SUBMISSION ON
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by
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This submission is focussed on the issues raised in the chapter of the Green Paper on Aviation Infrastructure. In particular, the submission is concerned with the section on “Future airport needs: the Sydney Region”.

1. Need for a second major airport for the Sydney Region

The Green Paper states that Sydney Airport is approaching capacity and there is limited scope for new services during high demand periods. Sydney Airport Corporation (SACL), however, has claimed in its draft Sydney Airport Master Plan 2009 that there is sufficient capacity to accommodate forecast passenger demand up to 2028-29.

This submission supports the Green Paper’s statement and contends that the SACL claims regarding demand and capacity are not only incorrect but result from SACL’s vested interest in maintaining its monopoly position in the Sydney aviation market.

Sydney Airport Corporation forecasts

As Michael West explained in a recent article (Sydney Morning Herald, 20 January 2009), although Sydney Airport was sold for $5.6 billion when it was privatised in 2002, its borrowings in June 2007 exceeded $7.5 billion. 

SACL has been able to increase its borrowings to such a high level because the valuation of the airport has been increased to $11 billion. 

According to SACL’s 2007 Annual Report, the Corporation is required (as part of its borrowing agreements) “to undertake an annual independent valuation based on 20 year forecast cashflows. The key assumptions upon which management has based the cashflow projections are passenger forecasts, revenue and operating expenses, interest rates, inflation and future financing assumptions.”

In other words, SACL has been able to achieve such high borrowings because the valuation of Sydney Airport has been increased as a result of the cashflow projections for the next 20 years produced by SACL’s management. They have been able to increase the cashflow projections by assuming that  passenger traffic will continue to increase at Sydney Airport by 4.2% per annum for the next 20 years (Draft Sydney Airport Master Plan 2009). SACL’s passenger forecasts assume that there will be no diversion of this traffic to other airports (either in the Sydney Region or beyond it) and that there will be no shift of air passengers to other transport modes.

Although SACL has projected that passenger traffic will increase by 4.2% per annum, it has estimated that the number of passenger aircraft movements will only increase by 2.0% per annum. SACL claims, therefore, that the number of aircraft movements (fixed wing) will only increase by 49% over the next 20 years while the number of passenger movements will increase by 147%. According to SACL’s draft Master Plan 2009, Sydney Airport would be able to accommodate all of the 427,000 aircraft movements projected for 2028/29.

The growth rate of SACL’s estimated aircraft movements is so low because it is based on a projection that the number of passengers per flight will increase from 123 in 2007 to 196 in 2027/28, an increase of 59%. The draft Master Plan states that this “results from the assumptions that passenger load factors will continue to increase and that the average number of seats per aircraft movement will also increase”.

There is little evidence provided in the draft Master Plan to support the assumption that passenger load factors will continue to increase. Furthermore, the evidence concerning aircraft capacity is not even conclusive that there will be progressive up-scaling in aircraft size across the entire fleet. Although there will probably be an “up-scaling” in aircraft size on major, long-haul routes currently served by the Boeing 747, it is not so obvious that there will be a similar up-scaling on the less dense routes currently served by the Boeing 767 or the Airbus 330. 

Attachment A to this submission is a copy of my submission on the Draft Sydney Airport Master Plan 2009. This shows that SACL’s projected number of aircraft movements for 2028/29 has been significantly underestimated, given the number and type of aircraft assumed by SACL in its noise modeling for the draft Master Plan. Attachment A shows that the international and interstate aircraft movements assumed by SACL would have to operate with an average load factor of about 85% to carry the number of passengers projected in the draft Master Plan.

The literature on airport planning and airline management indicates that passenger load factors in excess of 75% are unlikely to be achieved over a long period. For example, IATA data indicates that international airlines in the Asia-Pacific region have generally achieved load factors of about 75% over the last 9 years. 

Assuming an average load factor of 75%, Attachment A (Table 2) estimates that the international and interstate aircraft movements assumed in the draft Master Plan (890 aircraft on a “Busy Day”) would only accommodate an annual passenger load of 67.3 million; this is about 8.5 million less than the SACL’s estimate of passenger demand in 2028/29 for these sectors. The submission then estimates that the number of international and interstate aircraft movements would need to increase to over 1000 on a “Busy Day” to accommodate SACL’s estimate of passenger demand. 

Attachment A concludes that a realistic estimate of the total number of aircraft movements on a typical busy day (including international, interstate and intrastate flights) would be 1330. This is more than 9% greater than the number of aircraft movements (1218) estimated in the draft Master Plan for a typical busy day.

It should be noted that the legal limit on the number of aircraft movements (i.e. 80 movements per hour) in the 17-hour non-curfew period is 1360. The estimate in Attachment A of the total number of aircraft movements for a typical busy day in 2028/29 shows that Sydney Airport would be operating very close to its legal limit for the whole non-curfew period.

This has two major implications for airport management, in particular relating to aircraft noise, for several years leading up to 2028/29:

· There would be significant pressure to relax the cap of 80 movements per hour in the non-curfew period and/or to relax the restrictions on operations during the curfew.

· The two parallel runways would need to be used for the whole non-curfew period in order to provide enough capacity for up to 80 movements per hour (Operating Modes 9 and 10). There would be no scope for noise sharing modes of operation to be used because these modes do not provide sufficient capacity.

It is concluded, therefore, that airline operators and customers would suffer from increasing congestion if SACL’s forecast of passenger movements is realized. Residents of areas north and south of Sydney Airport would be subject to increasing periods of noise impacts as operations are concentrated on the two parallel runways.

Sydney Airport: constraints on expansion

The site area of Sydney Airport is only 907 ha. It has less than half the site area of the other major capital city airports in Australia; Brisbane, Melbourne and Perth Airports are all over 2000 hectares in area. 

It was recognised in the two recent major studies for a second Sydney Airport (1985 and 1997) that most international airports overseas have an area of over 2000 hectares. The lack of area at Sydney Airport is a significant constraint on operations, with very little area for expansion of activities. This will add to increased operating costs for airlines as the level of traffic increases.

An example of the impact of these constraints is the proposed shifting of air freight operations to the Northern Lands Logistics Precinct in order to provide space for the expansion of the international terminal (T1). The draft Master Plan proposes that freight will be unloaded from aircraft adjacent to T1 and then transported on an internal road and across new bridges over Qantas Drive and the Alexandra Canal to the Logistics Precinct. The extra transport and handling must make the cost more expensive than the existing arrangements at Sydney and at the other major capital city airports. 

The proposed aircraft layover areas in the south-west and south-east sectors of the airport are other examples of the added cost to airlines of the constrained area. The limited area of the airport imposes a constraint on expansion of the international and domestic terminals to provide sufficient long-term capacity to accommodate SACL’s forecast passenger demand. The draft Master Plan proposes, therefore, that aircraft will be towed from the terminals to the layover areas for servicing and then towed back to the terminals prior to loading.

Need for a second major airport 

As passenger demand and aircraft movements increase at Sydney Airport, it will become increasingly costly for new and innovative services to be established.  Furthermore, the constrained area for terminals will restrict new services to those that can use existing terminals, if there are gates available in those terminals. 

The slot management system already restricts new services wishing to operate in the peak periods. As the peak periods extend due to increased flights by established airlines, the slot management system will become a constraint on new services at times between the peak periods. 

The curfew at Sydney Airport is a constraint on the operation of freight services in particular. Some operators have adjusted to this by using aircraft that are quiet enough to operate in the curfew. Such aircraft are either slower than the operators’ preferred aircraft and/or more costly to operate.

The types of service that could be deterred from serving the Sydney Region by these costs are low cost passenger services, such as Tiger Airways, and specialist freight services. It is possible that intrastate services that currently use Sydney Airport as their hub will be forced out of there as a result of increased user charges.

Professor Richard de Neufville has argued that development of a multi-airport system in a metropolitan area will increase the efficiency of operations at the primary airport. This will be achieved because the two airports will tend to specialise around particular functions. 

The primary airport will continue to attract business travellers and tourists/leisure travellers willing to pay premium fares. A second major airport serving the Sydney Region could serve the following markets:

· Low cost passenger services which prefer to operate at airports with low user charges. Passengers of such services will accept more distant airport locations, e.g. Stansted Airport  (45 minutes from London by train), to access cheaper services, e.g. Ryanair and Easyjet.

· Air freight operators which prefer curfew-free airports. This allows greater utilisation of aircraft and facilitates overnight operations using a hub airport.

· Intrastate or regional services which find major airports too expensive.

· New airlines that require low cost terminal space and access to maintenance facilities.

2. Potential sites for a Second Sydney Airport

The Green Paper states that following consideration of the draft Sydney Airport Master Plan, the government proposes to commence the identification of additional airport capacity for the Sydney Region. Badgerys Creek, however, is to be excluded from further consideration as a second airport site.

Second Sydney Airport Site Selection Program

The Draft EIS for the Second Sydney Airport Site Selection Program (1985) was the last comprehensive review of potential airport sites. It reviewed the findings of the four major studies that had been undertaken by the Commonwealth Government between 1946 and 1979.

It would be sensible for the study proposed in the Green Paper to use the 1985 Site Selection Program as the starting point for a review of suitable airport sites. The 1997 Draft EIS for the Second Sydney Airport Proposal would not add much useful site information because it concentrated on the Badgerys Creek and Holsworthy sites, neither of which would be under further consideration.

Although the 1985 Site Selection Program (SSP) reviewed over 100 sites identified in the four previous studies, an important finding was that sites which were closer to the city centre had been progressively lost as a result of urban expansion or as a result of intensification of rural-residential development. Using four basic criteria the 1985 SSP identified 9 potential sites within 80 km of the Sydney CBD. A site at Goulburn was also included as representative of potential outlying sites, i.e. those more than 80 km from the Sydney CBD.

The 9 sites were grouped as:

Closer sites

Badgerys Creek

Bringelly

Holsworthy

Londonderry

Scheyville

Mid-distance sites

Darkes Forest

Somersby

Warnervale

Wilton

The Closer sites

Since 1971 four major airport studies have considered Holsworthy (or Long Point) as a potential second airport site. Most studies have rejected the site because of issues related to the large amount of unexploded ordnance on the site, including the time, cost and resources it would take to investigate and clear it and the hazard for construction workers. 

The 1985 SSP rejected Holsworthy because of irresolvable airspace conflicts with Bankstown Airport, which would have to close, as well as the unexploded ordnance issue. Consequently, Holsworthy was not included in the ranking process which led to the short-list of two sites.

Badgerys Creek was short-listed in the 1985 SSP mainly because it ranked higher on more environmental factors than the three remaining Inner Group sites.  In particular, Badgerys Creek ranked first on the number of households to be displaced by acquisition and the area of incompatible land use within the 25 ANEF contour.

It is assumed that the Government has rejected Badgerys Creek mainly because of the potential noise impacts on incompatible land use, i.e. rural-residential development. If this is the case, then none of the alternative sites at Bringelly, Londonderry or Scheyville is likely to be acceptable:

· The Bringelly site is within the South West Growth Sector, which is planned for urban development over the next 25 years. Some of the areas within the 25 ANEF contour in the 1985 EIS have been rezoned and significant residential development has occurred over the last 20 years.

· Although the Londonderry site has not changed significantly since 1985, the area to the north of the site, which was within the 25 ANEF contour, includes the University of Western Sydney (Hawkesbury Campus) and the whole town of Richmond. There has been considerable increase in the population of these areas since 1985.

· The Scheyville site has had a significant increase in population due to rural-residential development since 1985. The area to the north within the 25 ANEF contour includes Pitt Town and the adjoining area which has been rezoned for a major residential development. The area to the south within the 25 ANEF contour is within the North West Growth Sector, which is planned for urban development over the next 25 years.

It can be concluded, therefore, that none of the Closer sites would now be acceptable as a second airport site. In other words, there is no acceptable site, based on the 1985 SSP criteria, within the Cumberland Plain.

The Mid-distance sites

Darkes Forest was rejected by the 1985 SSP because it is subject to meteorological conditions (due to its proximity to the Illawarra Escarpment) which would be hazardous for an airport. In on-shore winds in wet weather, it is subject to stratus fog which extends from ground level up to cloud tops. In gale-force westerly (i.e. offshore) winds, there is turbulence including strong down draughts that could cause aircraft to undershoot the runway.

Warnervale was considered by the 1985 SSP to be inferior to both Somersby and Wilton except in relation to impacts on flora, fauna and archaeological sites. A major part of the site has now been included in the Wyong Employment Zone, which is part of the planning strategy for the Warnervale urban development area. There has been considerable development in the areas within the 25 ANEF contour, including the recently developed suburbs of Blue Haven and Watanobbi. The new Warnervale Town Centre is to be developed immediately to the east of the site.

The 1985 SSP found that the distinction between Somersby(#) and Wilton was less clear. Wilton was considered to be superior to Somersby in relation to socio-economic impacts whereas Somersby was considered superior in relation to impacts on the natural environment. 

The main reason for the difference was that a major part of the Wilton site is within the Sydney Catchment Area. The 1985 EIS argued that the detailed design of an airport at Wilton could mitigate the potential impacts on water quality in the catchment area whereas the design of an airport at Somersby would have limited effect on its socio-economic impacts.

The 1985 EIS identified five ecological communities on the Wilton site which include 350 flora species and 96 bird species, 12 native mammals, 9 reptiles and 11 amphibians. The EIS concluded that the site has State significant value for the conservation of flora.

Since the 1985 SSP, both the Commonwealth and NSW Governments have passed comprehensive legislation to facilitate the identification and protection of endangered flora and fauna. It is likely that some or all of the ecological communities on the site would be protected as endangered communities under the legislation now in force. 

When the 1985 EIS was exhibited, Sydney Water expressed strong doubt as to whether the design of the drainage system for the Wilton site could guarantee that there would be no contamination of the catchment area. 

It is concluded, therefore, that the short-listing of the Wilton site should be reviewed and consideration should be given to a site in the Somersby/ Central Mangrove area.

#Note: The site called Somersby in the 1985 SSP is actually identified as Central Mangrove on topographic maps. It is approx. 9 km. north-west of Somersby.

Outlying sites

The 1985 EIS stated that the Goulburn site was included in the study “not only as a possible site in its own right but as a general example of sites that might be found at designated non-metropolitan growth centres some distance from Sydney, such as Bathurst-Orange”.  The Goulburn site ranked very highly on most of the environmental criteria but obviously it ranked very poorly on all of the access criteria.

The supporters of outlying sites, such as Goulburn, Canberra and Newcastle, usually argue that the ranking for the access criteria can be improved by development of a high-speed train. Since the cost of developing a high-speed train could not be justified solely on the basis of serving a secondary airport, the proponents often suggest a high-speed train to the airport as the first stage of a Sydney-Melbourne or Sydney-Brisbane high-speed train service.

The 1985 EIS argued, however, that if access to a site near Goulburn could be made acceptable by developing a high-speed rail link, then access to any feasible airport site between Goulburn and Sydney would be made even more acceptable. For example, a site near Wilton (or in the Southern Highlands) would be close to the corridor for a Sydney-Canberra high-speed train; it would have a much shorter travel time to major stations in the Sydney Region than a site near Goulburn would have. 

Similarly, a site such as Somersby would be as close to the Sydney-Newcastle rail corridor as Newcastle Airport is to the Sydney-Newcastle rail line or the Main Northern Line. The travel time from Somersby to Sydney by rail or car would be about half the travel time from Newcastle Airport to Sydney.

The cost of travel on a high-speed rail link is another issue to be considered. The fares that were estimated for the proposed Canberra – Sydney VFT were over $100 (in 1990s dollars), which is much more than the saving on most domestic air fares on a low cost airline. In other words, it would cost more to fly from, say, Adelaide to a secondary airport at Goulburn (or Canberra) on a low cost airline and then travel by VFT to Sydney than it would cost to fly direct from Adelaide to Sydney on a full service airline.

It is concluded, therefore, that development of a new airport at an outlying site would be an inferior option to development of a new airport at a mid-distance site closer to the Sydney Region. While the option of using Canberra or Newcastle Airports as a secondary airport for Sydney would have a lower development cost than a new airport at a mid-distance site, the cost and/or time for access to the Sydney Region would be too high for most travellers.

3. Conclusion

This submission has shown that SACL’s projection of future aircraft movements at Sydney Airport is underestimated. If passenger movements leading up to 2028/29 are close to SACL’s forecast in the draft Master Plan, then Sydney Airport would be operating close to its legally imposed cap for most of the non-curfew period. 

This will impose severe impacts of increased congestion on the airline operators and air passengers and cause increased noise impacts on residents north and south of the airport. It is considered, therefore, that a second major airport will be required to accommodate low cost airlines, curfew-free freight operators and possibly some regional services.

An analysis of the 10 sites considered in the 1985 EIS has found that none of the five sites closer to Sydney would appear to be acceptable to the Commonwealth Government. Two of the Mid-distance sites, Somersby and Wilton, are worth further consideration, but the environmental impacts of the Wilton site need to be reviewed, especially in relation to endangered ecological communities and water quality. Outlying sites, such as Goulburn, are considered to be inferior to the mid-distance sites and the cost and/or time for access to the Sydney Region would be too high for most travellers.

Attachment A

Submission on the draft Sydney Airport Master Plan 2009 

Michael Conroy

The first sentence in Chapter 5 Aviation Activity Forecast states: “Forecasts of passengers, aircraft movements and air freight movements provide the fundamental basis for the planning of airport facilities”. Most readers would agree with this statement and would deduce from it that reliable, accurate forecasts are essential for the preparation of a sensible and robust airport master plan.

Section 5.4.1: Average number of passengers per flight is the basis for a most crucial assumption in the preparation of the Aviation Activity Forecast. This is the statement that “The lower rate of growth in aircraft movements relative to passengers results from the assumptions that passenger load factors will continue to increase and that the average number of seats per aircraft movement (aircraft size) will also increase”. 

There is little evidence provided in the draft Master Plan to support the assumption that passenger load factors will continue to increase. Furthermore, the evidence concerning aircraft capacity is not even conclusive that there will be progressive up-scaling in aircraft size across the entire fleet. 

For example, there is a suggestion in Chapter 14 that the Boeing 787 will be introduced as a replacement for the Boeing 767. The published information on the Boeing 787-8 (the version mentioned in the DMP) suggests that it will have a seating capacity of 250, which is very similar to the Boeing 767-300 and is less than the capacity of the Airbus 330-300. Although there will probably be an “up-scaling” in aircraft size on major, long-haul routes currently served by the Boeing 747, it is not so obvious that there will be a similar up-scaling on the less dense routes currently served by the Boeing 767 or the Airbus 330. 

The DMP relies for evidence of a future increase in passengers per aircraft movement on Figure 5.4, a graph of average passengers per flight between 2000 and 2008, which has been extrapolated to 2029. Although the forecast for 2009-29 may have been derived from some more sophisticated model than a simple regression analysis of the 2000-08 data, there is no information in the DMP that suggests that the forecast is anything more than that.

Most textbooks on statistical analysis include numerous warnings about the dangers of using regression analysis to extrapolate a trend line such as that in Figure 5.4. The average number of passengers per flight is a function of many variables, including factors such as energy supplies, aircraft size, pricing policies of the airlines, carbon emissions policy, and economic growth.  The extrapolation of the trend line in Figure 5.4 for the next 20 years implicitly assumes that all these variables will continue to have the same trends and effect on passenger loads as they had in the short period from 2000 to 2008. 

Passenger load factors and aircraft movements

The information provided in Chapter 14 of the DMP gives some clues about the implicit assumptions that have been made in the use of Figure 5.4. For example, Figure 14.5 2029 ANEF for Sydney Airport includes the standard table of “Daily Movements by Runway” on which the noise modeling was based. 

The aircraft movements from Figure 14.5 have been summarized in the first column of Table 1 below. They are described in the DMP as being for a Busy Day i.e. 4% above an average day. The only change to the original data is the substitution of 93 movements by the Airbus 380 for the same number of movements by the Boeing 747, as discussed in Sections 5.4.1 and 14.2.1 of the DMP.  (It was not possible to make a similar substitution for the Boeing 787 because no estimate is given in the DMP for the number of movements of this aircraft type in 2029.)

The second column of the table below lists the seating capacity of each aircraft type, as provided in fact sheets on the manufacturers’ web site and/or technical journals. The third column then estimates the busy day capacity, i.e. the total number of seats on each aircraft type flying in and out of the airport on a busy day, from the data in the first two columns. 

	Table 1
	Assumed load factors in draft Master Plan
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Aircraft 
	Seating 
	Busy day
	Annual seat
	Forecast
	Assumed

	
	movements*
	capacity
	capacity
	capacity
	demand
	load factor

	737-800
	224
	190
	42562
	14,937,590
	
	

	A380
	93
	525
	48825
	17,135,697
	
	

	747-400
	61
	416
	25376
	8,906,000
	
	

	777-300
	236
	370
	87320
	30,645,962
	
	

	A320-211
	6
	150
	900
	315,865
	
	

	A321-232
	262
	185
	48468
	17,010,456
	
	

	A330-343
	6
	295
	1773
	622,237
	
	

	A340-211
	2
	260
	525
	184,325
	
	

	Sub-total
	890
	
	255,749
	89,758,133
	75,800,000
	84.4%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	CNA55B
	4
	6
	24
	8,423
	
	

	DHC6
	16
	19
	304
	106,626
	
	

	DHC830
	124
	50
	6200
	2,175,786
	
	

	EMB120
	24
	30
	720
	252,587
	
	

	GV
	62
	17
	1054
	369,794
	
	

	SF340
	98
	36
	3528
	1,238,319
	
	

	Sub-total
	328
	
	11,829
	4,151,535
	3,100,000
	74.7%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	1,218
	
	267,578
	93,909,667
	78,900,000
	84.0%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	*Busy day
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


The fourth column then estimates the annual capacity of the airport, in terms of number of aircraft seats, by converting the busy day capacity in the third column to an annual figure (including removal of the busy day factor).  The total annual capacity of the international and interstate aircraft, i.e. aircraft types in the top half of the table, is estimated to be 89.8 million per year. The capacity of the intrastate aircraft, i.e. the lower half of the table, is estimated to be 4.2 million per year.

These estimates of aircraft capacity should be compared with the forecasts of passenger demand in Chapter 5 of the DMP, a total of 78.9 million passengers in 2029 including 3.1 million intrastate passengers. To carry 75.8 million international and interstate passengers on aircraft with a capacity of 88.5 million seats would require a passenger load factor of 84.4%. The 3.1 million intrastate passengers, however, would require a passenger load factor of 74.7% to travel on aircraft with a capacity of 4.2 million seats.

The literature on airport planning and airline management indicates that passenger load factors in excess of 75% are unlikely to be achieved over a long period. For example, IATA data indicates that international airlines in the Asia-Pacific region have generally achieved load factors of about 75% over the last 9 years. 

It appears that some budget airlines can achieve load factors of 80% or more during periods of high growth in demand. However, they can only do this by operating a yield management system in such a way that overbooking probably occurs in peak periods and excess demand is diverted onto off-peak flights. This is only likely to be feasible on domestic routes with frequent services; customers would only accept it if there are no alternative airlines offering comparable fares. In the long term, either demand falls to a level that can be served by load factors of 75% or less, or competing airlines will provide more capacity in peak periods to attract the excess demand.

It is concluded, therefore, that the aircraft movements indicated in Figure 14.5 2029 ANEF for Sydney Airport would not accommodate the forecast passenger demand for international and interstate flights for 2029 over a long period.  The forecast of aircraft movements used for noise modelling should either have included more operations by larger aircraft or it should have increased the number of flights by all aircraft types. In either case, it appears that Figure 14.5 gives an underestimate of the noise impacts in 2029.

Table 2 below uses the annual seat capacity estimated in Table 1 to calculate the annual passenger load that would be accommodated with a load factor of 75% for each type of aircraft. The third column indicates that the international and interstate aircraft movements assumed in Figure 14.5 would only accommodate an annual passenger load of 67.3 million, about 8.5 million less than the DMP’s estimate of passenger demand. In contrast, the interstate aircraft movements would accommodate an annual passenger load of 3.1 million, which is the DMP estimate of passenger demand for these flights.

The fifth column of Table 2 then calculates the ratio of the forecast passenger demand in the DMP to the annual passenger load estimated in the third column. The ratio for international and interstate passengers is 1.13, i.e. the forecast passenger demand is 13% higher than the passenger load that would be carried on the aircraft movements assumed in Figure 14.5. In the sixth column, this ratio is then applied to the aircraft movements from Table 1 (i.e. those assumed in Figure 14.5) to give a more realistic estimate of the number of aircraft movements required to carry the forecast passenger demand.

	Table 2
	Estimated aircraft movements with 75% load factor
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Annual seat
	Load
	Estimated
	Forecast
	Adjustment 
	Adj. Aircraft

	
	capacity
	factor
	pax load
	demand
	factor
	movements*

	737-800
	14,937,590
	75%
	11,203,192
	
	
	252

	A380
	17,135,697
	75%
	12,851,773
	
	
	105

	747-400
	8,906,000
	75%
	6,679,500
	
	
	69

	777-300
	30,645,962
	75%
	22,984,471
	
	
	266

	A320-211
	315,865
	75%
	236,899
	
	
	7

	A321-232
	17,010,456
	75%
	12,757,842
	
	
	295

	A330-343
	622,237
	75%
	466,678
	
	
	7

	A340-211
	184,325
	75%
	138,244
	
	
	2

	Sub-total
	89,758,133
	
	67,318,600
	75,800,000
	1.13
	1002

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	CNA55B
	8,423
	75%
	6,292
	
	
	4

	DHC6
	106,626
	75%
	79,649
	
	
	16

	DHC830
	2,175,786
	75%
	1,625,312
	
	
	124

	EMB120
	252,587
	75%
	188,683
	
	
	24

	GV
	369,794
	75%
	276,236
	
	
	62

	SF340
	1,238,319
	75%
	925,024
	
	
	98

	Sub-total
	4,151,535
	
	3,101,196
	3,100,000
	1.00
	328

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	93,909,667
	
	70,419,796
	78,900,000
	
	1,330

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	*Busy day
	
	
	
	
	
	


Conclusion

Table 2 shows that a more realistic estimate of the number of aircraft movements on a typical busy day would be 1330, including international, interstate and intrastate flights. This is more than 9% greater than the number of aircraft movements assumed in Figure 14.5 of the DMP.

It should be noted that the legal limit on the number of aircraft movements (i.e. 80 movements per hour) in the 17 hour non-curfew period is 1360. The forecast of aircraft movements for 2029 in Table 2 shows that the airport would be operating very close to its legal limit for the whole non-curfew period.

This has two major implications for airport management, in particular relating to aircraft noise :

· There would be significant pressure to relax the cap of 80 movements per hour in the non-curfew period and/or to relax the restrictions on operations during the curfew.

· The two parallel runways would need to be used for the whole non-curfew period in order to provide enough capacity for up to 80 movements per hour. There would be no scope for noise sharing modes of operation to be used because these modes do not provide sufficient capacity.

Michael Conroy
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