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Abstract: Improving future airport operational performance is the key to airport sustainable development, and its ac-
curate forecast is the basis for improving the airport operational performance. Considering the impact of emergency
events, the quantitative forecast alone has the problem of forecast distortion, so a combination method of quantita-
tive and qualitative analysis is used to forecast the operational performance of 10 Asian hub airports during the 14th
5-Year. The forecast results of grey model quantitative analysis method and ARIMA model are compared. The air-
port operational performance forecast results are analyzed. The results show that the grey model quantitative analy-
sis method is more suitable to forecast airport performance than ARIMA model. Comparing the actual statistic val-
ues, the forecast errors of grey model are less than 4% , which has better forecast results. Using the combination
method of quantitative and qualitative analysis, the forecast results of airport future operational performance are ob-
tained, which is more in line with the actual situation than the simple quantitative forecast.
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Fig. 1 Using combination of qualitative and quantitative
analysis to forecast airport operational performance
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Table 1  List of sample airports and their main characteristics

GIRZEAME] % GIRZFAE P R RS B
PEK JentE #R AL HUE B PR HLI B0 A B2 5] (BCTA) I P i 00694
PVG AR AL (R AD A IR A (SAA) I e G 600009
CAN JTMA = 7N H = R HL B A IR A 5 (GBIA) I P HII 600004
SZX WY 5% WL (LD A A F (SACL) I 2 HYI 000089
SHA AT AR L (DA RA R (SAA) i = N/A N/A
HKG i AUk L 45 2 )5 (AAHK) Hh 1 N/A N/A
HND R FH Japan Airport Terminal Co. , Ltd. (JATC) A4 e ARut 9706. T
ICN 1= Incheon International Airport Corporation (ITAC) i [ w N/A N/A
DEL Bl 7 - HH Indira Gandhi International Airport (IGIA) 105 S w5 N/A N/A
SIN FEH Changi Airport Group (Singapore) Pte. Ltd. (CAGP) B w N/A N/A

2 FEARWLIGAEE E P (2016—20194F)
Table 2 Annual average operating data of sample airports
(2016—2019)

Bl AFEREAT  AFBGTARAY AR AEEEl A/

(IS VNS 4/ t/TJTEIL HITEIT
PEK 97 794 207 2000 509 1400 289
PVG 71540 859 3666 841 780 455
CAN 67179625 1810 781 1021 244
SZX 47466 654 1196 723 486 101
SHA 42902 520 416 784 452 167
HKG 72236 111 4898 988 2602 1752
HND 84436 453 1251103 1708 67
ICN 64 882 033 2838 131 2356 1101
DEL 64 368632 959 190 1658 500
SIN 63 707 250 2094 000 1656 862
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Table 3 Passenger throughput of Guangzhou Baiyun
Airport and Beijing Capital Airport (Jan. to Sep., 2018)

e i/ A
A1

RIS e 5 8

1 5590903 8 150 000
2 5672647 7 788 000
3 6053 021 8593 000
4 5801 813 8491 000
5 5643 567 8349 000
6 5466 539 8 007 000
7 5817 694 8592 000
8 6179 923 9 045 000
9 5 546 458 8 204 000
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Table 4 Comparison of two forecast methods

S BNEAGT L T 5 HR 22 (2016—20204F)
Table 5 Average absolute percentage error of forecasted
values (2016—2020)

Bl i R 0 1R 7E 3 N V| R7RE e

i’MAPE/% (MAXAI’IC/%
%
ARIMA BEH GM R ARIMA B8 GM #i #4

IRELIEFE -
(2018 4F ) 3.40 1.44 7.59 2.24
IRELIE R

(2009—2017 4F ) 2.72 3.10 13.59 11.20
dbmt e # . )
(2018 4E) 3.96 1.72 10. 40 2.23
L5t 3.03 3.51 14.71 11.24

(2009—2017 4F)

(NG /% /% Wi/ % A/
PEK 1.39 1.79 0.40 0.16
PVG 0.60 1.13 0.30 0.06
CAN 0.11 0.99 0.17 0.27
SZX 0.18 0.78 0.39 0.17
SHA 0.10 0.90 0.37 0.11
HKG 1.65 1.70 0.14 0.74
HND 0.86 1.16 0.10 0.30
ICN 1.20 1.69 0.20 0.33
DEL 2.60 1.65 0.49 0.28
SIN 0.30 2.26 0.30 0.24
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Table 6 Maximum absolute percentage error of forecasted
values (2016—2020)

By IRFE A SRIREE I L RE AL
FC% /% /% Wi/ % A%
PEK 2.05 2.64 0.61 0.22
PVG 0.91 1.71 0.32 0.06
CAN 0.21 1.48 0.22 0.32
SzX 0.34 1.10 0.58 0.18
SHA 0.13 1.36 0.52 0.16
HKG 2.42 2.51 0.19 0.97
HND 1.28 1.72 0.12 0.52
ICN 1.83 2.49 0.27 0.42
DEL 3.80 2.43 0.77 0.50
SIN 0.47 3.32 0.44 0. 36
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(2) $ 175 XoF 2 i 7 ok 11 36 4 AL T 8], B

FRHET —FBa L K, ST R T HAl L35 1
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(3) Bl R m0R ] e hy - e R
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Table 7 Cargo throughput forecast of sample airports (2021—2022)

" 20194FBME 2020 4FBEUR AT 2020 [k 2019 4F 202G AL B /1 2022 EFTRIE AL B /1
o e M RIS e 2B PEIEW Jrk 2B
PEK 1955 286 1759 281 —38.1 871196 1251 383 431416 1611 156
CAN 1919 927 1210 441 —8.4 1108 764 1535942 1015628 1977525
SHA 423 615 338 557 —20.1 270 507 338 892 216 135 436 323
HKG 4 810 000 4 500 000 —7.0 4185 000 2405 000 3892 050 4 810 000
HND 1217 905 830611 —31.8 566 477 608 953 386 337 1217 905
ICN 2764 369 2725668 —1.4 2 687 508 1382 185 2 649 883 2764 369
DEL 998 635 598 182 —40.1 358 311 499 318 214628 998 635
SIN 2010 000 1569 810 —21.9 1226 022 1 005 000 957 523 2010 000
# 8 AMEAYLIGA AR B BB (2021—20254F)
Table 8 Annual performance forecast of sample airports (2021—2025)
LI ACHD G0 iR % AR kR /K BT MR A/ GIRZE LN E VRS DI SSTw DIRZ R SANAEWIESPTW
2021 64 008 731 1251 383 926.43 196. 16
2022 82411 241 1611156 1192.77 252.56
PEK 2023 82 545 569 1557 898 1166. 59 253. 96
2024 84 309 498 1529 880 1178.69 263. 35
2025 86 111 122 1502 366 1190.92 273.09




96 fiu s TR R 512 %
HLE AR 4E A i 4 o ik / A STt ik /¢ LB UN e WEYIE ST LR 2 NGV ESTH
2021 60 922 764 3614 564 725.33 389. 94
2022 78 438 059 3574 385 933.87 502. 04
PVG 2023 79717 194 3534 652 996. 52 509. 58
2024 83 114 499 3495 362 1098.17 533. 05
2025 86 656 587 3456 507 1210.18 557. 59
2021 58 702 780 1535942 884. 26 220.57
2022 75579 829 1977 525 1138.49 283.98
CAN 2023 77 470 588 2006 244 1159.79 297.18
2024 81 747 041 2082 188 1218.56 321.04
2025 86 259 558 2161 006 1280. 30 346. 80
2021 42 345 540 1491742 401.74 91.06
2022 54 519 883 1599 505 517.25 117. 24
S7X 2023 57 048 072 1715053 506. 01 122.57
2024 61441024 1838 948 511.32 132.18
2025 66 172 253 1971793 516. 68 142.55
2021 36 510 306 338 892 397.10 138.18
2022 47 007 018 436 323 511.26 177.91
SHA 2023 47 602 709 429 261 521.79 175.65
2024 49 692 807 437 801 550. 01 178.77
2025 51 874 675 446 512 579.76 181. 94
2021 35643 317 4185 000 1391.80 977. 04
2022 71286 633 4 810 000 2 783.60 1954.08
HKG 2023 71529 228 4761154 2 898. 86 2043.42
2024 70 864 746 4 649 565 3022.27 2131.61
2025 70 206 437 4540 591 3150. 94 2223.61
2021 42 752 550 608 953 914. 29 36.57
2022 85505 100 1217 905 1828.57 73.14
HND 2023 86 110 896 1201 993 1909.01 78.89
2024 86 158 714 1175515 1994.59 84.97
2025 86 206 559 1149 620 2084.01 91.52
2021 35584 850 2 687 508 1402.04 703. 82
2022 71169 700 2764 369 2 804.08 1407.63
ICN 2023 76 638 816 2727 361 3148.76 1671.75
2024 81 904 045 2654 774 3544.46 1993.76
2025 87 531 006 2584118 3989.87 2377.79
2021 34 245 350 499 318 1098.11 276.90
2022 68 490 700 998 635 2196.21 553. 80
DEL 2023 72 369 229 1028 777 2703. 80 600. 61
2024 75076 473 1047 153 3344.99 650. 56
2025 77 884 992 1065 858 3838.23 704. 66
2021 34 141 500 1226 022 848.93 428.76
2022 68 283 000 2010 000 1697.85 857.51
SIN 2023 71651493 1975434 1707.20 846. 68
2024 75044 881 1905929 1720.35 837.51
2025 78 598 979 1838 870 1733.60 828.45
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