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A Comparative Study on Delay Calculation Method of Airport Capacity
HyoJu Lee’, DoHyun Kim"™

ABSTRACT

Air transport demand is on a sharp rise due to growth in the aviation market. To prepare for
this rapidly growing demand for aviation, airport operators are interested in the processing
airport capacity. Airport throughput is determined to be the smallest of the facility capacities
that make up the airport, but it is customary to determine the cost and time consuming runway
capacity as airport capacity. Previous studies have shown that while recent studies have been
conducted on airport capacity, there is little research on the criteria for determining capacity.
In this study, we would like to determine the extent to which airport capacity is affected by the
airport’s operating hours and the resulting delays.
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Fig. 1. Relationship between practical capacity
and absolute capacity
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Fig. 2. Delay time calculation graph
of Berlin airport[6]
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Fig. 3. Simmod air-link and ground-link

o GATE 94Xl

Fig. 4. Runway 36 taxiway layout and
super—gate location

5h

(o]
[e]

ol

A 7Y (terminal control area)S Z3F61¥ 1,
9] AolE= 8 YAEE F9sto] Super Gate®d
A7g5trkFig. 4 =x). E3FE719 4% EEZA7]
E2PER9] AFZA| A (initial approach fix; AP
B gF=2of 25 & Super Gate JY7HAS] 17+
o= A5t

3.2 A|Z2d|0|d HS

AlEgold Bgat AA| 4 1ol oAt A
= SloE=E WEAl f5H AlEFeld 2E2 A5
(validation)¥S ZI3¥aflof it

AlEEold 2y 3ol AlEH oA Holuet A
A ol eaE HAst IS dAo 7HA
DARHEE AJEF o] B8-S 8ok IgolH, o]
Yoz F2 A4 ¥ g2 AtojEd /HESE
HAsHA otk

A5 2 3 Am 489S 7o 155 712 Al
2ol B F A9 HSFES AH 28 ¢
HAZ Pttt 13 HE2 AdHo= 5=
1YE IE5IUEA Jcke A=, 7B 2 &
3ol Slo] Aol oF WY off, 7s4 dF
T A ofFE ZRlst L, oot FAR =L}
v, BAste] AlEFolAE AA 233doldof 71
Al BARIEE fA51elth 23 52 dudos H
SH 237 308] ¥HE(iteration) ST AlEF 0l
13 Apolof] AR FASAEE HEFCE 1 AolE
H|wsleinh 14 A% Al ARSE ASAEE 3371 +
T2 BX 9 A 57 & - B2 E£Xo[tTable
2 9 Fig. 5 I=x).

27} AEE A BAeE & - =3 719 =
FAZHtravel time)Q] APEEE ARSI ofuf At
259 gt H2 FF7] 119 13] AlEFolA 3=
ujsie, X&52 AlEFolA g, YE2 §57] &4 &

2 oot

L



50

olEF,

Pl

T Vol. 28, No. 2, Jun. 2020

el

Table 2. Comparison of taxiway selection ratios

RWY | Exit taxiway | Observed data Siméﬂaﬁon
ata
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36
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Distribution of RWY36 Operation
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Distribution of RWY18 Operation
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Numberof useing RWY18 A/C

Fig. 5. Result of flight distribution verification
by time period
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Table 3. Result of travel time variability
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Table 4. List of applied random numbers

Table 6. Average delay time for peak hour
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Table 5. Average delay time for airport operation
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