH WAY BETWEEN NEW YORK CITY
AND BUFFALO, 1999vs. 2007
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28.In sum, the FAA fails to provide any empirical evidence to suppoeassumption that LGA

slots are inefficiently allocated at present.

C. The SNRPM Assumes Without Analysis or Consideration of AlternativVhat Its

Proposed System For Slot Auctions Would Be Less Costly And Less Burdensban Other
Possible Alternatives

29. Although attempting to enhance the efficiency of the existicgragary market in slots is a

laudable goal, the SNPRM goes well beyond that by forcingecaro sell slots they do not

want to sell. Moreover, the SNPRM and IRE provide virtually no ecgligvidence, only

2 |nitial Regulatory Evaluationpage 49.
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30.

31.

speculative hypotheses, to support their assumption that the new semioduced using
reallocated slots would be more valuable than the services disconbyudabse carriers

losing slots.

Even if FAA had been able to demonstrate that the secondary nmarkat allocating slots
efficiently, the SNPRM erroneously assumesithout analysis or consideration of
alternatives that its proposed system for slot auctions would be less costly emsd |
burdensome than other possible alternatives. This erroneous assuspidinative of the

FAA's lack of experience with complex, high-stakes, auction mechanisms.

Perhaps the most telling evidence of FAA’s inexperience regatidengractical application
and administration of complex auctions is its belief that it cdudldl its first auction in
January 2009 (a mere 6-7 months from today). This schedule is higkblistic given that
the FAA has never administered an auction, has yet to dradiuitteon rules and has yet to
retain a software firm to develop the necessary electronifopptato conduct the auction.
Furthermore, FAA has asserted it would implement a cutting eagl highly complex
“ascending clock auction with package biddiRy”.To put this into context, the Federal
Communications Commission (“FCC”) recently held its first enagpectrum auction
incorporating “package bidding” (Auction #73) in January of this.yd&a@spite the fact that
the FCC and most large U.S. wireless firms have over a dedaedeperience with large

scale, high stakes auctions, the amount of time FCC allocate@dretive issuance of its

# |nitial Regulatory Evaluationpage 22.
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32.

preliminary auction rules and the start of the auction to allowwcbmments and reply
comments, the issuance of the final set of rules, an auction sesnmithdhe necessary time
for bidders to prepare their bidding strategy and software tradkivlg was slightly more
than 5 monthd® In light of the lack of experience of both the FAA and airliméth

complex auctions, it is clear that FAA has vastly underestihétte time that would be

required to prepare for an auction.

Likewise, FAA has significantly underestimated the complexity d#veloping an

economically sound auction that allows for package bidding. For exaewglethough FCC

Auction 73 allowed for package bidding, there were dhhge pre-defined packages that
bidders could choose to bid on (i.e., one covering the eight licensestiatse the 50 U.S.

States, one covering the “Atlantic” and one covering the “Raxif But even given this

highly simplified package bidding framework, the auction rules vadascribed by some
observers as “mind-numbingly compleX.” Although FAA has not provided details
regarding the number of packages airlines would be able to assemitdeproposed slot

auction, it would presumably need to be far more than the thre&@ttused in Auction

7332 But as noted by one well-know auction theorist, “A second probleim alliowing

package bids is complexity. If all combinations are allowed, evenifigiagtthe revenue

% FCcC’'s Second Report and Ordevas released on August 10, 2007 and FCC Auctiostaed on January 24,
2008. It should also be noted that FCC'’s auct&amt researched and experimented with package bidolirmore
than five years before implementing it in an auttiGGee “Spectrum Auctions”, by Peter Cramtorandbook of
Telecommunication Economjdslartin Cave, Sumit Majumdar and Ingo Vogelsand.e Amsterdam: Elsevier,
Chapter 14, pp 605-639, 2002.

31 See “Google to Join Spectrum Auctiohe New York Time®ecember 1, 2007.

32 For example, if a total of 14 unique slots wereygufor auction, there would be a total of 8,18ibinations of
even numbereslot packages.
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33.

maximizing assignment is an intractable integer programming pnobieen there are many

bidders and license$®

In sum, given the complexity of the proposed auction format and lacipefience that both
FAA and airlines have with such complex auctions, FAA has seriauglgrestimated both
the costs of such an auction and the time needed to develop and impkemerdaddition,

FAA has provided no evidence to demonstrate that the current secomat&st for slots has
allocated slots at LGA inefficiently. Consequently, the IREsdoot provide an economic
justification for the FAA’s proposed auction mechanism, particularlight of the fact that

any perceived inefficiency arising from the current Buy-Sebrket could readily be

addressed by minor adjustments, such as adopting a “double-blind” market.

D. The Cost/Benefit Analysis in the IRE Grossly Overestimates Net Benefits Arising
From Implementing the Rules In the SNPRM

34.The cost/benefit analysis contained in the Initial Regulatowaluation purports to

demonstrate substantial societal net benefits arising fronpribygosed rule. These are
broken into two components. First, the IRE estimates that thenpresee of net benefits
from reduced delays resulting from the proposed rule (foreéneg@2009-2019) are roughly
$2.02 billion. Second, the IRE estimates that the present value of eéitdb&om improved
slot allocation is between $65 and $197 million (also for the period 2009-2019acehto

present value costs of between $12 and $23 million. As we will digtuks section, the

% See “Spectrum Auctions”, by Peter Cramtortandbook of Telecommunication Economisartin Cave, Sumit
Majumdar and Ingo Vogelsand, eds. Amsterdam: vi#gseChapter 14, pp 605-639, 2002.
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35.

36.

IRE is based on a number of critically flawed assumptions and sesult, it grossly
overestimates both types of net benefits. Likewise, the IRE unideaiess the likely costs

that would result from the adoption of the SNPRM.

Perhaps the most significant flaw in the cost-benefit analgsigained in the Initial
Regulatory Evaluation is its use of a completely unrealibise case” for estimating the net
benefits arising from delay reductions. Specifically, the BSumes that “but for” the
SNPRM, there would be no cap on the level of operations at LaGuardiathe SNPRM
(and the preceding NPRM) made it quite clear that the FAAhbastention of eliminating
the movement cap at LGA. Moreover, when faced with a similar etadi€hicago O’'Hare
(“ORD”), the FAA maintained movement caps citing safety and tipea concerns?
Thus, a scenario where the cap on operations is maintained (i.statbhe quo), clearly
constitutes the appropriate—and far more realistic—base case@sm to use when
computing the expected benefits of the proposed rules. When the doassctcase
assumption is used, virtually all of the purported delay benefits are eledinader Option 2
and under Option 1 (which retires 2 percent of slots), any remdeinefits are likely to be

de minimis.

Likewise, rectifying another flawed assumption used in the IR&Stantially reduces (or
eliminates altogether) the estimated net benefits fromdieed reallocation of slots under

the SNPRM. As discussed in detail earlier, the services arekparriers offer at LGA are

3 See NPRM page 51364 aRithal Rule Congestion and Delay Reduction at Chicago O’Hatermational
Airport, Docket FAA-2005-20704.
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clearly influenced by the services and prices being chargedairpgrs serving other New
York City airports. Thus, although any changes that FAA'’s ruledmasperations at LGA
are certain to affect services and prices at other NY@ms, the SNPRM and IRE have
completely ignored those effects in estimating costs and bené&fds example, carriers at
EWR and/or JFK could readily expand service in the cities whé&#k gervice was being
cutback because of a forced slot reallocation. Likewise, caatedEWR and JFK could (and
likely would) change their service levels at the cities whitie LGA service was added.
These adjustments would considerably alter the estimated odstbeaefits of the proposed
rule. Hence, the net effect of the reallocation of LGA slotfaogs and traffic in New York
will likely be much different than the IRE assumes becausssitigge airport calculations
used in the IRE do not consider the effects on other NYC airpor&ghoht, the IRE’s benefit
estimates are not a reliable measure of the impact ofrhpoged rule. Indeed, the net
effects of the proposed changes may not even be positive, parti@ftarlgonsidering the

costs associated with disruptive effects of slot withdrawal and the costsanfdiien.

37.Under the FAA's analysis, any purported welfare improvement featlacating LGA slots
effectively comes from replacing small aircraft (turboprofgrdy with LCC or “Legacy Jet”
operations. This overly simplistic approach is flawed for twoamss First, all network
carriers that operate turboprop or RJ services at LGA alsotepraeanline equipment there.
Thus, if it were more profitable for those carriers to use nange aircraft at LGA, they

would already be doing so. In short, FAA assumes without jusidic#tat carriers are not

26



allocating their own scarce slot resources at LGA optimahis is clearly an incorrect

assumption.

38.Thus, based on IRE’s analyis, the only possible source of welfare enmamcfrom slot
reallocation at LGA would necessarily arise from the redliogaof slots from legacy
carriers to LCCs. But since the overwhelming majority of Newk City domestic travelers
already have access to non-stop LCC service, it is questiombbtber reallocating slots at
LGA would haveany measurable effect on overall competition. As demonstratecipiE
8, more than 90% of New York City domestic non-stop O&D passen@ee tn city-pairs
with non-stop LCC service, which is 13 percentage points higher thaxatioeal average of
77.5%. Thus, it is apparent that the IRE’s estimates substardiahstate the potential

benefits from slot reallocation contemplated in the SNPRM.
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ExHIBIT 8: PERCENTAGE OF NEW YORK CITY NON-STOP DOMESTIC O&D PASSENGERS
TRAVELING IN CITY -PAIRS WITH NON-STOP LCC SERVICE
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39.In addition, the Initial Regulatory Evaluation’s estimate of netefies is substantially
inflated by other dubious or flatly erroneous assumptions regarding theotdstproposal.
For example, even though the FAA acknowledges that LGA slots havtarstigds
economic value (“Slots have been sold in the range of $230,000 to over Shratli
LGA” and *historically HDR slots were treated as quasi-perama assets with
indefinites lives®), the IRE does not treat as a cost of the proposal the valugof sl
involuntarily taken from existing slot holders. Yet the loss ofi@hle landing rights
would clearly be costly for existing slot holders who may havid pallions of

dollars to obtain them. And in the event slot holders successfullyguakings

% Initial Regulatory Evaluationpage 62.
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claims against the FAA for the seized slots, the costs—includamgades and
litigation expenses—borne by FAA would be real economic costs to taxpayers.
In addition, the IRE fails to consider the adverse economic effscproposal would
have on carriers’ willingness to invest in developing services arldiéscat LGA.
Specifically, several carrier comments pointed out that thdiingmess to incur the
costs necessary to develop services and facilities at anrtaigpdbased on the
expectation they will be able to continue serving that airpost.amitrarily limiting
the duration of what are now “quasi-permanent” rights to “lasfth durations of
10 or fewer years, however, the proposal would discourage carriersniekimg
investments that could not be recouped within a ten year period andethucse r
overall efficiency. Yet these economic costs are neither deresl nor included in
the IRE’s cost-benefit analysis.

Likewise, the IRE failed to adequately consider the economis tloat would result
from precluding a carrier from bidding for any slots it had lognewvhen that carrier
could make the most productive use of those slots.

Finally, the SNPRM and IRE fails to adequately consider or coenibee costs of
auctions to other, potentially less costly ways of improving theopaence of the
secondary market, including minor adjustments to the Buy/Sell sudk as those

adopted by the FAA last year at Chicago’s O’Hare International Airport.
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V.

CONCLUSIONS

40.Although the FAA’'s modified proposal does away with the ill-conceingdimum aircraft

4].

size requirement that was a prominent component of the earlRMNPR is still plagued by
serious conceptual flaws and relies on assumptions that are uegusiifidemonstrably
incorrect. As a result of these serious shortcomings, the proposéd impose—without
adequate economic analysis or support—a number of unnecessarily integiations—
including a complex and unnecessary auction mechanism to involuntaftibcege a portion
of LGA slots. Moreover, key findings of the FAA’'s accompanyingial Regulatory
Evaluation—including its cost benefit analysis—are gravely flawed and oalyunrealistic
(or simply incorrect) assumptions and oversimplifications that tréswgrossly overstating

the likely benefits of the proposed rule.

FAA casts the current SNPRM as a proposal to address the pdtaniti@reased congestion
and delay at New York’s LaGuardia Airport. But in reality 8%¢PRM would have virtually
no impact on congestion or delay compared to the present because theétloer related)
levels of congestion and delay are determined by the number ofyhopdrations

permitted—a number that the SNPRM does not propose to significdra@hge. What the
SNPRM would do, however, is permit the FAA to reclaim slots afAlaad to reallocate
them by means of an auction. In doing so, the SNPRM would impose dacaligroostly

and unnecessary regulatory framework on carriers serving LGA, avirark that is far more

likely to reduce than to enhance overall economic efficiency and social evelfar
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42.

43.

| DENTIFICATION

Daniel M. Kasper is Managing Director of LECG, LLC. (fornyerThe Law & Economics
Consulting Group) and head of the firm’s transportation practice. Lp@&des expert
analysis and management consulting in economics, accounting, ancefinkinic Kasper’'s
business address is 350 Massachusetts Avenue, Suite 300, CambridgehMsetts 02319.
Mr. Kasper has over 25 years of experience at LECG, Coopers @ngpL.L.P., Harbridge
House, Inc., and the U.S. Civil Aeronautics Board (“CAB”) dealinthwssues involving
competition, competition policy, economics and finance in the airline ¢dret) industries.
Mr. Kasper has also served on the faculties of the Harvard BsslBesool and the
University of Southern California School of Business Administrataraftotal of ten years.
In 1993, Mr. Kasper was one of 15 appointed members of the U.S. NahAatiak
Commission, a body created by Congress to evaluate and makemmeadations on how to
improve the performance of the U.S. airline and aerospace industiresddition, Mr.
Kasper has served as a consultant to the U.S. Departmentsnspdmation, State and
Defense, on various airline industry matters and has alsoddstsi an expert on airline and
aviation industry matters before courts and federal administraiincies, as well as
legislative bodies and antitrust authorities both in the United States and abrodtaspbr’'s

curriculum vitaeis attached as Appendix A.

Darin Lee is a Principal in the Cambridge, MA office of LEAGC and specializes in
airline economics, auctions and industrial organization. Dr. Lee has l@vemrars of

experience providing consulting services to numerous domestic amdatigeal airlines
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(both passenger and cargo) as well as industry trade assocattblador organizations on a
wide variety of economic and financial matters involving theirarindustry including
bankruptcy reorganization, alleged anti-competitive behavior, codeshanmohgamtitrust
immunity applications, mergers, labor disputes and business interrupgitbersn Dr. Lee
has published numerous articles on various aspects of airline econantéegling, peer-
reviewed, academic journals suchTéeeJournal of Law & Economi¢gheJournal of Labor
Economicsthe Southern Economic Journahd theJournal of Economics and Businessd

is editor of theAdvances in Airline Economid®ok series published by Elsevier. Dr. Lee
has testified in U.S. Federal Court and has filed testimofiyrd¢he U.S. Department of
Transportation on matters related to the airline industry. In additi his expertise in the
airline industry, Dr. Lee is also an expert in auctions, havingedeas primary bid strategist
for numerous global telecommunication and Internet firms in manheofnmorld’s largest
spectrum auctions, including those in the U.S., U.K., Egypt and NigPrialLee received a
Ph.D. in Economics from Brown University and also holds an M.A. in Ecarsofnom
Queen’s University in Kingston, Ontario and a B.A. in Economics fromUhigersity of
Victoria, Canada. Dr. Lee has taught graduate level coursamomics at the University

of Colorado-Denver. Dr. Lee®urriculum vitaeis attached as Appendix B.
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EDUCATION
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PRESENT POSITION
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Partner and Chairman Transportation Industry Program

Mr. Kasper headed C&L’s Transportation Industry Program where he
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appeared frequently as an expert withess before Federal courts, regulatory
agencies, and the Congress of the United States.

UNITED STATES NATIONAL AIRLINE COMMISSION, 1993
Member

In 1993, Mr. Kasper was appointed and served as one of fifteen voting
members of the US National Airline Commission, a body established by
Congress to examine and make suggestions for strengthening the U.S.
airline and aerospace industries. The Commission submitted its Report and
recommendations to the President and Congress in September of 1993.




HARBRIDGE HOUSE, INC. 1983-1993
Vice President, Director and Head of the Transportation Practice

Mr. Kasper managed the firm’s transportation practice and was responsible
for a wide array of projects involving domestic and international
transportation issues. He also served as an expert witness in numerous
proceedings before Federal and state courts, regulatory agencies and
legislative bodies.

UNITED STATES CIVIL AERONAUTICS BOARD, 1979-1983
Director of International Aviation

From January 1980 through September 1983, Mr. Kasper served as Director
of International Aviation, the Board’s primary advisor and chief line officer
for all matters involving international aviation. During his tenure as

Director, Mr. Kasper was instrumental in developing and implementing a
pro-competitive U.S. international aviation policy.

Executive Assistant to Civil Aeronautics Board Member

From July through December of 1979, Mr. Kasper served as chief staff
advisor to Board Member and Vice-Chairperson Elizabeth E. Bailey. In that
capacity, he was responsible for reviewing all matters pending before the
Board and advising Ms. Bailey on proper disposition of those matters.
Matters dealt with by the Board during that period included a number of
proposed airline mergers, the allocation of takeoff and landing slots,
potential barriers to entry posed by control of gates at congested airport
facilities, retail marketing of air transportation, pricing policy, amdcuest

for antitrust immunity by the International Air Transport Association.

HARVARD UNIVERSITY, BUSINESS SCHOOL, 1976-1981

Faculty

At Harvard Business School, Mr. Kasper specialized in two principal areas:
the impact of alternative forms of government regulation on the

management and performance of business organizations and on the study of
national economic policies and strategies. Mr. Kasper authored a number of
case studies on various aspects of the transportation and telecommunication
industries.

While at Harvard, Mr. Kasper was a member and active participant in the
Harvard Regulatory Reform Project conducted under the auspices of the
Kennedy School of Government. He also consulted with firms in the
telecommunications and computer industries to help them anticipate and
prepare for the impact of telecommunications deregulation on their
businesses.



UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA, 1971-1976

Faculty

While at USC, Mr. Kasper developed, administered and taught courses
dealing with the control of business activities by means of direct
government regulation, the enforcement of private contracts, and through
the use of tort law. His research focused on the regulation of transportation,
telecommunications industries and workplace safety. He also served as a
member of the Faculty Senate.

BOOKS
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Ph.D., Economics, BowNUNIVERSITY, Providence, RI, 1998

Specialized Fields: Game Theory, Microeconomic Theory, Industrial
Organization & Bargaining Theory

A.M., Economics, BOwWN UNIVERSITY, Providence, RI, 1995
M.A., Economics, QEEN SUNIVERSITY, Kingston, Canada, 1993
B.Sc. (Honors), NIVERSITY OFVICTORIA, B.C., Canada, 1991

PRESENT POSITION

LECG, LLC, Cambridge, MA, July 2005 — Present
Principal Transportation and Auction Groups

LECG, LLC, Cambridge, MA, January 2002 — June 2005
Senior Managing Economjstransportation and Auction Groups

LECG, LLC, Cambridge, MA, January 2001- December 2001
Managing EconomisfTransportation and Auction Groups

LECG, LLC, Cambridge, MA and Emeryville, CA, July 1998 - December
2000
Senior EconomisfTransportation and Auction Groups




PUBLICATIONS IN REFEREED JOURNALS

1) “Retracting a Gift: How Does Employee Effort Respond to Wage
Reductions?”, with Nicholas Rupjournal of Labor EconomicsVolume
25, Number 4, October 2007, pages 725-762.

2) “Domestic Codesharing, Alliances and Airfares in the U.S. Airline Indystry
with Harumi Ito, The Journal of Law & EconomicsVolume 50, pages 355-
380, 2007.

3) “The Impact of Passenger Mix on Reported Hub Premiums in the U.S. Airline
Industry,” with Maria José Luengo PradBouthern Economics Journal
Vol. 72, No. 2, pp. 372-394, 2005.

4) “Comparing the Impact of the September 11 Terrorist Attacks on Intemahtio
Airline Demand,” with Harumi Ito.International Journal of the Economics
of BusinessVolume 12, No. 2, pages 225-249, 2005.

5) “Domestic Codesharing Practices in the U.S. Airline Industry”, with hiaru
Ito, Journal of Air Transport ManagementVol. 11, No. 2, pages 89-97,
2005.

6) “Assessing the Impact of the Septembeéf Terrorist Attacks on U.S. Airline
Demand,” with Harumi ItoJournal of Economics and Busines®¥olume 57
(1), pp. 75-95, 2005.

7) Entry Patterns in the Southwest Airlines Route System,” with Charles
Boguslaski and Harumi It&Review of Industrial OrganizationvVolume 25
(3), pp. 317-350, 2004.

8) “Are Passengers Willing to Pay More for Additional Legroom?” withrilla
José Luengo Praddournal of Air Transport ManagementVolume 10, No.
6, pp. 377-383, 2004.
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Institutions, Operations and Marketingditor. Amsterdam: Elsevier, 2007.
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Industry,” with Harumi Ito, Unpublished Manuscript, November 2003.
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UNIVERSITY TEACHING EXPERIENCE

UNIVERSITY OF COLORADO-DENVER, Department of Economics, 1994 and
1995, Visiting Lecturer
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PROFESSIONAL ENGAGEMENTS

Testimony & Expert Reports

Expert report, deposition and trial testimonyGary H. Ramey, et. al vs.
District 141, International Association of Machinists and Aerospace
Workers, et. al. United States District Court, Eastern District of New
York, 2007.

Filed expert report ilRepublic/NFR & C. Parking of Louisville v. Regional
Airport Authority of Louisville and Jefferson Coun@Gjvil Action No.
3:01CV-633-S.

Filed expert declaration in Star Alliance Application for Antitrust Immynit
Before the U.S. Department of Transportation, Dockets OST-05-22922,
OST-96-1434.

Filed expert testimony in SkyTeam Application for Antitrust Immupnity
Before the U.S. Department of Transportation, Docket No OST-2004-
19214.

Airline Labor Matters: Dr. Lee is an expert in labor matters regarding the
airline and related industries. Over the past several years, Dr. Leeihaly act
advised numerous air carriers on wide range of labor matters, including:

For several major U.S. airlines (both mainline and regional), provided expert
analysis regarding labor negotiations in advance of Chapter 11 bankruptcy as
well as analyses in conjunction with Section 1113(c), 1113(e) and 1114
contract relief.

For several major U.S. airlines, provided expert analysis to support labor
contract negotiations.

For a large airline union, provided independent expert testimony in class
action lawsuit brought forth by a class of its members regarding efflects
September M on U.S. airline industry.

For an international airline caterer, provided expert analysis to support labor
contract interest arbitration.

For several major U.S airlines, provided expert analysis in support of forced
majeure labor arbitrations.

For a major U.S. carrier, analysis of industry & economic issues in
conjunction with Presidential Emergency Board regarding pilot negotiations.
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Airline Economics, Competition Policy, and Financial DamagesDr. Lee is

an expert in the airline industry and has in-depth knowledge of the economics of
the airline industry, airline data, regulatory and competition policy issues.
Representative case experience includes

Provide expert consulting services to several major U.S. mainline and regional
airlines in connection with Chapter 11 reorganization.

Provide expert consulting services to several U.S. carriers contemplating
potential mergers.

Provide expert testimony and analysis for international airline alliances
support of antitrust immunity applications.

Analysis of industry, economic & antitrust issues on behalf of three major
U.S. airlines and industry group in class action suit regarding hidden city
ticketing.

Provided valuation of a major carrier’s U.S. slot holdings.

Provided valuation of a major carrier’s Narita slots holdings and route
authority.

Comments on behalf of industry airline association regarding the use of
market based mechanisms to reduce delay and congestion at U.S. airports.

Analysis of industry, economic & antitrust issues on behalf of a major U.S.
airline regarding the use of baggage templates at Dulles InternatiopaitA
(U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia, Civil Action No-00
684-A).

Provide consulting services to major industry group with regards to slot
auctions and congestion pricing.

Analysis of proposed rule making regarding demand management options at
New York’s LaGuardia airport.

Industry analysis for major airline in conjunction with post 9/11 workforce
reductions.

Analysis of industry & economic issues on behalf of industry backed Internet
travel agency.
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Analysis of industry & economic issues for major U.S. and European alliance
partners regarding a potential immunized alliance and Open Skies.

Analysis of discriminatory airport rates, charges and access fé¢Sbgnd
Canadian airports for air carriers and ground transportation providers.

Authored whitepaper on behalf of major U.S. airline in support of codesharing
application with major Hong Kong airline.

Analysis of industry & economic issues on behalf of Chamber of Commerce
for a U.S. metropolitan hub city.

Analysis of consolidation strategies for a major U.S. airline in conjunction
with the proposed and realized industry mergers of 2001.

Analysis of industry, economic & antitrust issues on behalf of United Air
Lines inUnited Air Lines v. Mesa Airlines and Westair Commuter Airlines.
(United States District Court for the Northern District of Illinois t€as
Division, No. 97 C4455).

Analysis of industry, economic & damage issues on behalf of GATX/Airlog
in GATX/Airlog v Evergreen International Airlines, Bank of New York, AlA,
and G.E. Capital(U.S. District Court, Oakland Division, No. C96-2494CW).

Analysis of industry and economic issues on behalf of American Airlines
regarding application for new service to China.

Analysis of industry & damage issues for ValuJet/AirTravatuJet/AirTran
vs Sabreliner and SabreTedircuit Court of St. Louis County, State of
Missouri #97CV-003725)

Analysis of industry & economic issues for a major U.S. airline in predatory
pricing suit.

Analysis of industry & economic issues for a major U.S. airline in response of
allegations of hub dominance.

Analysis of industry, regulatory and economic issues for a major U.S. airline
and Canadian holding company during negotiations regarding the potential
acquisition of Canadian Airlines.



Auctions and Markets: Dr. Lee also specializes in the auctions, markets and
game theory. He has served as Auction Strategist for numeroedessir
telecommunication firms during spectrum auctions in the US, UK, NigerigtEgy
Brazil and Switzerland where he was responsible for rules @isatlevelopment

of bidding strategies, and round-by-round analysis of bidding behavior.eer. L
has also provided auction advice to firms in the electricityinaihnd diamond
industries and has published articles on auctions and game theory ag poli
journals such aselecommunications Poli@s well as leading economic journals
such as theJournal of Mathematical Economicand Economics Letters
Representative engagements include:

Chief auction strategist for a large bidder in FCC Auction #73, 2007-2008.

For a U.S. wireless telecommunications firm (2006): Chief auction strategis
during FCC auction #66 (AWS).

For a major auction software company (2006): Provided logic and software
beta testing for lllinois electric capacity auction software.

For a major African wireless telecommunications firm (2006): Chief@ucti
strategist during Egyptian Mobile License Auction.

For a major auction software company (2002): Analyzed rules and tested
software for Texas Electricity Capacity auction.

Advised U.S. General Accounting Office (GAO) on matters regarding
spectrum auctions.

For an industry group representing major U.S. Airlines (2001- ): Consulting
services on the feasibility of airport take-off and landing slot auctions.

For a major producer and market maker of diamond rough (2001-):
Consulting services on pricing, auctions, and market microstructure.

For a major U.S. Electric Utility (2001): Auction Design Consultant, Basic
Services Generation Auction (New Jersey)

For a major wireless provider in South Africa (2000/2001): Principal Auction
Strategist, Nigerian GSM auction.



For an international telecommunications firm (2000): Principal Auction
Strategist, UK LMDS auction.

For an international telecommunications firm (1999-2000): Principal Auction
Strategist, UK 3G auction.

Provided bid strategy advice to bidder in the Swiss LMDS auction. (2000)

Provided analysis of the “winner’s curse” in U.S. vs. Nextwave bankruptcy
settlement (U.S. C-block auction). (1999)

Advised the Colombian government on efficient auction design for PCS
service. (1998)

Provided bid strategy advice to bidder in the Brazil B block auction. (1998)

CONFERENCE AND OTHER INVITED PRESENTATIONS

Embraer Semi-Annual AMA’s Meeting, Sao Jose dos Campos, Brazil, May
29, 2007.

International Industrial Organization Conference, Atlanta, April 2005.
American Economic Association Winter Meetings, Philadelphia, January
2005.

International Industrial Organization Conference, Chicago, April 2004.
Southern Economics Association Annual Conference, San Antonio,
November 2003.

Federal Reserve Bank of Chicago, June 2003.

International Industrial Organization Conference, Boston, April 2003.
Stony Brook International Game Theory Conference, July 1997

Journal Referee For:
Journal of Industrial Economics, Southern Economic Journal, Journal of Law,
Economics & Organization, Review of Industrial Organization, Journal of Urban
Economics, Journal of Transport Economics and Policy, Telecommunications
Policy, Journal of Air Transport Management
PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS

American Economic Association

International Industrial Organization Society
Sloan Industry Studies Affiliate
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HONORS AND AWARDS

Abramson Dissertation Prize, Department of Economics, Brown University,
1997

Stephen Ehrlich Foundation Research Grant, Brown University, 1997
Stephen Ehrlich Foundation Research Grant, Brown University, 1996
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