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APENDIX A

This appendix summarizes the survey result. The survey was distributed using
the snowball sampling method, where initial participants were encouraged to share the
survey with others in their network. It was shared through email, Discord servers, and
various messaging groups, allowing it to reach a broader and more diverse audience in
Central Florida. Over the course of 14 days, a total of 112 responses were collected.
Despite its non-probabilistic nature, the snowball approach enabled the survey to capture
valuable insights into travel preferences, habits, and expectations regarding potential
flights from Central Florida to Barcelona.

The first graph shows that a vast majority of respondents (93%) have never
traveled internationally, indicating that there may be untapped demand for international
travel options from Central Florida.

Figure 1. Question 1 Central Florida Survey

Have you ever traveled internationally?

7%
[

= No
= Yes

93%

The second graph reveals that 70% have never been to Spain but would like to
go, suggesting strong potential interest in Spain as a first-time destination.

Figure 2.Question 2 Central Florida Survey

Have you ever been to Spain before?
2%

= No, and I’m not
interested

= No, but I would like to

- —

= Yes, multiple times

70% = Yes, once

The third graph demonstrates that nearly half (49%) are somewhat interested in
visiting Barcelona in the next 1-2 years, while 35.4% are very interested, emphasizing
considerable market interest.
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Figure 3. Question 3 Central Florida Survey

How interested are you in visiting Barcelona in the next 1-2
years?

3%

13%
359 ’ = Not interested at all
= Not very interested
= Somewhat interested

499, = Very interested

The fourth chart highlights that culture and architecture (74) are the main
motivators for choosing Barcelona, followed by beaches and the Mediterranean climate
(24).

Figure 4. Question 4 Central Florida Survey

What would motivate you to choose Barcelona as your next
international destination? (Rank them according to

importance)
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climate reasons there

The fifth graph indicates that most respondents (59%) consider a round-trip price
of $800-$1,200 reasonable, showing that affordability will be a key factor in route
success.
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Figure 5. Question 5 Central Florida Survey

How much are you willing to pay for a round trip from
MLB to BCN?

6%

16%

= Under $500
= $500-$800
= $800-$1,200
= Over $1,200

19%

Regarding the willingness to fly from MLB, 79% of respondents said “Yes” they
would consider flying from MLB if a convenient or direct flight to Barcelona were
available, while 16% responded “Maybe.” This suggests there is an opportunity to use
smaller airports like MLB, but confidence may depend on factors like pricing or
convenience.

Figure 6. Question 6 Central Florida Survey

Would you consider flying out of Melbourne Orlando
International Airport (MLB) if a direct or convenient
flight to Barcelona were available?

17%

/ 4%

= Maybe

= No, I prefer larger
airports like MCO

= Yes
79%

The seventh questions refer to the most important factors when choosing an
international departure airport. 68.1% of respondents ranked flight availability as the top
factor, followed by proximity to home (21.2%) and ticket price (9.7%). This indicates that
while cost is relevant, access to more and better flight options is critical when selecting
a departure airport.
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Figure 7. Question 7 Central Florida Survey

What factors are most important to you when choosing
an international airport to depart from? (Rank them

according to importance)
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Regarding the preferred type of travel experience to Barcelona, 30% of
respondents prefer a family trip, while 23% would like a couple trip. The data shows a
preference group trips rather than socially immersive or guided travel experiences or
traveling solo

Figure 8. Question 8 Central Florida Survey

What type of travel experience would you be interested

in for your visit to Barcelona?
= Couple trip
16%
’ 23% = Educational or cultural
experience

= Family vacation
20%
11%
= Group tour

= Solo travel

30%

The majority of respondents (54%) indicated they would prefer to travel in the
summer (June—August), while 33% chose fall (September—November). This highlights
seasonal trends in demand, which can inform flight scheduling and marketing strategies.
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Figure 9. Question 9 Central Florida Survey

What time of year would you most likely travel to
Barcelona?

4% 99,

® Fall (Sep—Nov)

= Spring (Mar-May)
33%
® Summer (Jun—Aug)

54% .
° = Winter (Dec—Feb)

When evaluating the interest on a direct route from MLB to Barcelona, the most
compelling reasons were airport convenience (46%) and nonstop flights (26%), followed
by competitive pricing (20%). Only a small percentage indicated that they would not be
interested regardless, showing strong support for a direct connection if certain conditions
are met.

Figure 10. Question 10 Central Florida Survey

What would make a direct route from MLB to
Barcelona appealing to you?

b ‘

20%
6% 7 = [ would not be interested

regardless
2%

= Airport convenience

= Competitive pricing

46% = Included travel packages
or tours

With respect to the household income ranges, responses were fairly distributed,
with the most common income brackets being preferred not to say and $100,000-
$149,999 (both at 21%), followed by $75,000-$99,999 (13%). This diversity in income
suggests that a wide range of pricing strategies, from budget to premium options, could
be effective in capturing the market.
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Figure 11. Question 11 Central Florida Survey

Select the range that best represents your household’s
g0, total income. = Less than $25,000
21% 9% = $25,000 — $49,999
= $50,000 — $74,999

‘ 6% = $75,000 — $99,999
= $100,000 — $149,999

13%
13% = $150,000 — $199,999
(V]
= $200,000 or more
9% = Prefer not to say
21%

The next Figure shows the expected travel budget for Barcelona
(accommodation, food, transport, activities). Most respondents (27%) expect to spend
between $1,500-$2,000, while 15% are unsure of their budget. This indicates that
travelers are willing to invest significantly in their experience, which supports the
feasibility of offering full travel packages or premium services.

Figure 12. Question 12 Central Florida Survey

What is your total expected budget for
accommodations, food, transportation, and activities?

15% 11%
= Less than $1,000

‘ = $1,000 — $1,499
16% 21% = $1,500 — $1,999
( = $2,000 — $2,499

= $2,500 or more

10% = [’'m not sure
27%

Referring to the interest in flying with a low-cost airline such as LEVEL: 53% said
“Maybe, depending on price and services,” while 39% said “Yes, definitely,” and only 8%
responded “No, | prefer traditional airlines”. This shows that while there’s some
openness to low-cost carriers, service quality and perception of value remain critical.
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Figure 13. Question 13 Central Florida Survey

Would you be interested in traveling with a low-cost
airline such as LEVEL for your trip to Barcelona?

m Maybe, depending on the
39% price and services
= No, I prefer traditional

53% airlines

= Yes, definitely

8%

With regards to the age group of respondents, a large majority (88) are between
18-24 years old, which shows that the primary audience is young adults, often students
or early-career professionals, who may value affordability and cultural experiences.

Figure 14. Question 14 Central Florida Survey

What is your age group?
100 o5
80
60
40
20 3 12 ,
0 L] [ ] S
18-24 25-34 35-49 50-64

Finally, the survey showed 57% of respondents identified as female and 42% as
male. This balanced gender distribution helps confirm the data’s representativeness and
supports inclusive marketing strategies.
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Figure 15. Question 15 Central Florida Survey

Which is your biological sex?

1%

42% ® Female

® Male

57%
? m Other

The survey was conducted using the snowball sampling method, where initial
participants were encouraged to share it within their personal and professional networks.
It was distributed via email, messaging apps, and social media platforms to reach a
broader audience of potential travelers based in or around Barcelona. Over a 14-day
period, a total of 52 responses were collected. While this non-probabilistic approach may
limit generalizability, it provided valuable insights into travel preferences, price sensitivity,
and openness to alternative airports for flights from Barcelona to the Orlando area. The
results offer a useful snapshot of potential demand and traveler expectations for future
transatlantic routes.

Regarding past travel to the United States, 42% of respondents indicated they
have visited the U.S. before, while 58% have not. This shows a relatively even split,
suggesting both seasoned travelers and new visitors make up the target audience.
Familiarity with the destination could influence repeat travel behavior and willingness to
try new airports or routes. This mix also implies marketing campaigns can appeal both
to nostalgic returners and first-time explorers. The data highlights an opportunity to
attract travelers with prior U.S. experience, while still encouraging new segments.

Figure 16. Question 1 Barcelona Survey.

Have you ever visited the U.S?

42%
= No

58% = Yes

When asked about the likelihood of visiting Orlando in the next 1-2 years, 44% of
respondents selected "Somewhat likely," followed by 31% as "Unlikely," and 23% as
"Very likely." This suggests a moderate level of interest in the destination, with a sizable
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portion showing potential for conversion with the right offer. The fact that only a small
minority are "Not interested" supports Orlando's continued relevance as a travel
destination. Interest may increase if pricing, convenience, and transportation improve.
This finding supports investing in targeted promotions, especially for those on the fence.
Figure 17. Question 2 Barcelona Survey.

How likely are you to visit Orlando for its theme
parks and/or the Space Coast in the next 1-2 years?

31%
23%

= Somewhat likely
= Very Probable
= Unlikely

2%
= Not interested

44%

Interest in flying to Melbourne Orlando International Airport (MLB) is conditional:
8% of participants would not consider it, preferring larger airports, while 19% would
definitely consider it and 73% might depend on conditions. This reflects hesitation around
using secondary airports, primarily due to concerns about convenience and connectivity.
However, the 27% open to MLB reveals a niche opportunity if the airport improves access
and awareness. Clear communication of benefits like shorter lines and lower fares could
help change perceptions. Overall, MLB faces a challenge but also a window for
positioning itself as a viable alternative.
Figure 18. Question 3 Barcelona Survey.

Would consider flying to Melbourne Orlando
International Airport (MLB) if you offer a direct or low
cost connection from Barcelona?

19% _
= Yes, definitely
‘% m No, | prefer major airports
m Perhaps, depending on
the comfort and cost

Looking at the price travelers are willing to pay for a round trip between Barcelona
and Orlando, 50% prefer a range of €400—€600, with 25% comfortable paying €600—
€800, and 23% aiming for under €400. This shows that most respondents fall into a mid-
range pricing expectation, indicating a sensitivity to airfare costs. Budget-friendly pricing
will be important, but a quarter of the audience is willing to pay more for perceived value.
These results support the viability of both standard and premium flight offerings. Airlines
might benefit from tiered pricing structures to cater to diverse segments.

10
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Figure 19. Question 4 Barcelona Survey.

What is the maximum return price you would be
willing/able to pay to fly from Barcelona to Orlando?

2%

25%

= 400€-600€
= 600€-800€
= Less than 400€
= More than 800€

50%

23%

In terms of ground transportation preferences between MLB and Orlando parks,
39% are unsure, 23% would opt for train , 19% prefer rental cars, and 15% rather
services like Uber/Lyft. This distribution reflects the importance of offering multiple
transport modes to meet varied traveler needs. Cost-effective group transportation like
buses seems most appealing, especially for families or budget travelers. Ride-share and
rental cars show demand for flexibility and privacy. These insights can help shape
partnerships with local transport providers to offer bundled travel packages.
Figure 20. Question 5 Barcelona Survey.

What is your preferred mode of transportation between
MLB and Orlando theme parks?

= Rental Car
39% = Uber/Lyft
= Train

= [ am unsure

= Bus

23%

When asked whether a bundled package including flight and direct transfer to
Orlando would increase interest in using a secondary airport like MLB, 54% of
respondents said “Maybe,” while 42% responded “Yes,” and only 4% said “No.” This
clearly shows that convenience and simplicity are powerful motivators for travelers.
Packaging services may help overcome skepticism toward using a less familiar airport.
The high combined interest (over 95%) signals strong potential for product development
in this area. A well-priced, streamlined package could shift perceptions and behavior.

11
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Figure 21. Question 6 Barcelona Survey.

A transport package (flight + direct transfer to
Orlando) would increase your interest in choosing a
secondary airport as the arrival airport?

4%

/

= Maybe

= Yes

As for the most important factors when choosing a U.S. airport, 26 of respondents
prioritized ticket price, followed by 20 who emphasized proximity to their destination.
Other considerations included ease of navigation, customs efficiency, and transport
options. Price remains the top driver, reinforcing the need for competitive airfare.
However, proximity and ease also play key roles in the decision-making process. For
MLB to compete, it must highlight practical advantages such as shorter wait times and
ease of access.

Figure 22. Question 7 Barcelona Survey.

What factors are most important to you when choosing
an airport in the U.S.? (Sort them by their importance)
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In terms of travel group size, 40% of respondents usually travel with 3—4 people,
followed closely by 42% traveling in pairs. Only 14% travel alone, and few reported
traveling in groups of more than 4. This suggests that most travelers are families or small
groups, which can influence decisions related to transport, accommodation, and pricing.
Group-friendly offerings such as multi-person shuttle packages or hotel deals may be
particularly effective. Marketing should appeal to group dynamics and family-oriented
travel.

12
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Figure 23. Question 8 Barcelona Survey.

How many people usually travel with you on a trip to
Orlando?

14% 4%

42% = 2 people
= 34 people
= Solo travel

= More than 4 people

When asked what would make them more likely to choose MLB over other Florida
airports, 17% said direct flights from Barcelona, while 16% pointed to lower prices and
better ground transport options. Fewer respondents mentioned shorter lines or reduced
crowds (15%), and only 3.8% flatly rejected the idea of using MLB. The data shows that
for MLB to succeed, direct connections and affordability are crucial. Convenience and
competitive pricing significantly outweigh less tangible benefits like lower congestion.
These insights could guide efforts to increase MLB'’s attractiveness to international
travelers.

13
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Figure 24. Question 9 Barcelona Survey.

What would make you more likely/to choose
Melbourne Orlando International Airport (MLB) over
other airports in Florida?
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Regarding preferred travel seasons to Florida, summer was the most popular
choice (36%), followed by spring (27%) and fall (23%). Only a small percentage selected
winter or indicated year-round flexibility. This seasonality has implications for flight
scheduling, promotional campaigns, and demand forecasting. Offering seasonal deals
or increasing summer route availability could align well with demand. Destination
marketing should consider these peaks to better match supply and traveler interest.

14
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Figure 25. Question 10 Barcelona Survey.

What time of year are you most likely to travel to
Florida?

6%

= Autumn (September-November)
m Summer (June-August)
27% = Spring (March-May)

0

m Winter (December-February)

= Anytime

36%

In terms of household income, 35% of respondents reported earning between
€40,000—€79,999 annually, with 31% earning €80,000—€99,999. The rest reported lower
income brackets or preferred not to say. This income distribution suggests a middle-to-
upper-middle-class audience with moderate to high travel purchasing power. Pricing
strategies should reflect a value-for-money approach while leaving room for some
premium service options. A balance between affordability and added value may resonate
most with this demographic.

Figure 26. Question 11 Barcelona Survey.

Select the range that best represents your household’s
total income.

6%

31%
= 10,000€ —39,999€

= 40,000€ — 79,999€
= 80,000€ — 99,999€
= ['d rather not say

® [ess than 10,000€

16%

35%

When asked how long they plan to stay in Orlando, 36% of respondents indicated
8-13 days, followed closely by 35% opting for a two-week stay. Only a small portion
(10%) planned trips shorter than a week. This reflects a clear trend toward extended
vacations, possibly due to the distance and effort involved in transatlantic travel. Long
stays imply higher spending and justify offering packages that combine flights,
accommodations, and experiences. These results strengthen the case for all-inclusive
or customizable vacation bundles.

15
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Figure 27. Question 12 Barcelona Survey.

How long do you plan to stay at your destination?

4%

10%

= 8-13 days

= 2 weeks

36%

= | week
= 46 days

= More than 2 weeks

35%

15%

Regarding the total travel budget for accommodations, food, transport, and
activities, the most common estimate was €1,000—€1,499 (25%), followed by €1,500—
€2,000 (19%) and under €1,000 (17%). A notable 14% were willing to spend €1,500—
€1,999, while 17% were unsure. This suggests a diverse but realistic budget range, with
most travelers willing to invest moderately in their trip. Budget-conscious offerings should
coexist with slightly more upscale options. Clarity in cost breakdowns could help hesitant
respondents make informed decisions.

Figure 28. Question 13 Barcelona Survey.

What is your estimated total budget for
accommodation, food, transportation and activities?

17%
25%

17% '

8% 14%

= 1.000€ — 1.499€

= 1.500€ — 1.999€

= 2.000€ — 2.499€
19% = 2.500€ o mas

® Less than 1.000€

= [ am unsure

Looking at the age of respondents, 40.4% were between 25-34 years old, and
39% were aged 35-49. Only 12% were 18-24, and older age groups were minimally
represented. This shows that the survey sample mostly includes working adults in early
or mid-career stages. These travelers may prioritize both value and convenience and
often travel with family or partners. Marketing messages should appeal to this
demographic’s need for balance between comfort and cost.

16
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Figure 29. Question 14 Barcelona Survey.

Which is your age group?
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Finally, in terms of biological sex, 40% of participants identified as male, and 58%
as female. This relatively balanced gender distribution suggests a broad representation
of perspectives. The data supports the development of inclusive marketing strategies
that avoid gender-specific assumptions. It also validates the survey’s overall credibility
and demographic reach. Ensuring diverse travel offerings that cater to a range of
preferences will help maximize appeal.

Figure 30. Question 15 Barcelona Survey.

Which is yoir biological sex?

2%

40% m Otro

H Femenin

H Masculin
58%
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APENDIX B

The following attachment contains the Excel-based feasibility assessment tool
developed for this study. The tool automates the evaluation process by integrating the
operational, financial, market, and strategic criteria defined throughout the analysis.

Airside Infrastructure Feasibilitv
Based on the report's Airside Infrastructure evaluation matrix.
Enter airport input values in yellow cells.
Scores are generated automatically from the

Instructions rules and pulled into the matrix below.
Airport name Enter airport
Input Driver Unit Airport Value Auto Score Scoring rule used
Runway capability longest 0,0 14 211,000 ft; 3210,000; 2 29,000; 1 <9,000
runway ft
Taxi time efficiency average taxi 0,0 4 Lower is better: 4 <10; 3 £15; 2 <25; 1 >25
time minutes
Operational simplicity complexity Low 4 Lower complexity is better
score Complexity
Gate availability wide-body 0 14 220; 3 210; 225; 1 =0
capable
gates/position
s
Scalability % spare 0% 14 230%; 3 215%; 2 25%; 1 <5%
gate/airfield
capacity
Congestion impact average delay 0,0 4 Lower is better: 4 <10; 3 <20; 2 <40; 1 >40
minutes
Turnaround efficiency target 100,0 3 Lower is better: 4 <90; 3 <110; 2 <140; 1 >140
turnaround
minutes
Ground handling capability capability Adequate 3 Manual 1-4 qualitative score
score Capability
Criteria Weight Score Weighted Score Score Airside interpretation
Runway capability 15% 1,00 0,15 4 Excellent operational capability
Taxi time efficiency 15% 4,00 0,60 3 Good operational capability
Operational simplicity 15% 4,00 0,60 2 Moderate operational capability
Gate availability 15% 1,00 0,15 1 Poor operational capability
Scalability 15% 1,00 0,15
Congestion impact 10% 4,00 0,40
Turnaround efficiency 10% 3,00 0,30
Ground handling capability 5% 3,00 0,15
Weighted Score 100% 2,50

Forecast and Market Demand Fea
Based on the report's Market Demand & Forecast evaluation matrix.

Enter airport input values in yellow cells. Scores are
generated automatically from the rules and pulled

Instructions into the matrix below.
Airport name Enter airport
Input Driver Unit Airport Value Auto Score Scoring rule used

Catchment population size people 0 14 23.0M; 3 21.5M; 2 20.75M; 1 <0.75M

Tourism demand intensity annual visitors 0 14 220M; 3 28M; 2 23M; 1 <3M

International demand maturity existing long- 0 14210;3=3-9;2=1-2;1=0
haul/internatio
nal routes

Demand growth potential CAGR/ 0,0% 2 4 24%; 3 22%; 2 20%; 1 negative
forecast
growth

Capacity for the new airline to grow % leisure or  Highly Favorable 4 4= "Highly Favorable"; 3 =" Favorable"; 2 = "Moderatel
price- Favorable"; 1=" Unfavorable"
sensitive
demand

Competition pressure competing 2 3 Lower is better: 4 <1; 3<3; 2<5; 1 >5
airlines/routes

Demand stimulation potential expected fare 2,0% 14 225%; 3 215%; 2 25%; 1 <5%
discount vs

current market

Criteria Weight Score Weighted Score Score Forecast interpretation
Catchment population size 20% 1,00 0,20 4 Excellent market suitability
Tourism demand intensity 20% 1,00 0,20 3 Good market suitability
International demand maturity 15% 1,00 0,15 2 Moderate market suitability
Demand growth potential 15% 2,00 0,30 1 Low market suitability
Price sensitivity (LCC fit) 10% 4,00 0,40
Competition pressure 10% 3,00 0,30
Demand stimulation potential 10% 1,00 0,10
Weighted Score 100% 1,65

18
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Financial Feas
Based on the report's Financial Feasibility evaluation matrix.
Enter airport input values in yellow cells.
Scores are generated automatically from the

Instructions rules and pulled into the matrix below.
Airport name Enter airport
Operating / Revenue Inputs Unit Airport Value Formula / Score
Seats seats 314
Load factor % 85,0%
Average fare $/passenger $350
Ancillary revenue $/passenger $70
Fuel cost $/flight $45.000
Crew cost $/flight $10.000
Maintenance cost $/flight $10.000
Airport charges $/flight $8.000
Taxi fuel cost $/flight $1.000
Delay cost $/flight $0
Other / overhead cost $/flight $0
Total operating cost $/flight 4 $74.000
Total revenue $/flight $112.098
Profit per flight $/flight $38.098
BELF % 56,1%
Criteria Weight Score Weighted Score Score logic Score Financial interpretation
Airport charges 25% 4,00 1,00 Lower airport charges are better 4 Excellent financial suitability
Operating cost (DOC) 20% 4,00 0,80 Lower DOC is better 3 Good financial suitability
Taxi & fuel efficiency 10% 4,00 0,40 Lower taxi fuel cost is better 2 Limited financial suitability
Delay cost impact 10% 4,00 0,40 Lower delay cost is better 1 Poor financial suitability
Revenue potential 20% 3,00 0,60 Higher revenue is better
BELF 10% 4,00 0,40 Lower break-even load factor is better
Ancillary revenue 5% 4,00 0,20 Higher ancillary revenue per passenger is
better
Weighted Score 100% 3,80

External Environment Feasi
Based on the report's External Environment evaluation matrix.
Enter airport input values in yellow cells.
Scores are generated automatically from the

Instructions rules and pulled into the matrix below.
Airport name Enter airport

Input Driver Unit Airport Value Auto Score Scoring rule used
AIP Eligibility probability of High Funding 3 Higher probability is better

AP eligibility ~ Eligibility

Regulatory 3 Lower complexity is better
score Complexity

Alignment with City/Regional strategic Good 3 Higher strategic alignment is better
Strategic Plan alignment Strategic

Alignment
Market entry barriers barrier score  Very High 1 Lower entry barriers are better

Entry Barriers.
Strategic positioning fit score Moderate 2 Higher strategic fit is better

Strategic Fit
Competition pressure competing Moderate 3 Lower competition is better

airlines/routes Competition
Pressure
Criteria Weight Score Weighted Score Score External environment interpretation
Incentives 25% 3,00 0,75 4 Highly favorable external environment
Regulatory complexity 15% 3,00 0,45 3 Favorable external environment
Cost environment 20% 3,00 0,60 2 Moderately restrictive environment
Market entry barriers 15% 1,00 0,15 1 Restrictive external environment
Strategic positioning 15% 2,00 0,30
Competition pressure 10% 3,00 0,30
Weighted Score 100% 2,55
Enter airport input values in yellow cells. Scores are generated automatically from the rules

Instructions and pulled into the matrix below.

Final score meaning

Final Score Range Recommendation Meaning

>= 3.50 Highly Suitable Strong fit for

LCLH route

development
3.00 - 3.49 Suitable Viable, with

some

limitations
2.50-2.99 Moderately Suitable Possible but

material

risks/constrain

ts exist
<250 Not Recommended Weak fit for

sustainable

operation
Analysis Dimension Weight Score Weighted Score Source
Market Demand & 30% 1,65 0,50 1 Forecast
Forecast
Airside Infrastructure 25% 2,50 0,63 2 Airside
Financial Feasibility 25% 3,80 0,95 3 Finance
External Environment 20% 2,55 0,51 4 Environment
Final Feasibility Index 100% 2,58
Recommendation Moderately

Suitable
Source basis Evaluation matrices and methodology are based on the uploaded report: Report TFM Sara
Sopena - DRAFT.docx.

Scoring scale All matrices use the 14 weighted scoring system described in Secfjop8 of the report.

How to use Complete yellow cells on Tabs 1-4. The final matrix updates autom:lt‘rélly.
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APENDIX C

The following attachment contains the stakeholder presentation that was used to collect
professional feedback and recommendations for this study.

+ UNIVERSITAT POLITECNICA DE CATALUNYA - BARCELONA

Feasibility Study on Low-Cost
Transatlantic Airline Operations

Comparing Large Hub and Primary Airports:
Orlando International (MCO) vs. Melbourne Orlando (MLB)

Sara Sopena Lopez Rubén Martinez Spring 2026 - UPC
Sevillano

Agenda

Introduction Airside & Infrastructure

Research problem - LCLH context - Study

. Runways - Gates - Terminal - Ground handling
rationale

Background & Literature Financial Feasibility

LEVEL business model - Airport strategy -
Benchmark cases

Methodology External Environment
Data sources - Forecasting - Financial 07 Regulatory framework - Incentives - SWOT -
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Introduction

Research Problem & Rationale

Low-cost long-haul (LCLH) aviation is the fastest-growing
aviation segment, projected to reach USD 578.9M by 2033
(CAGR 9.8%).

LEVEL Airlines (IAG) operates BCN as its European hub, a
natural candidate for LCLH transatlantic expansion.

Central Florida generates 75M+ annual visitors, representing
one of the world's largest leisure travel markets.

Airport selection is a critical strategic variable for LCLH
carriers.

No direct low-cost scheduled service currently exists
between Barcelona and Central Florida.
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Q1
Is a BCN—Central Florida LCLH route
financially feasible?

Q2

Which airport — MLB or MCO —
offers greater strategic alignment
for LEVEL?

Q3

What are the key demand,
infrastructure, and cost differentials
between the two options?
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Introduction

Research Problem & Rationale Research Questions
e Low-cost long-haul (LCLH) aviation is the fastest-growing
aviation segment, projected to reach USD 578.9M by 2033 Qi
(CAGR 9.8%). Is a BCN—Central Florida LCLH route

financially feasible?

e  LEVEL Airlines (IAG) operates BCN as its European hub, a
natural candidate for LCLH transatlantic expansion.

Q2
e Central Florida generates 75M+ annual visitors, representing Which airport — MLB_‘ o MCO =
one of the world's largest leisure travel markets. offers greater strategic alignment
for LEVEL?
e  Airport selection is a critical strategic variable for LCLH
carriers. Q3
What are the key demand,
¢ No direct low-cost scheduled service currently exists infrastructure, and cost differentials

between Barcelona and Central Florida. between the two options?

Background: Evolution of Low-Cost Long-Haul Aviation

Global LCLH Market 2023-2030 Key LCLH Benchmark Cases
(USD Million) Norwegian Air
500 - Pioneered LCLH; struggled with
450 A _ T 437 profitability , cost control critical
400 + AirAsia X
350 1 Operates just with A330, success in high -
300 + density leisure markets
250 A
200 4 Jetstar
150 4 Hybrid model within Qantas Group, shared
100 4 resources key to sustainability
50 4 Eurowings
0 4

Lufthansa experiment, closer to leisure
carrier than pure LCC

2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030

LCLH viability requires: cost control - high-density - robust ancillary revenue - efficient airport selection
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Background: LEVEL Airlines — Business Model & Network

Strategy

LEVEL Timeline Fleet
o i @ Airbus A330-200 - High-density 314 seats
Founded by IAG; initial ops under Iberia AOC from . BCN primary hub
BCN
Revenue Model
Expanded to Vienna hub; point-to-point
transatlantic network Base fares + a-la-carte (baggage, meals,
seat selection, upgrades)
Resumed full schedule post-COVID; codeshares with
Iberia, Vueling and America Airlines Network
@ Point-to-point BCN to Americas - Vueling
A Obtained own AOC (IATA: LL / ICAO: LVL) — fully feed from across Europe
v1yZ% autonomous
= Group Support
8th Airbus A330-200 joins fleet; BCN transatlantic (-I—. IAG shared MRO, IT, procurement, safety
expansion continues — 30-34% unit cost advantage

Background: Central Florida Airport System — MLB vs. MCO

MLB — Melbourne Orlando International

FAA Classification: Small Primary (Non-Hub)

70 miles SE of Orlando
20 miles S of the Space Cost

Runways: 3 (longest: 10,181 ft / ADG V)

Location:

Annual Passengers: 750,000 (2025)

A

s Brightline prac -

Annual Operations: 103,660 movements =
International Service: TUI charter (UK—MLB)
Gates: 9 gates - 1 terminal

Strategic Profile: Low-cost, low-congestion
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Background: Central Florida Airport System — MLB vs. MCO

Rank #41 ~90%

FAA Classification: Large Hub (Primary)
MCO Int'l O&D (Madrid Iberia MAD-MCO Load
o 6 miles SE of Orlando {Madrid) ena od
Location: 40 miles W of the Space Cost 547 pax in sample period |l June 2024 US network avg
Runways: 4 (longest: 12,005 ft)
Annual Passengers: 57+ million (2024)

Annual Operations: 480,000 movements
International Service: 40+ airlines - 150 destinations
Gates: 100+ gates - 3 terminals

Strategic Profile: High-demand, high-cost hub

Methodology
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Methodology

Market Demand & Traffic Forecast Operational & Infrastructure Assessment

* FAAT-100 historical datasets * Runway / taxiway / pavement evaluation

*  FAA Terminal Area Forecast (TAF) baseline «  Terminal capacity (IATA LoS benchmarks)

* CAGR & regression supplement models < CBP/FIS processing throughput

*  Passenger surveys «  Ground handling and MRO capability review
* Conservative / Base / Optimistic scenarios «  Taxi time & delay data (BTS)

Evaluation
Matrix

9 Financial Feasibility Analysis @ External Environment & Risk
e DOC model. *  FAA/FDOT regulatory and funding framework
* Revenue: ticket + ancillary e AIP grant eligibility

*  Break-Even Load Factor (BELF) calculation
»  Profitability at 80%, 85%, 90% occupancy
*  Frequency scenarios (1-6 flights/week)

Market Demand & Traffic Forecast
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Demand: Catchment Area Comparison

MLB Catchment (60—90 min drive) MCO Catchment (60-90 min drive)

e Primary: Brevard County (~¥650K pop.) e  Primary: Orange, Osceola, Seminole counties

e  Extended: Indian River + S. Volusia counties (~2.5M)

e Access: I-95, US Route 1 (limited transit) ¢  Extended: Tampa Bay, Daytona, Space Coast

e  Key industries: Aerospace (Kennedy Space e  Access: -4, SR 528, Brightline rail hub
Center), defense, tourism e  Tourism powerhouse: Disney, Universal,

e  Port Canaveral cruise market adds 5M+ SeaWorld, conventions

annual visitors

"
m Gainesyile Saint Augustine
Daytona Beach gm S
Ocala aytona Be:

Ocala Daytona Beach
@ (o

%
|

?‘(#Ptcm Tampa
Saragsola o

Fort Pierce
Sarasota S
FortMyers West Palm Beach

12

Demand: MLB Traffic Forecast & Sensitivity Scenarios

Regression-Based Sensitivity Analysis of MLB Enplanements Demand Scenarios (New Route Impact)

800.000
Conservative (-15%)

700.000
Lower uptake ( competition/ 2045
600.000 . .
price resistance) 463k pax
500.000
300.000 Stable leisure growth, 2045
200.000 effective stimulation 616k pax
100.000
Optimistic (+15%)
0
2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050  Strong demand, high brand 2024
—e—Historical Base Optimistic ~ —e— Constrained recognition 709k pax

FAA TAF validates consistency within £10% (5-yr) and £15% (10-yr) tolerance bands

13
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Demand: Passenger Survey Results

Central Florida — Willingness to Fly Barcelona — Willingness to Fly

M Yes M Yes
B Maybe B Maybe
M Unlikely B Unlikely

Factor ‘ Key Finding Route Implication

Price sensitivity $800-$1,200 / €400—-€800 Supports LCLH fare positioning
Airport choice Prefer direct flights & lower fares MLB viable if cost advantage is clear
Seasonality Peak demand in summer months Seasonal frequency planning required

14

Airside & Infrastructure
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Infrastructure: Runway, Taxiway & Aircraft Compatibility (II)

MELBOURNE ORLANDO INTL OMLB)
MELSOURNE, FLORID

A2 000

Number of Runways 2 parallel + 1 cross

Primary Runway Length 10,181 ft (09R/27L)

Runway Width 150 ft 7
ADG / Aircraft Design Group ADG V — A330 compatible 8 ! :
Pavement Strength Good/Excellent — heavy aircraft g 'g;g_" §z g
Taxiway Layout Simple, low congestion i :‘\| 1F L§:§ a
Avg Taxi-In Time 6-10 min “ i
Avg Taxi-Out Time 3-5 min §
Operational Capacity Moderate

A330-200 Compatibility v Confirmed (TUI ops) RRPORT DIAGRAM P

Number of Runways 4 parallel I 1 ; £
Primary Runway Length 12,005 ft (18L/36R)

Runway Width 150-200 ft

ADG / Aircraft Design Group ADG V/VI — all widebodies 8 §
Pavement Strength Designed for continuous wide-body ops § : g g
Taxiway Layout Extensive, supports simultaneous ops § I £ #
Avg Taxi-In Time 15-22 min f
Avg Taxi-Out Time 5-8 min i
Operational Capacity Very high — hub-level Hu?
A330-200 Compatibility v Fully supported

ORANDO,
ORLANDO INTL (MCO)

17
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Infrastructure: Apron, Gates & Aircraft Accommodation

MLB — Gate Configuration

9 total gates - 1 terminal - 1 concourse

* No domestic/international separation (shared
FIS area)

¢ 1-2 wide-body positions capable (TUI)

e Compact apron reduces taxi time & turnaround

* Utilization: ~2.7 pax/sq ft/yr (substantial spare
capacity)

*  $72M terminal expansion already completed

e Check-in: 46 counters - 2 TSA security lanes

FRST LEVEL - TERMNAL

NOTE: FIS - Federal Inspection Serivces
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9 total gates - 1 terminal - 1 concourse

* No domestic/international separation (shared
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NOTE: FIS - Federal Inspection Serivces
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Infrastructure: Apron, Gates & Aircraft Accommodation

MCO — Gate Configuration
'S

IS A q:”g‘,\
mn&:ﬁ& o = %m 1 100+ gates across 3 terminal complexes

P / xS

v;_ \ D —\ Wm * Airsides 1, 2, 3, 4 (Terminal A/B) + Terminal C
~ H’ +  Terminal C: 15 gates, handles up to 20 wide-

bodies simultaneously
* * N2 V43 *  FIS primarily in Airside 4 and Terminal C
SR e6 «:j P +  Utilization: 15.7 pax/sq ft/yr (high-density)
;"% j/\ﬁ B K *  Check-in: peak wait 30-45 min (congestion)
% I8 *  Security / Immigration: 30—60 min during peak
* Ground handling: multiple providers, full wide-
A body support.

Processing Area IATA LoS Target C MLB Performance MCO Performance

Check-In | 10-20 min Acceptable (limited capacity) 30-45 min at peak
Security (TSA) | 5-10 min | ~8 min v/ Within LoS 30-45 min at peak
Immigration / CBP | 10-20 min | Efficient (low flight volume) 30-60 min at peak

Ground Handling & MRO Comparison

Ground Handling FBO-based - Limited providers Multiple providers - High capacity
Fueling Jet-A available - Standard throughput High-throughput - Multiple FBOs
Wide-Body Support Limited - Occasional ops possible Fully supported - Continuous ops

MRO Availability STS Aviation + aerospace cluster Extensive airline & 3rd-party MRO
Turnaround Efficiency Fast at low traffic - Low congestion Optimized for volume - Congested at peak
NOTE: LoS- Level of Serice 20
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Financial Feasibility

Financial: Direct Operating Cost (DOC) — A330-200, BCN-Florida

50k - aMLE m MCO Cost Component MLB MCO
45t T (UsD) (UsSD)
40k 4
35k 4 Fuel $47,000  $46,000
30k A
25K | Crew $11,000  $11,000
20k A
15k J Maintenance $10,000  $10,000
10k 4 )
sk A Airport Charges $8,000 $15,000
Ok - .
< P 2 : 2 ) . Taxi Buffer $94 $188
i ¢ & & F ¢ &
< PO & & Delay Buffer $8,000  $9,000
@ »\&0 \(\b
Indirect Costs? $15,000  $12,000

MLB cost advantage: ~$4,000/flight (4% lower DOC) TOTAL
2

NOTE: 1 - Indirect costs includes marketing, corporate and aircraft leasing costs
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Financial: Revenue Assumptions & Ancillary Strategy

Aircraft Configuration

Revenue per Flight ) )
314 seats — A330-200 high-density LCLH layout

(Full 314-seat A330)

Average Base Fare
USD 350 per passenger

Ancillary Revenue

USD 70 per passenger (baggage, meals and upgrades)

Revenue at 100% Load
$109,900 (ticket) + $21,980 (ancillary) = $131,880

m Ticket Revenue ($109,900) = Ancillary Revenue ($21,980) Ancillary Share

16.6% of total revenue — consistent with LCC benchmarks

1% | MCO BELF: 78.1%

Financial: Break-Even Load Factor (BELF) Analysis

Break-Even Load Factor Comparison

MLB BELF: 75.1% — needs 236/314 seats filled

MCO BELF: 78.1% — needs 245/314 seats filled

3 percentage BELF advantage for MLB = significant resilience buffer against demand volatility

What BELF Means
The minimum % of seats that must be sold to cover
operating costs. Lower = safer.

Financial Risk

Each 1pp below BELF = USD 1,320 lost revenue per

Industry Context
flight; MLB's buffer = USD 4,000/flight.

Mature LCLH transatlantic routes average 80-90%
load factors. Both BELFs are achievable.

24
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Financial: Break-Even Load Factor (BELF) Analysis

Break-Even Load Factor Comparison

MLB BELF: 75.1% — needs 236/314 seats filled

MCO BELF: 78.1% — needs 245/314 seats filled

3 percentage BELF advantage for MLB = significant resilience buffer against demand volatility

What BELF Means
The minimum % of seats that must be sold to cover
operating costs. Lower = safer.

Financial Risk

Each 1pp below BELF = USD 1,320 lost revenue per

Industry Context £ ;
flight; MLB's buffer = USD 4,000/flight.

Mature LCLH transatlantic routes average 80—-90%
load factors. Both BELFs are achievable.
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External Environment

External Environment
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Results: Integrated Evalation Matrix — MLB vs. MCO

Dimension Weight | MLB Score m MLB Weighted MCO Weighted

Market Demand & Forecast 30% 0.915 1.095
Airside Infrastructure 25% 3.10 3.30 0.775 0.825
Financial Feasibility 30% 3.75 2.85 1.125 0.855
External Environment 15% 0.578 0.360
6
4
2 uMLB
0 ®MCO
Market Airside Financial External
Demand Infra Feasibility Environment

Conclusions & Strategic Recommendation

MLB provides superior strategic alignment with LEVEL's low-cost long-haul model, particularly for
route launch and initial ramp-up.

. Recommended Airport: MLB — Melbourne Orlando International Airport

1 | Financial Performance 2 Operational Advantage

MLB DOC is $4,000 less per flight (4% lower). Low congestion, compact layout, fast turnarounds.
At 3x/week and 85% load, MLB generates USD 39,420 Taxi time savings reduce costs.
weekly profit vs USD 27,420 at MCO. Security processing within IATA LoS at current volumes.

3  Regulatory & Incentive 4 Market Demand — The Caveat

MLB qualifies for 90-95% AIP federal funding and USD MCO's larger catchment (2.5M+ vs 650K) and tourism
1.5-3M in targeted air service incentives. base provide stronger demand fundamentals.

FDOT strategic alignment with BCN route development MCO may be the preferred option if LEVEL prioritizes
is strong. volume over margin.
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4

Thank You

Questions & Discussion
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