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1. Introduction 

1.1.1. This Rebuttal Proof of Evidence is provided principally to address points made by Mr 

Folley in his Proof of Evidence relating to the air traffic forecasts for the proposed 

development (NSC/W1/1 Folley, June 2021).  In addition, I also comment on further 

some points made by Mr Devas (XR/W3/1 Devas, June 2021) in his Proof on air traffic 

forecasting. 

1.1.2. I would note in the first instance that there are substantial areas of areas of 

agreement between Mr Folley and myself, most notably in relation to the broad 

timescales for Bristol Airport to reach 12 million passengers per annum (mppa) and in 

relation to the overall approach to air traffic forecasting and the production of the 

associated forecast outputs that support the environmental assessment.  There are, 

however, important points of difference, notably in relation to: 

• the recovery of business traffic following the COVID-19 pandemic; 

• the impact of Jet2 on the future fleet mix at Bristol Airport; 

• the impact of the UK leaving the EU; 

• the inclusion of quantitative sensitivity tests for forecast outputs. 

1.1.3. These are points that I have already addressed in my Proof of Evidence on air traffic 

forecasting (BAL/1/2 Brass, June 2021) and I do not repeat my general position here 

on these but do make some additional comments based on the evidence presented by 

Mr Folley. 

1.1.4. Mr Devas’s evidence focuses primarily on: 

• the influence of the current short-term position and its implications for the air 

traffic forecasts; 

• the fact that GDP is not an important driver of future air traffic growth; 

• that rising carbon costs, higher fuel prices, increased tax will weigh on growth in 

medium to long term; 

• the recovery of business travel and the importance of attitudinal change in 

slowing leisure travel demand growth. 

1.1.5. Again, these are all points that I have previously addressed in my Proof of Evidence on 

air traffic forecasting (BAL/1/2 Brass, June 2021)and I do not comment significantly 

further here, other than briefly in relation to business travel and the influence of GDP 

on air traffic demand growth. 
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1.1.6. I have organised my comments under the following themes: 

• Forecasting and Uncertainty; 

• Recovery of Business Travel; 

• Influence of Jet2; 

• Impacts of Mr Folley’s Proof to Other Areas; 

• Other Comments. 
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2. Forecasting and Uncertainty 

2.1.1. Mr Folley focuses in Section 3 of his Proof of Evidence (page 3 (NSC/W1/1 Folley, June 

2021)) on the issue of inherent uncertainty in forecasting and I would agree that there 

is always an element of uncertainty.  I also note that Mr Folley agrees with the 

approach taken in the Appeal Proposal forecasts in relation to considering uncertainty 

in relation to the passenger forecasts (para. 3.5 on Page 4 (NSC/W1/1 Folley, June 

2021)).  

2.1.2. I would, however, comment further on his analysis at para. 3.2 (page 3 (NSC/W1/1 

Folley, June 2021)) and the accompanying data in Appendix A.  Mr Folley cites a 

number of examples of future airport forecasts where the passenger throughput at 

the airport at a given point in time has proven to be inaccurate.  Mr Folley then uses 

this analysis to suggest that the ‘margin of error’ on forecasts can be wide.  I would, 

however, contend that the situation being considered here is different to the 

examples Mr Folley cites.  In all the examples Mr Folley cites the air traffic forecasts 

relate to Master Plans for the airports in question.  The forecaster is trying to estimate 

what traffic throughput will be at a particular point in the future.  That is not the task 

is this instance.  The passenger throughput for the Appeal Proposal is already known.  

It is 12 mppa.  The question for the air traffic forecasts here is over what approximate 

timescale will this passenger threshold be reached.  This reduces the amount of 

uncertainty to be dealt with, particularly in terms of the air traffic forecasting outputs 

that support the environmental assessment, which are relatively insensitive to the 

passage of time, as I have previously discussed in my Proof of Evidence on air traffic 

forecasting (para. 3.4.8 (BAL/1/2 Brass, June 2021)).  I also note again that the 

Stansted Appeal decision reached a similar conclusion: 

“It remained unclear throughout the Inquiry, despite extensive evidence, why the 

speed of growth should matter in considering the appeal. If it ultimately takes the 

airport longer than expected to reach anticipated levels of growth, then the 

corresponding environmental effects would also take longer to materialise or may 

reduce due to advances in technology that might occur in the meantime.”  

2.1.3. This is particularly pertinent here, given the general agreement that in terms of the 

speed growth at Bristol Airport, the risks are more towards the downside, and, if 

growth departs from the Core Case, that growth is more likely to tend towards the 

Slower Growth Case than the Higher Growth Case (see Mr Folley’s comment at para. 



 

5 

4.9 on Page 8 (NSC/W1/1 Folley, June 2021)).  The passage of time is, in general, likely 

to result in more newer, quieter, cleaner aircraft entering the fleet, thereby reducing 

environmental effects with the passage of time.  This is a point acknowledged by Mr 

Folley:  

“It is assumed that beyond 2030 the adverse environmental impacts of a 12 mppa 

airport will not be greater than they are in 2030. Generally speaking, this is likely to 

be correct since it is anticipated that overall aircraft fleets and surface transport will 

become increasingly more fuel efficient, less noisy and less reliant upon fossil fuels, 

whilst capacity will remain capped at 12 mppa.” (para. 3.4, page 4 (NSC/W1/1 Folley, 

June 2021)) 

2.1.4. This clearly means that the uncertainty risks around slower growth, the more likely of 

the alternates around the Core Case, and its environmental effects are inherently 

limited. 

2.1.5. I would, therefore, reject Mr Folley’s conclusion at para. 3.11 (NSC/W1/1 Folley, June 

2021).  I would contend that uncertainty in this case is in fact relatively limited, and 

that risks in terms of speed of growth are more towards the Slower Growth Case, 

which would likely reduce environmental impacts.  The air traffic forecasts and 

associated outputs to support the environmental assessment have considered the 

implications of faster and slower growth. 
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3. Recovery of Business Travel 

3.1. Introduction 

3.1.1. Both Mr Folley (para. 4.12-4.20, para. 4.28-4.29 (NSC/W1/1 Folley, June 2021)) and Mr 

Devas (para. 5.3.2 (XR/W3/1 Devas, June 2021)) question the speed of recovery in 

terms of business air travel.  This is an issue I have already addressed in my Proof of 

Evidence on air traffic forecasting (Section 4.9 (BAL/1/2 Brass, June 2021)).  However, 

based on Mr Folley’s comments in particular, I make a number of additional points 

below. 

3.2. Previous Patterns of Growth 

3.2.1. Mr Folley seeks to suggest that leisure traffic has been growing at Bristol Airport 

substantially faster than business traffic and uses this as evidence to suggest that the 

future forecast growth for business passengers is unreasonable: 

“According to the CAA’s passenger surveys 5 , between 2000 and 2019 business 

passenger numbers grew by an average 4.2% per year at Bristol Airport, while leisure 

passenger numbers grew by an average 8.1% per year. This showcases how even 

prior to the Covid-19 pandemic and Brexit, leisure travel was growing at almost 

double the pace than leisure travel at the Airport.” (para. 4.16 (NSC/W1/1 Folley, June 

2021)) 

3.2.2. However, as with any form of time-series analysis, it is important to consider the 

broader perspective as to what else is taking place in the market.  The time period 

chosen by Mr Folley, 20001 to 2019, includes at the beginning the so-called ‘low cost 

bubble’, when low cost airlines, such as easyJet and Ryanair, were growing very 

rapidly and significantly lowering the price of air travel in the market, as can be seen 

in Figure 1 (supporting data can be found in Appendix A, at para. 8.2).  This had a 

disproportionate impact on leisure markets where passengers are substantially more 

price sensitive.  This period of explosive growth is generally considered to have ended 

with the onset of the Global Financial Crisis in around 2009.  Since that time the 

market has stabilised as operating models have matured.  It is, therefore, vastly more 

appropriate to look at the market post the disruptive effect of the ‘low cost bubble’.   

 

 
1 An extract from the CAA Passenger Survey Report 2000 can be found in Appendix A at para. 8.1. 
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Figure 1: Growth of Ryanair and easyjet passengers between 2000 and 2019 (Index: 
2000 = 100) 

 
Source: Ryanair and easyJet corporate statements. 

3.2.3. Using the same data source as Mr Folley, the CAA Passenger Survey, I have examined 

two time periods, 2008 (CD7.6 CAA, 2008, p. 10) to 2019 (CD7.10 CAA, 2020, p. Table 

3.4) and 2012 (CD7.9 CAA, 2013, p. 12 Table 3.4) to 20192.  Over these time periods, 

the picture is quite different.  Since 2008, business passengers at Bristol Airport have 

grown at 2.6% per annum, compared to 2.5% per annum for leisure passengers.  Since 

2012, after recovery from the Global Financial Crisis, business passengers have grown 

at a rate of 4.9% per annum, compared to 4.7% for leisure passengers.  In other 

words, business passenger numbers have in fact been growing faster than leisure 

passengers for some time.  This is shown in Table 1.  This is completely opposite to the 

trend suggested by Mr Folley, suggesting that the evidential basis for his entire line of 

argument is illusory and his conclusions, therefore, profoundly misplaced.  I also note 

that the differential in growth rates between business and leisure passengers 

suggested by Mr Folley is heavily relied upon by Mr Siraut in his evidence on socio-

economics.  I consider the implications of this for Mr Siraut’s conclusions in my socio-

economic rebuttal proof (BAL/5/3 Brass, July 2021). 

 
 
 

 
2 It should be noted that Bristol Airport is only surveyed around every four years. 
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Table 1: Business and Leisure Passengers at Bristol Airport 

 Passengers (000s) CAGR 

 
2000 2008 2012 2019 

2000 to 
2019 

2008 to 
2019 

2012 to 
2019 

Business 503 834 792 1,106 4.2% 2.6% 4.9% 

Leisure 1,579 5,267 5,012 6,925 8.1% 2.5% 4.7% 
Source: CAA Passenger Surveys. 

3.2.4. I would, therefore, conclude that the pattern of business travel growth in the Appeal 

Proposal forecasts compared to leisure passenger growth is perfectly reasonable and 

may in fact be conservative. 

3.3. Future Forecast Growth Rates 

3.3.1. In Table 2 on Page 9 Mr Folley sets out the market growth rates for the Core Case for 

the Appeal Proposal forecasts.  As I have set out in my Proof of Evidence on air traffic 

forecasting (BAL/1/2 Brass, June 2021, p. 28 para. 3.1.3) and in the Appeal Proposal air 

traffic forecasting report (CD2.21 York Aviation, 2020, pp. 4-6), these have been 

derived from a detailed analysis that has considered the effect of economic growth, 

carbon prices, fuel costs and air passenger duty rates moving forward.  The extent to 

which passenger demand reacts to economic growth and the cost of flying (as 

influenced by carbon prices, fuel costs and air passenger duty rates) has been 

determined using a series of elasticities3 sourced from the UK Department for 

Transport UK Aviation Forecasts 2017 (CD6.2 Department for Transport, 2017, p. 22 

Table 1).  Mr Folley seeks to suggest that the business passenger growth rates derived 

through this process are overstated.  I disagree.  I consider his comments below. 

3.3.2. In the first instance, Mr Folley seeks to suggest that the business growth rates 

identified are inconsistent with past trends (para. 4.16 (NSC/W1/1 Folley, June 2021)), 

as described above in sub-section 3.2.  As I have clearly demonstrated, Mr Folley’s 

conclusions in this regard are profoundly unsound and misplaced.   

3.3.3. At para. 4.17 (NSC/W1/1 Folley, June 2021) he then seeks to suggest that the 

pandemic has led to profound upskilling amongst the business community and that 

this will lead to a slower growth in business travel in the future.  I note that Mr Folley 

presents no evidence to support this position.  The pandemic has clearly led to 

 
3 For the avoidance of doubt, in economics, an elasticity refers to a measurement of the percentage 
change of one economic variable to a change in another.   
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businesses increasing their use of communications technologies by necessity.  

However, I would contend that this is actually part of a long term trend, which has 

simply been accelerated in the short run by the pandemic.  As such, it will have been 

reflected in past trends and in the econometric analysis used to identify air transport 

demand elasticities, such as those cited by the Department for Transport.  I consider 

this latter point further below. 

3.3.4. At para. 4.18 (NSC/W1/1 Folley, June 2021), he then seems to suggest that Bristol 

Airport will be more affected than other airports by the upskilling issue he describes 

because of the leisure focussed nature of its route network.  It is profoundly unclear 

why this should be the case and Mr Folley presents no explanation.   

3.3.5. Mr Folley moves on to suggest at para. 4.19 (NSC/W1/1 Folley, June 2021) that the 

elasticities for business travel developed by the Department for Transport may not be 

appropriate for forecasting post COVID-19 and the UK’s withdrawal from the 

European Union, based on his flawed arguments set out above.  I would contend that 

Mr Folley has been shown to have no basis for his position.  I would make four 

comments in relation to the Department for Transport’s elasticities: 

• I would point out that the relationship between past trends in business and 

leisure travel has no bearing on the elasticity for business travel.  It is entirely 

independent.  As previously stated, the elasticity for business travel demand 

measures its reactiveness to economic growth and the cost of flying; 

• the Department for Transport’s assessment is based on data collected over a 

significant period of time, 1984 to 2008.  During that time there have been 

multiple recessions, multiple booms, substantial changes in the way we do 

business and particularly in relation to communication technologies.  The 

analysis has been peer reviewed and extensively tested.  It is by some margin 

the most comprehensive study of air transport demand elasticities available.  

Mr Folley gives no adequate justification for why he believes that the 

Department for Transport elasticities identified are not appropriate and on this 

I think he is simply wrong; 

• the Department’s elasticities and those used for the Appeal Proposal forecasts 

include market maturity assumptions that reduce the income elasticities over 

time, thereby making demand less reactive to economic growth.  This reflects 

the maturity of individual markets, attitudinal change, changes in personal and 

business habits and the rise of new technologies.  These issues appear to be 
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precisely those about which Mr Folley is concerned.  I would note in this context 

that this is also relevant to Mr Devas’s comments as regards accounting for 

attitudinal change at Section 5.3 of his Proof (XR/W3/1 Devas, June 2021); 

• in relation to Mr Folley’s point at para. 4.1.8 (NSC/W1/1 Folley, June 2021) and 

the leisure focussed route network at Bristol Airport, I would point out that the 

nature of the route network has no bearing on business travellers’ elasticity of 

demand.  The extent of demand for travel comes from economic growth and 

the cost of travel.  The availability or otherwise of leisure destinations is not 

relevant. 

3.3.6. I conclude on this basis that Mr Folley’s comments are misplaced and that the 

elasticities used in our analysis remain appropriate. 

3.4. Route Development in the Short Term to Support Business Demand 

3.4.1. At para. 4.28 (NSC/W1/1 Folley, June 2021), Mr Folley seeks to suggest that the 

Appeal Proposal forecasts do not demonstrate how future business passenger growth 

will be supported by new route development.  I have already considered this issue in 

my Proof of Evidence at paras. 4.9.11 to 4.9.12 (BAL/1/2 Brass, June 2021), noting that 

the next few years will be about building back the route network and that genuinely 

‘new’ routes are likely to be limited in number over that period and that the forecasts 

over the longer term do not focus on individual routes but the nature of demand.  I 

note that this is standard practice in air traffic forecasting. 

3.4.2. However, at para. 4.9.12 of my Proof (BAL/1/2 Brass, June 2021) I do highlight the 

new Lufthansa Frankfurt route from Bristol Airport as an example of the type of route 

that will enable business passenger growth at the airport in the future.  Below, in 

Table 2 I have set out the percentage of business passengers travelling on similar 

Frankfurt services from other airports in the UK to further illustrate the potential of 

such routes to support business traffic.  All these services have business passenger 

percentages significantly above the general business passenger percentage at Bristol 

Airport in 2019 of 13.8%.  I would also note the comment in the Bristol Post article on 

the original route announcement in 2019, which highlights that Lufthansa intends to 

focus on the business market in the region4. 

 
4 https://www.bristolpost.co.uk/whats-on/whats-on-news/bristol-airport-lufthansa-uk-flights-
3482178. Appendix A, para. 8.6. 

https://www.bristolpost.co.uk/whats-on/whats-on-news/bristol-airport-lufthansa-uk-flights-3482178
https://www.bristolpost.co.uk/whats-on/whats-on-news/bristol-airport-lufthansa-uk-flights-3482178
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Table 2: % of Business Passengers on Frankfurt Routes at Other Regional Airports 

Birmingham (2019) 52% 

Manchester (2019) 46% 

Edinburgh (2018) 21% 

Glasgow (2018) 19% 
Source: CAA Passenger Surveys. 

3.4.3. With so many core leisure routes already served from Bristol, it is reasonable to 

assume that network development over the period to 2030 would include more hub 

or city destinations, such as the Lufthansa/Frankfurt service, which would be likely to 

attract higher percentages of business users and could lead to clawback from other 

airports (i.e. existing business passengers will switch back to using Bristol as services 

are launched which would meet their needs).  Clearly any route which has a higher 

percentage of business travellers than the airport’s average would help underpin the 

projected levels of business users within our forecasts.  Clawback related to route 

development is a widely accepted process for regional airports as they grow.  In this 

context, I would note that the continued capacity constraints at Heathrow, the UK’s 

principal hub airport, mean that it is likely that European hub carriers, such as 

Lufthansa, KLM, Air France and Turkish Airlines, may seek to extend or enhance their 

presence at UK regional airports, such as Bristol Airport, providing significant breadth 

of connectivity to support business travel. 

3.5. North Somerset Council’s Expectations of Future Business Travel Growth 

at Bristol Airport 

3.5.1. In the context of the future growth of business travel at Bristol Airport, I would also 

note the marketing material for the North Somerset Council Junction 21 Enterprise 

Area development, about which Mr Siraut in his proof of evidence on socio-economics 

makes considerable comment (NSC/W5/1 Siraut, 2021, pp. 43 para. 7.2.4-7.2.5).   

Figure 2: Screenshot of Junction 21 Enterprise Area Website – Homepage 
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Source: J21 Enterprise Area Website. http://www.j21.co.uk/. [Accessed: 3 July 2021]. 

3.5.2. I note the highlighting of Bristol Airport’s role in providing international connectivity 

for new businesses locating at this key development in North Somerset.  This clearly 

indicates that North Somerset Council expect Bristol Airport to continue being an 

important and growing source of international connectivity for North Somerset in the 

future.  Indeed, it is relying on it to help attract businesses to locate at Junction 21. 

3.5.3. I also note the commentary in relation to some the key customers, as can be seen in 

Figure 3, highlighting its focus on global and national companies.  These are just the 

type of companies that will drive future business related air travel demand. 

Figure 3: Screenshot of Junction 21 Enterprise Area Website – Who’s Here Page 

 
Source: J21 Enterprise Area Website. http://www.j21.co.uk/. [Accessed: 3 July 2021]. 

 
 

3.6. Conclusions 

3.6.1. I have presented a range of additional evidence in support of the Appeal Proposal 

business passenger forecasts in response to points made by Mr Folley.  This evidence 

http://www.j21.co.uk/
http://www.j21.co.uk/
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adds to that already presented in my Proof of Evidence (BAL/1/2 Brass, June 2021).  I 

have demonstrated that Mr Folley’s analysis of past trends is inappropriate and results 

in a profoundly inaccurate characterisation of growth at Bristol Airport in the last 

decade or so.  I have identified why Mr Folley’s conclusions in relation to the 

Department for Transport’s elasticities are misguided and, finally, I have provided 

further evidence on the potential for an already secured new route at Bristol Airport 

to support business demand growth as an example of how the airport might grow.   

3.6.2. I also note that at no point does Mr Folley suggest that he does not believe that there 

will be any growth in business travel as a result of the Appeal Proposal.  He merely 

states that he believes that insufficient evidence has been provided to support the air 

traffic forecasts.  While I completely reject Mr Folley’s position in relation to the 

evidence base, the lack of a statement that he believes that there will be no business 

demand growth is important in the context of Mr Siraut’s evidence on socio-

economics and hence I highlight it here.  I explain the implications for Mr Siraut’s 

position in my Rebuttal Proof on socio-economics (BAL/5/3 Brass, July 2021). 
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4. Influence of Jet2 on Fleet Mix 

4.1. Introduction 

4.1.1. At a number of points in his Proof of Evidence (NSC/W1/1 Folley, June 2021), Mr 

Folley suggests that the announcement of Jet2’s new base at Bristol Airport after the 

completion of the Appeal Forecasts means that some of the forecast outputs that 

feed into the environmental assessment are inappropriate.  Mr Folley mentions this 

issue in the context of: 

• the Busy Day Timetables developed; 

• the number of night movements; 

• the assessed fleet mix. 

4.1.2. I have already responded to issues around Jet2’s arrival at Bristol Airport in my Proof 

of Evidence at Section 4.12 (BAL/1/2 Brass, June 2021).  I do not repeat this evidence 

here but do conclude that Mr Folley’s statements in his Proof of Evidence do not 

change my conclusion that the indicative fleet mix developed from the air traffic 

forecasts was appropriate and remains so.  I would also highlight again the point made 

in my Proof of Evidence that the issue is in many ways moot given the likely conditions 

associated with the granting of the Appeal Proposal. 

4.1.3. At the outset, I note that Mr Folley’s Table 1 on page 5 (NSC/W1/1 Folley, June 2021), 

confirms the view that the two dominant airlines at Bristol Airport will be operating a 

very high proportion of new generation aircraft by the timeframe in which Bristol 

Airport is expected to reach 12 mppa.  This is entirely consistent with the Appeal 

Proposal fleet mix.  I would note that the Appeal Proposal forecast still has 27% of 

movements operated by current generation aircraft in 2030.  I would also note again 

that the point made above in Section 2 that risks in relation the speed of demand 

growth are generally considered to be towards the downside, very much limiting the 

risk in terms of potential environmental impacts being different from the Core Case. 

4.1.4. In relation to Mr Folley’s comments, I would make the following comments: 

• at para. 5.9 on Page 16 (NSC/W1/1 Folley, June 2021), Mr Folley suggests that 

Jet2 commencing services at Bristol Airport to alter the busy day timetable for 

the airport but he provides no evidence as to why this might be the case.  The 

fundamental behaviour of airlines, as determined by the preference of 

passengers, their operating models and the runway and terminal capacity of the 
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airport, will not change if Jet2 flies demand rather than another low fares or 

charter airline.  Future growth was always assumed to be driven largely by 

airlines and aircraft based at the Airport, and their pattern of operation, 

departing first thing in the morning and then returning during the day before 

finally returning in the evening/night period is consistent whether that is Jet2 or 

the other carriers with aircraft based at Bristol Airport.  There is therefore a 

high degree of interchangeability between airlines.  The fundamental diurnal 

pattern will not alter significantly.  It is, therefore, unclear why Mr Folley feels 

the busy day timetables will change significantly; 

• the same point applies in relation to Mr Folley’s comments around the number 

of night movements at para. 6.4 (NSC/W1/1 Folley, June 2021).  Again, he 

provides no evidence as to why Jet2 should make a difference.  Based on the 

standard operating pattens of based aircraft (regardless of airline) increases in 

night movement are already projected within the busy day timetable and are 

interchangeable between airlines 

• at para. 7.6 and in Figure 1 (NSC/W1/1 Folley, June 2021), Mr Folley sets out 

evidence that Jet2’s fleet is older than that of easyJet and Ryanair.  I would note 

firstly that the Appeal Proposal fleet mix includes 27% of operations by current 

generation aircraft, such as those operated by Jet2.  Secondly, I would note that 

this merely serves to demonstrate that the incentives on Jet2 to refleet given 

the potential cost pressures from the UK emissions trading scheme and 

international aviation’s inclusion within the sixth carbon budget, one of the 

main purposes of which is to stimulate investment in newer aircraft and in new 

technologies. 

4.1.5. I also note that Mr Folley has put forward an alternative fleet mix at 2030 in his Proof 

of Evidence at paras. 7.8 to 7.11 (NSC/W1/1 Folley, June 2021).  I have a number of 

comments in relation to this, which I have set out below. 

4.2. Comments on Alternative Fleet Mix 

4.2.1. Mr Folley’s alternative fleet mix is set out in Table 3 on page 20 of his Proof 

(NSC/W1/1 Folley, June 2021).  In my view the fleet mix set out is significantly flawed.  

It is not logical and does not reflect discussions with airlines, what happens at Bristol 

today or indeed what is likely to occur at a regional airport such as Bristol in the 

future.  In particular, this alternative fleet mix appears to heavily favour older 
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generation aircraft, many of which would be anticipated to be retired over the next 9 

years to 2030.  I think there are a number of implausible features of Mr Folley’s 

suggested fleet mix: 

• Mr Folley has assumed Boeing-767-400ER aircraft at Bristol Airport In his 

12mppa fleet mix:  Only two airlines (United Airlines and Delta Airlines in the 

United States) operate this old aircraft type globally and these airlines would be 

unlikely to launch services at Bristol with an aircraft of this size (if at all).  The 

average age of these aircraft is already over 20 years and, as even the youngest 

of these aircraft is over 19 years old, by 2030 it is likely that these aircraft will 

be at the end of their operational lives serving passengers and would not be 

credible to include in a fleet mix at that time. Furthermore, these aircraft have 

relatively poor runway performance and would struggle to operate off the 

runway at Bristol.  The aircraft would suffer from weight restrictions and airlines 

would have to fly the aircraft with fewer passengers, less freight (if offering 

bellyhold freight services) or less fuel, thereby limiting range and the 

destinations that could be offered and negating any advantages that such larger 

aircraft would offer.  This would make any services disproportionately costly 

and uneconomic to operate.  This suggests that insufficient thought has been 

given to the credibility of this type in the fleet mix.  It is unclear why they have 

been included; 

• Mr Folley has included Boeing-777 operations:  For smaller regional airports in 

the UK by 2030 it is likely that these would be replaced by newer generation 

aircraft, such as the Boeing-787.  As with the Boeing 767, these Boeing-777 

aircraft would likely be heavily restricted by the runway length at Bristol, 

(necessitating reduced passenger loads, less freight or less fuel), unlike new 

generation aircraft, which have more scope from shorter regional runways; 

• Mr Folley’s assumption around which airlines will operate the Boeing-737-800 

(current generation) within his projections are unclear, but appear to be based 

on being operated by Jet2:  However, based on typical operating patterns for 

the airline and for low fares operations at Bristol, the 13,781 projected 

movements would equate to approximately 12 such aircraft being based at the 

airport, which is a significant increase from Jet2’s own submission to the 
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Inquiry5 which envisages just 1.3 million seats by 2027 which, with 189 seats on 

each aircraft only amounts to 6,878 annual movements.  Even allowing for 

further growth by 2030, there would be little scope for this figure more than 

doubling to the figures proposed by Mr Folley given that other airlines are likely 

to have also grown at the airport over that timeframe;   

• Mr Folley has not assumed any E195-E2 aircraft, despite this being the aircraft 

most likely to replace KLM’s E-190 at BRS (and the assumption made within the 

Appeal Proposal forecast outputs):  It appears Mr Folley may have assumed that 

KLM switches to Boeing 737-700s, but KLM announced in 2019 that they were 

retiring these aircraft so this is not a safe assumption6;   

• Furthermore, it is not clear what Mr Folley has assumed in relation to the new 

Lufthansa operations at Bristol Airport, an announcement that he would have 

been aware of when preparing his fleet7:  The airline is launching its Frankfurt 

services with the Embraer 190 aircraft8, and the inclusion of only 599 

movements annually for this type equates to only 1.6 movements per day.  

Whilst the service is launching at low frequency initially due to COVID, it is 

anticipated that this will increase to daily and above over time, as was originally 

planned when the route was announced in 20199.   

4.2.2. Furthermore, I would note that Mr Folley’s alternative fleet mix is not actually 

consistent with a 12 mppa passenger throughput.  Table 3 shows that, taking standard 

assumptions for seat capacity and load factors, Mr Folley’s fleet mix actually 

represents a 12.3 mppa throughput rather than 12.0 mppa.  In other words, there are 

more movements than is necessary to be consistent with BAL’s proposed 12.0 mppa 

passenger cap. Furthermore, it is not clear that Mr Folley’s fleet mix is actually 

consistent with the air noise contour cap being proposed by BAL and he does not 

suggest that it is.  It should also be pointed out that as Mr Folley’s fleet mix has 

substantially too much seat capacity for 12 mppa, it would simply not be delivered by 

 
5 Letter from Steve Heapy to Ms L Palmer, dated 12th February 2021.  See Appendix A, para. 8.3. 
6 https://aeronauticsonline.com/klm-phasing-out-the-boeing-737-700/. See Appendix A, para. 8.4 
7 https://www.bristolairport.co.uk/about-us/news-and-media/news-and-media-
centre/2021/2/lufthansa-announces-daily-service-from-bristol-to-frankfurt-and-beyond. See 
Appendix A, 8.5. 
8 See Appendix A, 8.6 
9 https://www.bristolpost.co.uk/whats-on/whats-on-news/bristol-airport-lufthansa-uk-flights-
3482178. See Appendix A, para. 8.7. 

https://aeronauticsonline.com/klm-phasing-out-the-boeing-737-700/
https://www.bristolairport.co.uk/about-us/news-and-media/news-and-media-centre/2021/2/lufthansa-announces-daily-service-from-bristol-to-frankfurt-and-beyond
https://www.bristolairport.co.uk/about-us/news-and-media/news-and-media-centre/2021/2/lufthansa-announces-daily-service-from-bristol-to-frankfurt-and-beyond
https://www.bristolpost.co.uk/whats-on/whats-on-news/bristol-airport-lufthansa-uk-flights-3482178
https://www.bristolpost.co.uk/whats-on/whats-on-news/bristol-airport-lufthansa-uk-flights-3482178
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airlines as it would require them to operate at load factors below their usual targets, 

which would be uneconomic for them. 

4.2.3. Ultimately, the result is that Mr Folley has produced a fleet mix that is unrealistically 

biased towards older generation aircraft which are unrepresentative of the known 

fleet replacements for many airlines operating at Bristol presently or which could 

launch services over the next 9 years.   

Table 3: Analysis of Fleet Mix Passenger Throughput Potential at Bristol Airport in 
2030 

Aircraft Type 
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Short Haul Fleet 

Airbus A320 6,540 2,828 186 89% 1.1 0.5  

Airbus A320Neo 20,200 24,538 186 89% 3.3 4.1  

Airbus A321Neo 15,720 9,887 235 89% 3.3 2.1  

Boeing-737-700 750 2,397 142 80% 0.1 0.3 
KLM Seating to UK Regional 
Airports from OAG for 2019 

Boeing-737-800 2,380 13,781 189 89% 0.4 2.3  

Boeing-737 
Max-8 

14,360 11,684 193 89% 2.5 2.0 
Between 189 seats (Tui 
type) and 197 seats 
(Ryanair type) 

Boeing-737 
Max-10 

2,050 2,097 220 89% 0.4 0.4  

Embraer 190 2,240 599 100 80% 0.2 0.0  

Embraer 195-E2 2,240 0 132 80% 0.2 0.0  

Regional Fleet 

ATR-72 8,360 5,225 68 70% 0.4 0.2  

Embraer RJ145 0 1,115 50 70% 0.0 0.0  

Long Haul Fleet 

Boeing-767-
400ER 

0 300 246 89% 0.0 0.1 Delta Airlines Configuration 

Boeing-777-
200ER 

0 300 354 89% 0.0 0.1 Qatar Q-Suite Configuration 

Boeing-787-8 510 599 288 89% 0.1 0.2  

Total Annual Passengers 12.0 12.3  

4.2.4. In Table 4 below, I have compared the proportion of current generation aircraft to 

new generation aircraft in the Appeal Proposal Fleet Mix and in Mr Folley’s fleet mix.  

In many ways, it is this split that is the defining feature of the fleet mix in terms of the 

environmental assessments rather than the individual aircraft types.  I have then also 

presented a version of this analysis which corrects for the highlighted unrealistic 
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assumptions in Mr Folley’s fleet mix.  This demonstrates that, once the unrealistic 

assumptions are removed from Mr Folley’s assessment, there is in reality a limited 

difference between the two.  An expanded version of Table 4, similar to Table 3, is 

included in Appendix B for reference. 

Table 4: Comparison of Current and New Generation Aircraft Movements by Fleet 
Mix 

 
Appeal 

Proposal 
Mr Folley Fleet 

Mix 
Corrected Mr 

Folley Fleet Mix 

Current Generation 20,270 26,545 22,448 

New Generation 55,080 48,805 52,902 

New Generation % 73% 65% 70% 

 

4.3. Conclusion 

4.3.1. Having considered the evidence put forward by Mr Folley in his Proof of Evidence, I 

continue to conclude that the indicative fleet mix developed from the air traffic 

forecasts was appropriate and remains so.  The alternative fleet mix put forward by 

Mr Folley is simply not credible and, ultimately, delivers more than the proposed 12 

mppa passenger cap and, as such, is not consistent with the 12 mppa passenger 

restriction. 
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5. Impacts of Mr Folley’s Proof to Other Areas 

5.1.1. In Section 8 of his Proof (NSC/W1/1 Folley, June 2021), Mr Folley seeks to articulate 

what his evidence means for other areas of the assessment.  Above, I have 

demonstrated that Mr Folley’s analysis is profoundly flawed and misleading in a range 

of areas.  As a consequence, I reject his conclusions in relation to the impact on other 

areas of the assessment in their entirety.  However, for the avoidance of doubt, I 

comment on each area below. 

5.2. Noise 

5.2.1. At para. 8.2 to 8.4 on page 21 of his Proof (NSC/W1/1 Folley, June 2021), Mr Folley 

seeks to suggest that the Jet2 announcement of a base at Bristol Airport will result in 

older, noisier aircraft operating at Bristol Airport in the future.  As I have discussed 

above, Mr Folley has presented no adequate evidence to support his claims.  

Furthermore, he has presented a possible future fleet mix to reflect Jet2 which is 

entirely implausible and over-specified in terms of seat capacity.  When corrected, 

there is little difference between Mr Folley’s fleet mix and the Appeal Proposal fleet 

mix in terms of the mix of current and new generation aircraft.  I would also highlight 

again that the issue is largely moot as approval is likely to include conditions that 

effectively secure a fleet mix no noisier than that set out in the Appeal Proposal. 

5.3. Air Quality 

5.3.1. At para. 8.5 to 8.6 on page 22 of his Proof (NSC/W1/1 Folley, June 2021), Mr Folley 

makes the same argument in relation to Jet2 in relation to air quality.  My response 

would be the same.  Mr Folley has presented no adequate evidence to support his 

claims and his alternative fleet mix is implausible and over-specified in terms of seat 

capacity in terms of the mix of current and new generation aircraft.  Again, I would 

also highlight again that the issue is largely moot as approval is likely to include 

conditions that effectively secure a fleet mix no ‘dirtier’ than that set out in the 

Appeal Proposal. 

5.4. Economy 

5.4.1. At para. 8.5 to 8.6 on page 22 of his Proof (NSC/W1/1 Folley, June 2021), Mr Folley 

seeks to suggest that the Appeal Proposal forecasts of business passenger demand are 

overstated.  Mr Folley’s analysis in this regard is flawed and misleading.  Furthermore, 
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he provides no relevant evidence to support his claim that Department for Transport’s 

passenger demand elasticities are no longer suitable post-COVID and post-BREXIT.  I, 

therefore, reject Mr Folley’s contention that there are implications for the assessed 

economic impacts of the Appeal Proposal.  I would, however, note again that there 

are significant implications for Mr Siraut’s evidence from Mr Folley’s flawed analysis 

and position in relation to business travel. 
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6. Other Comments 

6.1. Introduction 

6.1.1. In this Section, I briefly comment on a number of other more minor issues that are 

raised in Mr Folley’s and Mr Devas’s proofs.  Again, these are, in the main, not new 

issues and I have already presented evidence on these issues in some cases in my 

Proof of Evidence (BAL/1/2 Brass, June 2021).  They do, however, warrant further 

brief comment given the evidence now presented. 

6.2. Underlying Assumptions on Economic Growth and Cost of Air Travel 

6.2.1. I think it is important to note that Mr Folley has not challenged the assumptions that 

underpin the market growth rates within the forecasts.  He has not questioned future 

economic growth, carbon price assumptions, fuel price assumptions or assumptions 

around air passenger duty rates.   

6.3. Sensitivity Testing 

6.3.1. At a number of points in his proof (NSC/W1/1 Folley, June 2021), for instance at para. 

7.3, Mr Folley expresses concerns about the lack of quantitative sensitivity testing in 

relation to the forecast outputs, and particularly the lack of quantified outputs to 

support environmental assessment in relation to the Faster Growth and Slower 

Growth cases.  I have previously explained the rationale around undertaking 

qualitative sensitivity tests within my Proof of Evidence, noting that the forecast 

outputs to support the environmental assessment are largely insensitive to the speed 

of passenger growth at the airport.  As a result, there was little merit in undertaking 

further quantified assessment.  This is discussed at para. 3.4.8 of my Proof (BAL/1/2 

Brass, June 2021).  In this context, I would reiterate again the findings from the recent 

Stansted Appeal Decision: 

“It remained unclear throughout the Inquiry, despite extensive evidence, why the 

speed of growth should matter in considering the appeal. If it ultimately takes the 

airport longer than expected to reach anticipated levels of growth, then the 

corresponding environmental effects would also take longer to materialise or may 

reduce due to advances in technology that might occur in the meantime.” (CD6.13 

The Planning Inspectorate, May 2021, p. 6 para 30) 
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6.3.2. I would also note Mr Folley’s comments at this point at para. 4.11 of his Proof 

(NSC/W1/1 Folley, June 2021) that he feels that Faster Growth is less likely than Core 

Case growth.  This would suggest that the increased passage of time associated with 

the Core Case would mean that the fleet at Bristol Airport will have more time to see 

more new generation aircraft enter the fleet, thereby reducing environmental effects 

in most instances at the point 12 mppa is reached.  It should also be noted though 

that a quantified, noisier fleet mix was assessed at part of the original Environmental 

Statement within the noise chapter (CD2.5.16 Wood plc). 

6.4. BREXIT and Migrant Labour Effects on the Forecast 

6.4.1. At para. 4.10 (NSC/W1/1 Folley, June 2021), Mr Folley suggests that the short-term 

‘bottom up’ forecasts should have taken specific account of the potential impacts of 

the UK’s exit from the EU on the migrant labour market at Bristol Airport.  I would 

make two main points in relation to this statement: 

• as I have set out in My Proof, the short term forecasts are of limited relevance 

to the environmental assessment (see Section 2.6 of my Proof (BAL/1/2 Brass, 

June 2021)) and as such considerations of this very specific nature are of limited 

relevance; and 

• as Mr Folley himself points out, the Eastern European market, which is central 

to the migrant labour market, is a small part of Bristol Airport’s passenger 

demand.  I do not consider that marginal effects in a relatively small market are 

likely to have a significant effect on the market over the medium to long term. 

6.4.2. Overall, I do not consider any potential effect of the UK’s exit from the EU on the 

migrant labour market to be a significant forecast issue.  I consider the effect of the 

UK’s exit from the EU to be reflected in long run economic growth forecasts and that it 

is therefore effectively dealt with in the forecasts.  I would also note the recent press 

reports that around 5.6 million EU nationals have applied for settled status in the UK, 

clearly demonstrating that the UK remains a popular destination to come and live and 

work, which will continue to generate visiting friends and relations related travel10. 

6.5. GDP as a Driver of Growth 

 
10 https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-57656608.  Appendix A, 8.8 

https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-57656608
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6.5.1. I note Mr Devas’s comment at para. 5.2.1 (XR/W3/1 Devas, June 2021) that GDP is a 

poor predictor of future traffic growth.  It should be pointed out that GDP or other 

measures of economic growth are generally considered to be the strongest predictors 

of air transport growth.  I have discussed in some detail the fundamental drivers of air 

transport demand in my Proof of Evidence at Section 2.2 (BAL/1/2 Brass, June 2021).  I 

note particularly the Department for Transport’s position in relation to this issue, as 

discussed at para. 2.2.3 of my Proof (BAL/1/2 Brass, June 2021), which clearly 

identifies the link between economic growth and air transport demand.  In relation to 

the article cited by Mr Devas, this article does not consider the link between economic 

growth and air transport demand.  It is an assessment of low cost carrier penetration 

in different markets around the world.  It is simply not relevant to the point being 

made. 

6.6. Confidentiality of Airline Interviews 

6.6.1. I note Mr Folley’s comment at 4.22 on page 11 of his Proof (NSC/W1/1 Folley, June 

2021)as regards the confidentiality of discussions with airlines at Bristol Airport.  I 

would point out that non-disclosure agreements are common practice in relation to 

such discussions to protect airlines’ commercial interests.  I would also note that Mr 

Folley works for a major global consultancy with large aviation department.  I would 

suggest it is reasonable to assume that he would have access to contacts at easyJet, 

Ryanair and Tui and could have had his own discussions. 

6.7. Comments in Relation to the Logit Model 

6.7.1. I note Mr Folley’s comments in relation to the information provided in relation to the 

Logit model (see para. 4.32 (NSC/W1/1 Folley, June 2021)).  I would note that 

discussions have been held between York Aviation and members of Mr Folley’s team 

as regards the variables that are used within the model.  I remain unclear as to exactly 

what information Mr Folley is looking for in this regard.  I would, however, also note 

that Mr Folley does not suggest that the use of a such a model is inappropriate, 

merely that he is not clear as to its exact structure.  I would also note that at para. 

4.31 (NSC/W1/1 Folley, June 2021) Mr Folley has indeed listed the variables used. 
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7. Conclusions 

7.1.1. In this Rebuttal Proof, I have provided further evidence in relation to a number of 

issues raised by Mr Folley and Mr Devas: 

• I have explained why uncertainty in this case is more limited than is often the 

case in air traffic forecasts.  The passenger throughput for the Appeal Proposal 

is known, it is 12 mppa.  It is only the broad timeframe over which this 

threshold will be reached that is at issue.  I also note that the balance of risk is 

towards slower growth, which limits potential risks in terms of environmental 

impacts; 

• I have provided further evidence in relation to the appropriateness of the 

Appeal Proposal forecasts in relation to business passenger demand.  I have 

identified that Mr Folley’s analysis of previous trends is badly flawed and 

misleading.  I have demonstrated that elasticities identified by the Department 

for Transport remain relevant and appropriate and presented further evidence 

in relation to the potential for new routes to drive business demand.  I have 

identified that Mr Folley has presented no relevant evidence to suggest that the 

future forecast growth rates are not appropriate; 

• I have demonstrated that the assessed fleet mix remains robust and accurate, 

even following the Jet2 announcement.  I have also shown that Mr Folley’s 

alternative fleet mix is not credible and that, if obvious flaws in the logic are 

corrected, there is only a limited difference between the Appeal Proposal and 

Mr Folley’s assessment; 

• I have rejected Mr Folley’s suggestion that his evidence affects the noise, air 

quality and economy assessments; 

• I have made further comment in relation to sensitivity testing, the potential 

impact of the UK’s exit from the EU on migrant labour, and on Mr Devas’s 

comment around the validity of GDP as a driver of demand.  In each case, I have 

demonstrated that issues raised do not impact on the Appeal Proposal 

forecasts.  I have also noted that there is no challenge to the economic growth 

and cost of travel assumptions that underlie the forecast and that 

confidentiality in discussions with airlines is common practice. 
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8. Appendix A: Document Extracts 

8.1. CAA Passenger Survey Report 2000, page 20 

 

8.2. Low Cost Bubble Supporting Data and Extracts from Corporate 

Documents 

 
Ryanair EasyJet Passengers (millions) 

Year Ryanair Passengers 
(millions) 

Growth Ryanair Index 
(2000 = 100) 

EasyJet Passengers 
(millions) 

Growth EasyJet Index 
(2000 = 100) 

2000 5.5 
 

100 5.6 
 

100 

2001 7.4 35% 135 7.1 26% 126 

2002 11.1 50% 185 11.4 61% 187 

2003 15.7 41% 226 20.3 78% 265 

2004 23.1 47% 273 24.3 20% 284 

2005 27.6 19% 293 29.6 22% 306 

2006 34.8 26% 319 33.0 11% 318 

2007 45.5 31% 349 37.2 13% 330 

2008 50.9 12% 361 43.7 17% 348 

2009 58.6 15% 376 45.2 3% 351 

2010 66.5 14% 390 48.8 8% 359 

2011 72.1 8% 398 54.5 12% 371 

2012 75.8 5% 403 58.4 7% 378 

2013 79.3 5% 408 60.8 4% 382 

2014 81.7 3% 411 64.8 7% 389 

2015 90.6 11% 422 68.6 6% 395 

2016 106.4 17% 439 73.1 7% 401 

2017 120.0 13% 452 80.2 10% 411 

2018 130.3 9% 461 88.5 10% 421 

2019 142.1 9% 470 96.1 9% 430 
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Sources: Ryanair 

• Passengers 2015-2019: 2019 Form 20K Annual Report, pg 6 

https://investor.ryanair.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/07/Ryanair-2019-20-F.pdf 
 

• Passengers 2010-2014: 2014 Form 20K Annual Report, pg 6 

https://investor.ryanair.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/04/2014-Annual-Reports-20F-
Statement.pdf 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://investor.ryanair.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/07/Ryanair-2019-20-F.pdf
https://investor.ryanair.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/04/2014-Annual-Reports-20F-Statement.pdf
https://investor.ryanair.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/04/2014-Annual-Reports-20F-Statement.pdf
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• Passengers 2009-2012: 2012 Form 20K Annual Report, pg 6 

https://investor.ryanair.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/04/2012-Annual-Reports-20F-
Statement.pdf 
 

• Passengers 2007-2010: 2010 Form 20K Annual Report, pg 38 

https://www.ryanair.com/doc/investor/2010/Annual_report_2010_web.pdf 
 

https://investor.ryanair.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/04/2012-Annual-Reports-20F-Statement.pdf
https://investor.ryanair.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/04/2012-Annual-Reports-20F-Statement.pdf
https://www.ryanair.com/doc/investor/2010/Annual_report_2010_web.pdf
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• Passengers 2006-2007: Annual Report 2007, pg  

https://www.ryanair.com/doc/investor/2007/070920annualreport.pdf 
 

• Passengers 2004-205: ANNUAL REPORT & FINANCIAL STATEMENTS 2005, pg 3 

https://www.annualreportowl.com/Ryanair/2005/Annual%20Report/Download 
 

• Passengers 2002-2003: ANNUAL REPORT & FINANCIAL STATEMENTS 2003, pg 3 

https://www.ryanair.com/doc/investor/2003/2003annualreport.pdf 
 

https://www.ryanair.com/doc/investor/2007/070920annualreport.pdf
https://www.annualreportowl.com/Ryanair/2005/Annual%20Report/Download
https://www.ryanair.com/doc/investor/2003/2003annualreport.pdf
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• Passengers 2000-2001: ANNUAL REPORT & FINANCIAL STATEMENTS 2001, pg 3 

https://www.ryanair.com/doc/investor/2001/a_report_finance_2001.pdf 
 
 
 

Sources: EasyJet 

 

• Passengers 2018-2019: Results for the year ending 30 September 2019, pg 3 

https://corporate.easyjet.com/~/media/Files/E/Easyjet/pdf/investors/results-
centre/2019/fy19-release.pdf 
 

https://www.ryanair.com/doc/investor/2001/a_report_finance_2001.pdf
https://corporate.easyjet.com/~/media/Files/E/Easyjet/pdf/investors/results-centre/2019/fy19-release.pdf
https://corporate.easyjet.com/~/media/Files/E/Easyjet/pdf/investors/results-centre/2019/fy19-release.pdf
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• Passengers 2016-2017: Results for the year ending 30 September 2017, pg 28 

https://corporate.easyjet.com/~/media/Files/E/Easyjet/pdf/investors/results-
centre/2017/fy-2017-rns-results-statement-final.pdf 
 

• Passengers 2014-2015: Results for the twelve months ended 30 September 2015, pg 

19 

https://corporate.easyjet.com/~/media/Files/E/Easyjet/pdf/investors/results-
centre/2015/2015-full-year-results.pdf 

https://corporate.easyjet.com/~/media/Files/E/Easyjet/pdf/investors/results-centre/2017/fy-2017-rns-results-statement-final.pdf
https://corporate.easyjet.com/~/media/Files/E/Easyjet/pdf/investors/results-centre/2017/fy-2017-rns-results-statement-final.pdf
https://corporate.easyjet.com/~/media/Files/E/Easyjet/pdf/investors/results-centre/2015/2015-full-year-results.pdf
https://corporate.easyjet.com/~/media/Files/E/Easyjet/pdf/investors/results-centre/2015/2015-full-year-results.pdf
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• Passengers 2012-2013: Results for the year ended 30 September 2013, pg 16 

https://corporate.easyjet.com/~/media/Files/E/Easyjet/pdf/media/latest-news/2013/fy-
2013-en.pdf 

• Passengers 2010-2011: Results for the year ended 30 September 2011, pg 16 

https://corporate.easyjet.com/~/media/Files/E/Easyjet/pdf/media/latest-news/2011/15-
November-easyJet-plc.pdf 
 

https://corporate.easyjet.com/~/media/Files/E/Easyjet/pdf/media/latest-news/2013/fy-2013-en.pdf
https://corporate.easyjet.com/~/media/Files/E/Easyjet/pdf/media/latest-news/2013/fy-2013-en.pdf
https://corporate.easyjet.com/~/media/Files/E/Easyjet/pdf/media/latest-news/2011/15-November-easyJet-plc.pdf
https://corporate.easyjet.com/~/media/Files/E/Easyjet/pdf/media/latest-news/2011/15-November-easyJet-plc.pdf
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• Passengers 2008-2009: Results for the year ended 30 September 2011, pg 11 

https://corporate.easyjet.com/~/media/Files/E/Easyjet/pdf/investors/results-
centre/2009/FINAL-16_11_09.pdf 
 

 
 
 

• Passengers 2006-2007: easyJet plc preliminary results 2007, pg 7 

https://corporate.easyjet.com/~/media/Files/E/Easyjet/pdf/investors/results-
centre/2007/easyjet_press_release_results_ye_2007.pdf 

 

https://corporate.easyjet.com/~/media/Files/E/Easyjet/pdf/investors/results-centre/2009/FINAL-16_11_09.pdf
https://corporate.easyjet.com/~/media/Files/E/Easyjet/pdf/investors/results-centre/2009/FINAL-16_11_09.pdf
https://corporate.easyjet.com/~/media/Files/E/Easyjet/pdf/investors/results-centre/2007/easyjet_press_release_results_ye_2007.pdf
https://corporate.easyjet.com/~/media/Files/E/Easyjet/pdf/investors/results-centre/2007/easyjet_press_release_results_ye_2007.pdf
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• Passengers 2004-2005: Preliminary results for the 12 months to September 2005, pg 

8 

https://corporate.easyjet.com/~/media/Files/E/Easyjet/pdf/investors/results-
centre/2005/2005-preliminary-results.pdf 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• Passengers 2002-2003: 2003 Preliminary Results 

https://www.investegate.co.uk/easyjet-plc/rns/2003-preliminary-
results/200311180700321726S/ 

https://corporate.easyjet.com/~/media/Files/E/Easyjet/pdf/investors/results-centre/2005/2005-preliminary-results.pdf
https://corporate.easyjet.com/~/media/Files/E/Easyjet/pdf/investors/results-centre/2005/2005-preliminary-results.pdf
https://www.investegate.co.uk/easyjet-plc/rns/2003-preliminary-results/200311180700321726S/
https://www.investegate.co.uk/easyjet-plc/rns/2003-preliminary-results/200311180700321726S/
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• Passengers 2000-2001: Final Results Full-year 2001 

https://www.investegate.co.uk/easyjet-plc--ezj-/rns/final-results-full-year-
2001/200110290700342557M/ 
  

https://www.investegate.co.uk/easyjet-plc--ezj-/rns/final-results-full-year-2001/200110290700342557M/
https://www.investegate.co.uk/easyjet-plc--ezj-/rns/final-results-full-year-2001/200110290700342557M/
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8.3. Jet2 Letter of Support 
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8.4. KLM Retirement of Boeing 737-700 
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8.5. Bristol Airport Lufthansa February 2021 
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8.6. OAG (Official Airline Guide) Lufthansa Scheduled Departure Frequency 

and Aircraft Type 
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8.7. Bristol Post Article on Lufthansa Announcement 
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46 
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8.8. Excerpt from BBC News Article on Settled Status Applications 
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9. Appendix B: Adjusted Alternative Fleet Mix Comparison 

Aircraft Type 

Appeal 
Proposal 

Fleet 
Mr Folley 

Fleet 

Corrected 
Mr Folley 

Fleet Correction Notes 

Short Haul Fleet 

Airbus A320 6,540 2,828 2,828   

Airbus A320Neo 20,200 24,538 25,638   

Airbus A321Neo 15,720 9,887 9,887   

Boeing-737-700 750 2,397 0 Changed to E195-E2 as KLM 

Boeing-737-800 2,380 13,781 12,681 Removed 1,100 movements to 
A320Neo to allow for growth in 
based aircraft by other airlines 

Boeing-737 Max-8 14,360 11,684 11,684   

Boeing-737 Max-10 2,050 2,097 2,097   

Embraer 190 2,240 599 599   

Embraer 195-E2 2,240 0 2,397 Changed from B737-700 for 
KLM 

Regional Fleet 

ATR-72 8,360 5,225 5,225   

Embraer RJ145 0 1,115 1,115   

Long Haul Fleet 

Boeing-767-400ER 0 300 0 Changed to B787-8 

Boeing-777-200ER 0 300 0 Changed to B787-8 

Boeing-787-8 510 599 1,199   

Current 20,270 26,545 22,448   

New 55,080 48,805 52,902 
 Total Movements 75,350 75,350 75,350 

New Generation % 73% 65% 70% 
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