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INTRODUCTION

The airport can no longer be viewed in isolation from its regional setting. Modern airports 
are major nodes of economic, environmental and social impact. Their efficiency and 
development potential are inextricably linked with the wider urban context, and in 

particular, interaction with urban planning systems. There is a mutual dependency which 
needs to be realised and harnessed, to maximise community well-being and advancement. 

The results summarised in this report provide an overview of the airport view of their 
interdependence with urban planning systems. 

While they convey the great diversity in the airport industry, and the contrasting circumstances 
of different places, there is also a convergence of opinion about many aspects of local and 
regional planning practices and their implications for airport planning and development. 

The report draws from a survey of over 80 airports worldwide conducted through 2010. 
It extracts the major findings in aggregate without disclosing the situation of individual 
airports, which was an important protocol for securing their participation in the survey. 

We provide an initial interpretation of the regional context of modern airports; some overall 
statistical indicators of the airports surveyed; insights into their governance; commercial, 
sustainability and master planning; and details of our methodology. The two core sections 
of the report deal with how airports view their dealings with planning systems (strategies, 
policies, regulations) at the local and regional levels. Explanatory notes have been added 
after some diagrams and tables but for the most part in this initial digest of responses we try 
and let the findings speak for themselves.

The research reported here forms part of the Airport Metropolis Research Project 2007-
2010, supported by the Australian Research Council and industry partners in five Australian 
states and territories (www.airportmetropolis.qut.edu.org).
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The Airport Metropolis Model
Airports of the 21st century have evolved in similar fashion to the major railway terminals of the Victorian era, branching out 
of purely transport related functions to a wide gamut of services and commercial activities generating significant revenues 
to airport accounts. This is the phenomenon of the so-called ‘airport city’. Propelled by increasing globalisation and the 
need for connectivity in the modern world, the accompanying growth in aviation activity, and the entrepreneurial trend in 
airport ownership and business plans, modern airports have metamorphosed into major urban activity nodes. In this new 
model, airports above a certain size are able to directly shape and indirectly influence the spatial structure of metropolitan 
areas. Both processes – the increasing scale and complexity of core airport functions and the density of interactions with 
off-airport land use and planning – underpin the notion of the airport metropolis. The airport metropolis is an informative 
construct for the better understanding of the multi-faceted interactions and sectoral implications of the modern airport. 

Source: Stevens, N., et al. ‘Airports in their urban settings: towards a conceptual model of interfaces in the Australian context’.
Journal of Transport Geography, Vol. 18, 2009.

The airport metropolis model is applicable and adaptable to many different contexts in highlighting the critical and often 
contentious interfaces between airports and surrounding territories in terms of land use planning, economic development, 
infrastructure provision, and approaches to airport, local and regional governance. These factors can be weighted 
according to context and circumstance. For this study, the major interest was in examining the ability of airports to 
contribute to their regions as positive generators of development, rather than looking again at the more traditional 
parameters of noise and air safety.

While much has been written on the trend for airports to grow more deeply embedded in general urban functions and 
related planning issues, there is a dearth of systematic and comparative information to explain it. Data and indicators 
on airport performance are collected routinely by organisations such as Airports Council International (ACI) and the 
Air Transport Research Society (ATRS), but their surveys rarely provide comparative insights into the functioning of 
airports as major urban land uses. The primary purpose of this survey was to examine this virtually uncharted area in 
some depth. It offers new emphases and insights on such matters as off-airport infrastructure, the regulatory context of 
local land use planning, associated on and off- airport commercial development, and involvement in and implications of 
regional strategy-making, all important issues which lie at the heart of the airport metropolis notion. 
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The Study and the Report 

The principal aim of the survey reported here was to gain a broad global appreciation of land use planning issues faced 
by airports in their metropolitan settings. It does that by capturing the views and experiences of airports themselves in 
relation to local and regional planning controls and strategies.

The rationale was to examine the directions, emphases and diversity of approaches in world airports to ultimately help 
frame assessments of the experiences and strategies of individual airports and particular airport systems. 

The methodology used to survey airports is described in Appendix One. It involved assembling a mix of on-line and 
emailed questionnaire responses with basic analysis handled by the KeySurvey database software.

Overall 86 useable responses were secured from an array of airport executives (mainly in property, planning and 
commercial services) able to speak authoritatively on behalf of their airports and in some cases consulting widely within 
their organisations. The first of these was received in early May 2010 and the final one in late December 2010. This 
number represents a response rate of nearly 30% in relation to the 300 airports initially approached, a respectable 
figure for a postal/email survey and contributing to the validity of the aggregate results reported here. The majority of 
responses were received from the United State, Australia and the UK.

The tabulations included in this report are based on aggregated data from the responses received. While this summary 
approach groups together vastly different airports, our primary intention was not to calculate averages but to capture a 
range of views in the airport sector. It is notable that airports of different scale and type share many common experiences 
in their dealings with local and regional planning systems.

The presentation of results basically mirrors the order of the distributed questionnaire (Appendix Two) with some re-
ordering to consolidate the presentation. We use a combination of tables, histograms, and textual summaries. Not all 
data are reported. While nearly 70% of questions were answered in full by two thirds of airports, responses to some 
individual questions dropped to 16%. Some responses, because of the framing of questions produced ambiguous 
results. We also do not disclose details of any individual airports provided as qualitative data but extract the main 
patterns and trends in the responses received. 

3



THE AIRPORTS 

List of airports which participated in the survey

Airport name in full City Country 
Adelaide Airport Adelaide Australia
Aeroporto G. Marconi di Bologna Bologna Italy
Alice Springs Airport Alice Springs Australia
Amsterdam Airport Schiphol Amsterdam Netherlands
Athens International Airport Athens Greece
Auckland Airport Auckland New Zealand
Avalon Airport Australia Avalon Australia
Bengaluru International Airport Bangalore India 
Birmingham International Airport Birmingham United Kingdom
Brisbane International Airport Brisbane Australia
Bristol Airport Bristol United Kingdon
Brussels International Airport Brussells Belgium
Bucharest Henri-Coandă International Airport Bucharest Romania
Cairns Airport Cairns Australia
Calgary International Airport Calgary Canada
Canberra Airport Canberra Australia
Cape Town International Airport Cape Town South Africa
Chhatrapati Shivaji International Airport Mumbai India 
Chicago O’Hare International Airport Chicago United States
Christchurch International Airport Christcurch New Zealand
Cincinnati/Northern Kentucky International Airport Cincinnati United States
Cleveland Hopkins International Airport Cleveland United States
Dallas/Fort Worth International Dallas United States
Darwin International Airport Darwin Australia
Dayton International Airport Dayton United States
Denver International Airport Denver United States
Detroit Metropolitan Wayne County Airport Detroit United States 
Dublin Airport Dublin Irish Republic 
East Midlands International Airport Castle Donington United Kingdom
Edmonton International Airport Edmonton Canada
Essendon Airport Essendon Australia
Frankfurt Airport Frankfurt Germany
Fort Lauderdale Hollywood International Airport Fort Lauderdale United States
Gatwick Airport London United Kingdom
Geneva International Airport Geneva Switzerland
Gimpo Airport, Seoul Seoul Korea 
Glasgow Airport Glasgow United Kingdom
Gold Coast Airport Coolangatta Australia
Hamburg Airport Hamburg Germany
Hamilton International Airport Hamilton Canada
Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta International Airport Atlanta United States
Heathrow Airport London United Kingdom
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Airport name in full City Country 
Hobart International Airport Hobart Australia
Incheon International Airport Seoul Korea 
James Armstrong Richardson International Airport Winnipeg Canada
John F. Kennedy International Airport New York United States
King Shaka International Airport Durban South Africa
Københavns Lufthavn/Copenhagen Airport Copenhagen Denmark
LA/Ontario International Airport Los Angeles United States
LaGuardia Airport New York United States
Lambert-St. Louis International Airport St Louis United States
Liverpool John Lennon Airport Liverpool United Kingdom
Logan International Boston United States
London City Airport London United Kingdom
Malta International Airport Valletta Malta
Manchester Airport Manchester United Kingdom
McCarran International Airport Las Vegas United States
Melbourne Airport Melbourne Australia
Memphis International Airport Memphis United States
Minneapolis-St. Paul International Airport Minneapolis United States
Moorabbin (Harry Hawker) Moorabbin Australia
Munich Airport International Munich Germany
Narita International Airport Tokyo Japan
Nashville International Airport Nashville United States
Newark Liberty International Airport Newark United States
Newcastle Airport Newcastle Australia
O.R. Tambo International Airport Johannesburg South Africa
Orlando International Airport Orlando United States
Ottawa Macdonald-Cartier International Airport Ottawa Canada
Parafield Airport Parafield Australia
Paris - Charles de Gaulle Paris France 
Perth Airport Perth Australia
Port Elizabeth International Airport Port Elizabeth South Africa
Poznan Lawica International Airport Poznan Poland
Prague Airport Prague Czechokoslovakia
Queen Alia International Airport Amman Jordan
Raleigh-Durham International Airport Raleigh-Durham United States
San Diego International Airport San Diego United States
San Francisco International Airport San Francisco United States
Sharjah International Airport Sharjah United Arab Emirates
Stewart International Airport Newburgh United States
Stockholm-Arlanda Airport Stockholm Sweden
Sydney Airport Sydney Australia
Teterboro Airport Teterboro United States
Townsville Airport Townsville Australia
Wellington International Airport Wellington New Zealand
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Summary of airports by country

Country Number of Airports Percentage of all respondents
United States 25 29.1
Australia 17 19.8
United Kingdom 9 10.5
Canada 5 5.8
South Africa 4 4.7
New Zealand 3 3.5
Germany 3 3.5
Netherlands 2 2.3
Korea 2 2.3
India 2 2.3
United Arab Emirates 1 1.2
Switzerland 1 1.2
Sweden 1 1.2
Romania 1 1.2
Poland 1 1.2
Malta 1 1.2
Jordan 1 1.2
Japan 1 1.2
Irish Republic 1 1.2
Greece 1 1.2
France 1 1.2
Denmark 1 1.2
Czechoslovakia 1 1.2
Belgium 1 1.2
TOTAL 86 100%

Summary of airports by size classes

Size of airport (Range x Million PAX) Number of airports in size class
50 - 90 7
30 - 49 12
20 – 29 5
10 – 19 18
1 – 9 34
< 1 4

Data not recorded 6
Total 86
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Governance, land development 
and sustainability 

Characterisation of the governance (ownership/management) arrangements for airports

LEGEND
Share flotation/long term lease (Full or partial sale of the apron through issue and trade of share capital, or the issue of a 
long term (50 + year) lease. This includes responsibility for airport development, operations and administration decisions).

Trade sale (Full or partial sale to a trade partner or investing consortium, often strategically chosen for expertise rather 
than just financial capital. This includes responsibility for airport development and administration decisions).

Concession (Mid to short term leasing arrangement (usually around 20 – 30 years) for operating the airport. This includes 
responsibility for airport development and operations; however the influence of the owner is higher due to shorter length of 
the lease. 

Project finance (Mid-term arrangement (usually around 30 years) held between the airport and a private entity, often to 
refurbish/develop and fund the airport. Often these arrangements are termed buy-operate-transfer (BOT) arrangements).

Management Contract (Day-to-day airport operations are contracted out by the airport owner). 

Wholly within government (The airport is administered and run within the formal government structure). 

Other

Airports provided a wide variety of alternative forms of governance and corporate management with 32 respondents 
(37% of sample) reporting a different mode from the categories provided in the questionnaire, and including not-for-profit 
entities, public-private partnerships, and multi-government joint ventures.

Looking at the respective strengths and limitations of nominated governance/management arrangements, a key issue 
emerging is the balance that needs to be struck between the commercial success of the airport and the broader regional 
interests of the community at large. National context plays a strong part in how this balance is currently played out. 

The financial imperatives of running a large airport were strongly represented when airports were asked to nominate any 
limitations imposed by existing arrangements. Other issues mentioned included:

•	 Airports divorced from control off-airport infrastructure (which nevertheless has major implications for the 
airport’s financial viability)

•	 Public sector and private sector shareholders having different interests 
•	 Length of lease term with limitations on financing for new development
•	 Concession agreements needing to provide better incentives for sustainable investment 
•	 Airport revenues not dedicated to the airport
•	 Airports required to participate in costly government retirement programs
•	 Lease charges disproportionally high relative to other costs
•	 Structure of airline agreements complicating advancement of capital programs.
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Estimated number of separate companies/businesses trading at the airport

Strength of identification by the airport with nominated aims 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A N/R Response
Total

1 = LOW, 7 = HIGH, N/A = not applicable; N/R = No Response 

Aeronautical and Non-Aeronautical Development

8
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Estimated percentage average annual revenue from different types of aeronautical sources 

Category Average %
Passengers 46.9
Terminal leases 26.9
Passenger service fees 23.1
Aircraft parking fees 18.7
Freight 14.8
Others 25.2

(Based on 50 completed responses)

A large number of alternative revenue sources were nominated, including facility charges, baggage and ground handling, 
fees from fuelling, hangars, security and ground transportation; employee vehicle parking; and custom services.

Estimated percentage of average annual revenue from different types of non-aeronautical 
sources located on airport land

Category Average %
Terminal concessions  31.7
Parking 30.9
Commercial property development  23.4
Advertising 5.7
Others 24.7

  (Based on 58 completed responses)

Alternative uses cited included rental cars, VIP lounges, and in-flight catering services. A total of 14 (16%) airports also 
nominated revenue streams from off-airport development. 

Approaches favoured for any commercial land development at the airport

(Based on 79 completed responses)

LEGEND
DIRECT DEVELOPMENT – undertaking fully integrated property developments
JOINT VENTURES – working with a developer in a risk-sharing arrangement
LAND PRIMING – providing fully serviced land and infrastructure for development by others
LAND LEASING – leasing land parcels for servicing and development by developers
Other
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Sufficient land at the airport to accommodate aeronautical needs for the next 10 years?

Sufficient land at the airport to accommodate commercial expansion for the next 10 years?

Priority given to environmentally sustainable practices at airports 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A N/R Response
Total

1 = LOW, 7 = HIGH, N/A = not applicable; N/R = No Response 
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The table on page 10 above shows airports identifying strongly with sustainability objectives, a touchstone of contemporary 
urban planning. The range of measures utilised by surveyed airports to achieve lower energy use is extensive, including:

•	 aircraft movement management
•	 electric and gas-powered surface vehicles 
•	 alternative fuels and alternative energy sources including wind and bio-mass
•	 alternative longer life materials
•	 recycling waste materials including asphalt previously used on the landing pavement
•	 water management
•	 wind and solar energy initiatives 
•	 building construction to meet green building standards
•	 conversion of landscape areas to drought tolerant plantings
•	 new lighting systems
•	 natural and historical conservation practices. 

A mix of factors was also seen to be constraining sustainable development planning, and includes:

•	 cost and funding
•	 lack of necessary skills and resources to manage effectively
•	 doubts about reliability of some measures
•	 lead time to achieve benefits
•	 implementation problems 
•	 lack of cooperation 
•	 processing complications and delays with too many authorities involved
•	 regulations focussing on airport specific development 
•	 negative community perceptions for certain measures.
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Airport planning
Airports with master plans

Whether the master plan is a public document

Stakeholders consulted by the airport in the development of master plan 
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Local Planning
The number of local area authorities dealt with by individual airports

How airports rate their dealings with local planning 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A N/R Response
Total

1 = LOW, 7 = HIGH, N/A = not applicable; N/R = No Response 
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Ratings given to the degree of integration of local planning documents with details and 
proposals in airport master plans

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A N/R Response
Total

1 = LOW, 7 = HIGH, N/A = not applicable; N/R = No Response 

Ratings given to the level of efficiency experienced with urban planning policies and 
regulations impacting on the airport 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A N/R Response
Total

1 = LOW, 7 = HIGH, N/A = not applicable; N/R = No Response 
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Whether planning activity by the principal local authority adequately addresses airport 
development plans in the foreseeable future?

Overall, the endorsement of local authorities’ understanding of airport needs ranged from lukewarm to guardedly positive. 

Airports highlighted specific problems, apart from time delays, at the local level, and these included: 

•	 Length of time and delay in resolving planning issues
•	 Opposition to airport expansion from municipalities on environmental grounds
•	 Opposition to commercial development on airport land
•	 Disagreement over property development end uses 
•	 The problem of more areas becoming noise-averse as the airport capacity increases
•	 Inconsistent environmental planning requirements between authorities 
•	 Silo issues within the regulatory authority, i.e. plans having to be approved by multiple departments 
•	 Disconnects with higher levels of government
•	 Higher levels of government devolving responsibilities for matters such as height controls that are dealt with 

unevenly or not at all by local councils. 

These typical problems encountered in dealings with local authorities shared a similar tone of frustration, irrespective of 
global location. There are problems of communication and coordination with frequently too many authorities involved in 
development processes working under an outdated and inflexible regulatory environment. The regulations are perceived 
as being not informed by sufficient understanding of the workings of the aviation industry, with some planning goals 
therefore seen as either unrealistic or impossible. 
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Regional Planning
Rating of dealings with regional planning authorities 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A N/R Response
Total

1 = LOW, 7 = HIGH, N/A = not applicable; N/R = No Response 

Does the present regional plan make adequate provision for airport needs?

LEGEND
Suitable land for future airport expansion
Appropriate modelling of noise impact and contours
Appropriate modelling of air quality levels and contours
Appropriate zoning of land within the vicinity of the airport
Appropriate level of public transport and road capacity
General understanding of future growth on airport land of non aviation related functions
Other 16



Degree of integration between the regional planning authority and the airport in 
terms of infrastructure provision 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A N/R Response
Total

1 = LOW, 7 = HIGH, N/A = not applicable; N/R = No Response 

The need for better integration and communication echo but are more muted than responses at the local level, although 
there appears to be some overlap in the perceived definition of local versus regional regulation. The prevailing concern 
revealed is of regional strategies - where they even exist - providing overly generalised treatment for strategic airport 
development issues. 

Airports highlighted numerous examples of problems arising because of a lack of integration between regional planning 
and airport planning, including:

•	 Encroachment of development around airports and the need to safeguard airport operations 
•	 No proper recognition of the airport as an activity centre in its own right
•	 Conflict between policies, e.g. fauna protection versus the risk of birdstrikes 
•	 Pressure on infrastructure provision and congestion.
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CONCLUSION

This survey provides new insights into the planning and development context of airports 
and in particular into the attitudes of airport operators to a range of planning issues 
impinging upon airport operations. 

Airport managers rate highly the importance of robust, responsive and responsible planning 
systems at the local, regional and indeed national levels. 

However, their ratings of actual experiences are somewhat less enthusiastic. The results 
highlight the need for greater awareness of the evolving needs of airports in the broader 
public interest. This entails better understanding by government legislators and planners of 
the unique set of environmental, economic and social issues connected with airports and the 
need to streamline decision making processes accordingly. 

Airports themselves must also engage more directly with the broader environmental and 
planning issues outside their borders and recognise that consultation must be addressed 
proactively and responsively. 

The era of disengagement has ended. A new era of enlightened engagement with the 
broader environment and community is imperative. The ever-present challenge posed for all 
stakeholders, in the words of one respondent, is ‘significant consensus building’.
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APPENDIX ONE : 
Methodology

This report summarises the findings of the Airport Region Research Survey conducted in 2010 by a research group 
in the Faculty of the Built Environment at the University of New South Wales (UNSW) as part of the Airport Metropolis 
Project (AMP), an Australian Research Council funded linkage project. This project involves a group of academic 
institutions led by the Queensland University of Technology, state and local government authorities and industry 
partners (http://www.airportmetropolis.qut.edu.au).

Refining the questionnaire

Commencing in late 2009, considerable preparatory work went into determining the appropriate mix and level of 
information to be captured by the survey and the best collection method. Conceptually there were numerous areas to 
consider of relevance to spatial planning and policy concerns. In an initial ‘cut’, the following issues were considered:

•	 Operators’ visions and business models, revenue sources and operating costs
•	 The spatial and regulatory environment affecting internal and external expansion plans
•	 Involvement of institutional and private stakeholders in changing forms of airport development
•	 Interaction with national, state/provincial, regional and local government agencies in addressing environmental 

and development issues
•	 Involvement in off-airport infrastructure and facilities, and
•	 Sustainability 

These topics were referenced against the available literature and refined in consultation with the AMP industry partners. 
It was generally agreed that the survey should traverse new areas of interest including non-aviation related uses. By 
the same token, it seemed unnecessary to re-visit more established research foci, such as noise impacts, because of 
their likely dilution of the primary developmental focus. A draft survey form accompanied by an introductory rationale 
statement explaining the purpose of questions and survey logic was reviewed with the core AMP project team in 
Brisbane, and followed up with further circulation to key partners, and other key contacts working in aviation both in 
Australia and overseas.

Seven separate target areas of inquiry were eventually identified:

1 airport basics, such as passenger and cargo throughput (included to serve as a quick positioning of the airport 
in the main dimensions of size and complexity, as well as providing up to date parameters as compared with 
less recently available published figures).

2 airport management and governance (to determine which of a range of business models is being followed 
by airports)

3 airport master planning, to learn whether the airport is being planned subject to a public or private master 
plan, its timescale and involvement in consultation processes

4 airport land development, to reveal the significance of non-aeronautical development in business models and 
as a planning issue

5 local planning, to consider the interaction between planning on the airport platform and that of surrounding 
local or municipal agencies 

6 regional planning, to consider interactions with broader regional agency guidelines, strategies and regulations 

7 sustainability and environmental issues, to uncover the level of commitment to low carbon technologies and to 
acknowledge innovative practices undertaken by airports.  

19



The resulting questionnaire eventually contained a total of 53 separate questions in 6 parts. The survey questions 
required responses relating to:

•	 Matters of factual information;
•	 Rating tables addressing a series of issues under one general theme, such as ‘airport performance’ 
•	 Tables requiring endorsement of a list of possible option statements, and
•	 Questions requiring multiple qualitative responses, such as ‘new sustainability innovations.

Some of the above terms as used in the questionnaire required explanatory notes to assist respondents in understanding 
the intention of the questions allowing for international differences in interpretation. Local Planning means ‘planning for 
day to day development and the airport relationships at the local or municipal level’. Regional Planning means ’planning 
at a scale greater than local or municipal planning as a tier beneath national planning; this could be state or provincial 
based or a geographic region comprising a group of local authorities with responsibility for infrastructure and transport’. 

The questionnaire requires a comprehensive familiarity with airport planning and management issues, as well as 
physical and spatial characteristics of the airport site, its surroundings and the regulatory environment. It was assumed 
that the person charged with responsibility for completing the questionnaire would be either very senior in the airport and 
possessing knowledge across the range of issues and/or someone who would consult other individuals or departments 
before completing all questions. A copy of the survey has been included in Appendix Two.

Ethics approval

An important protocol required for any survey emanating from the University of New South Wales is sign-off from a 
Human Research Ethics Advisory Panel. Approval was granted by the UNSW Faculty of the Built Environment Ethics 
Committee on 24 February 2010 (Approval Number 105005).Rather than complicating the survey form with the multiple 
advisory documents pertaining to such approvals, the decision was taken to post the ethics description documents on 
the QUT Airport Metropolis website and cross reference this information in communications to prospective respondents.

Survey sample

The sample frame of airports was determined to be the approximately 300 airports with a threshold annual passenger 
throughput of at least 1 million embarking and disembarking passengers in the most recent year of recording data. 
The source for these data and contact details for individual airports was the Airport Council International’s (ACI) World 
Airports Directory 2009. A further and later decision was taken to (try to) include federally leased Australian airports 
irrespective of passenger throughput and selected other regional airports.

Survey format and distribution

A variety of models was canvassed for distributing the questionnaire, including standard postal delivery and via email. 
Eventually it was decided to invite representatives of airports to complete a questionnaire on-line using KeySurvey 
software (as licensed to UNSW). This entailed reformatting the intended survey in an electronic form to reside on the 
KeySurvey server. At the initiation of the survey, the list of airport recipients received a dedicated hyperlink, embedded 
within the invitation letter, via email from within the KeySurvey system. Selecting the link provided access to the full 
questionnaire online, which could then be completed either at a single sitting, or in several steps saving at the conclusion 
of such steps before resuming at a later time.

Key Survey’s web-based software was chosen for this purpose because it facilitates fast distribution to multiple recipients 
and incorporates a variety of standard and template based questionnaire formats – with a range of question types (15 
different question types available) including multiple choice questions. There are many layers of complexity available to 
the survey designer including logical ‘gates’ to question responses and filtering output data to provide special reports 
of sub-samples. Similarly there is a high level of assistance available online given the complexity and sophistication of 
this software. 

The system accumulates online responses to a data base residing on the KeySurvey server. Several report types can be 
generated such as an Excel form of dump of all data entered; a web-based presentation of data (accessed via a unique 
URL) which includes graphical representation of some responses; and pdf summary versions of the survey.
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The original intention was to undertake the survey and process the results entirely using this online process. To that end, an 
initial email letter was sent to 300 airports using contact details in the World Airports Directory alerting them to the survey 
and the intention of following up by sending them the hyperlink. The two stage process was seen as having the advantage 
of not only alerting airports to the research but enabling them and the research team to correct and refine the email address 
list through any initial responses and declines. During the distribution phase initial introductory letters, and follow up-letters 
in early 2010, were sent out by email with a planned time for release of the survey after approximately two weeks. In the 
event, the timeline for initial survey mail out was put on hold pending the resolution of the Iceland volcano events and 
disruption to global aviation services. The survey was finally distributed in the second week of April 2010. 

The response rate was initially very low, leading to a reconsideration of the original approach. In that review, it became 
apparent that the reliance on email contact details sourced mainly from the ACI Directory was a particular problem. 
Many of the listed airmail addresses are of a generic form (e.g. info@airport-name.org) which is not sufficient to ensure 
the survey would reach the appropriate person, given the complex organisation of major airports. This therefore led to 
building up a new data base of recipients via the ‘snowball’ method. This method relies on existing and other sources to 
gradually assemble a larger contact database. These other sources included recommended airport contacts within the 
Airport Metropolis team and its key industry partners and supporters; delegates to and speakers at the Global Airport 
Cities held in Beijing in April 2010 and other conferences; the Airport Council International’s Facts About Airports and 
ACI-NA Membership Directory for North American airports (2010); internet searches; and ultimately “cold-calling” of key 
airports and finding an appropriate target for response using the Skype VoIP protocol. ACI assisted the “re-launching” 
of the survey with a note in the ACI World Business Partner Newsletter as could be sourced online at the ACI World 
website www.wbp.aero (see Appendix Three). 

Simultaneously, it was decided to make the questionnaire available in MS Word and PDF file versions. Responses 
which were received in these formats were then manually entered into the Key Survey data base. Although this involved 
additional effort in terms of data entry it gave greater control over input (including ‘data cleaning’). Similarly, it made 
the task of completing the survey easier for respondents than doing the lengthy survey interactively online, enabling 
respondents to enter data in their own time, without feeling constrained in any way by the online environment (despite the 
fact that the online system permits saving and resuming data entry at a later date). Certain limitations of the KeySurvey 
system which became apparent were also obviated (such as limited formatting options, restrictions on circulation by the 
recipient to others, and restrictions on data entry as imposed by the pre-set survey logic). 

Overall, the contact method shifted decisively from an anonymous to a more personalised approach. Moreover, it soon 
became evident that this more direct method would need to be sustained intensively over several months to guarantee a 
useable level of results. The initial response was slow but improved incrementally as key people at specific airports were 
contacted for assistance. Steadily the number of responses increased with the deadline for responses eventually being 
extended to late 2010 to maximise the prospect of returns. Several key factors impeded a bigger response rate including 
(a) the labyrinthine and unknown structure of most airport organisations making it difficult to identify the right person and 
secure their contact details, (b) the English language bias with the questionnaire and difficulties in establishing contacts, 
and (c) the fact that the survey was admittedly lengthy and demanding in terms of information. Even once known 
contacts had been approached, problems were encountered in gaining cooperation, usually because of work pressures. 
In some cases multiple follow-up emails were spaced over several months to no avail. 

Ultimately, adapting the survey methodology to be more person-specific, allied to considerable persistence in following 
up contacts, paid dividends. The data assembled for a total of 86 global airports provides a remarkably broad and 
detailed set of responses in an industry and public policy realm characterised by considerable complexity.
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APPENDIX TWO: 
Survey questionnaire

AIRPORT REGION RESEARCH SURVEY

Thank you for taking the time to assist this research project. 

This Airport Region Research Survey is the responsibility of a research team based in the Faculty of the Built 
Environment at the University of New South Wales, Sydney, Australia, working on The Airport Metropolis project 
(http://www.airportmetropolis.qut.com).

The main aim of this survey is to gain a broad global comparative appreciation of land use planning issues faced by 
airports in their metropolitan settings through capturing the views and experiences of airports in relation to local and 
regional planning controls and strategies, particularly for ‘non-aviation’ development.

The survey is targeted at airport representatives most knowledgeable about broader development and planning 
issues. This may be the manager for planning, commercial development, property, corporate or community relations 
or equivalent, or CEO. It is important that the person filling out this survey on behalf of the airport broadly fits these 
descriptions and has a comprehensive working knowledge of airport plans and policies. 

The information you provide will be utilised only for academic research purposes, and only aggregated data 
will be used in reporting any results. A summary of findings will be sent to you once all the results have been 
analysed. Should you experience any problems with this survey, please contact: Rodney Jensen, Senior Research 
Associate, email: r.jensen@unsw.edu.au
 
Completing the survey 
 
There are 53 questions organised into six parts:

1. Basics: operational and airport employment statistics.  
2. Management and Governance: corporate organisation and self-assessment.  
3. Master planning: current status and consultation processes.  
4. Land: development objectives and models, non-aeronautical development and future needs.  
5. Local planning: interactions with local land use planning.  
6. Regional planning: interactions with regional or equivalent planning, and sustainability. 

In this Word version of the survey form you can enter your responses directly into the tables by typing in your 
comments. Similarly, please use the identified X cross or √ tick shown above the multiple choice tables by selecting 
the symbol, copying and pasting it into the cells (you can either right click your mouse or use the shortcut ctrl C then 
ctrl V). Save the annotated file and send it back as an attachment.

Your assistance in answering as many questions as accurately and fully as possible will be of immense value to 
our project.

22



PART 1 – AIRPORT BASICS

1 Please indicate your airport identification details:
Airport Name in Full
Airport name code - three letter code
Country code – two letter code

2 Please provide us with some contact details including the name of the person responsible for completing this survey:
Title/position of person completing this survey
First Name
Surname/Family Name
Email address (for return of summary results)
Contact phone number
Contact postal address

3 Please can you provide us with some current basic statistics about your airport to clarify current status:
Annual passenger movements (total enplaned and deplaned)
Average annual cargo movements (total metric tonnes)
Annual aircraft movements (total landing and takeoff)
Total area of land area hectares (ha) Note: 1 Hectare = 2.47 Acres
Estimate of total direct employment that is generated at the airport

4 Can you estimate the breakdown between airport employees and employees of other businesses located there?
Persons employed at the airport as a percentage of the total
Persons employed by other airport business as a percentage of the total
Total 100

5 Please estimate the number of separate companies/businesses trading at the airport:
Tick √

less than 50
51 – 100
101 – 200
201 +

PART 2 – AIRPORT MANAGEMENT AND GOVERNANCE

6 Please rate the performance of your airport by inserting an X in the relevant cell for each factor which applies (1 – LOW; 
7 – HIGH; N/A does not apply):

FACTOR 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A
Value for shareholders
Level of profitability
Level of efficiency
Level of cost-effectiveness
Quality of service

7 Which of the following statements best describes the governance (ownership/management) arrangements for your airport:
GOVERNANCE ARRANGEMENT Tick √

Share flotation/long term lease (Full or partial sale of the apron through issue and trade of share capital, or 
the issue of a long term (50 + year) lease. This includes responsibility for airport development, operations and 
administration decisions).
Trade sale (Full or partial sale to a trade partner or investing consortium, often strategically chosen for expertise 
rather than just financial capital. This includes responsibility for airport development and administration 
decisions).
Concession (Mid to short term leasing arrangement (usually around 20 – 30 years) for operating the airport. This 
includes responsibility for airport development and operations; however the influence of the owner is higher due 
to shorter length of the lease. 
Project finance (Mid-term arrangement (usually around 30 years) held between the airport and a private entity, 
often to refurbish/develop and fund the airport. Often these arrangements are termed buy-operate-transfer (BOT) 
arrangements).
Management Contract (Day-to-day airport operations are contracted out by the airport owner).
Wholly within government (The airport is administered and run within the formal government structure).
Other (Describe): 23



8 What do you see as the strengths of these arrangements:
What do you see as the limitations of these arrangements:

strengths of arrangements

limitations of arrangements

9 Have any major changes in the governance (ownership/management) arrangements for the airport over the last 10 – 15 
years also required significantly changed urban planning requirements:

Tick √
Yes
No 

10 If the answer to the previous question was “yes” have these changes had any positive impact for the airport’s organisation 
of its own key development and sustainability objectives:

Tick √
Yes
No 
Does not apply

11 Can you please elaborate if your answer was “no” to the previous question:

PART 3 – AIRPORT MASTERPLANNING

12 Do you have a current master plan for the airport:
Tick √

We have a master plan
We have no master plan 

13 Is the master plan a public document:
Tick √

The master plan is a public document
the master plan is not a public document 

14 Is there a weblink to the master plan:
Weblink for master plan

15 Is the master plan formally required by government law/legislation:
Tick √

The master plan is formally required by government law/legislation
The master plan is not formally required by government law/legislation

16 Please advise the timetable for the current master plan:
Tick √

Up to 2010
2011 - 2020
2021 - 2030
beyond 2030

17 In what year was the current master plan produced:
Year of master plan

18 When will the current master plan be revised
Tick √

By the end of 2010
Between 2011 and 2015
Between 2016 and 2020
After 2020
Don’t know/impossible to say at this time
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19 With which agencies/stakeholders does the airport consult and/or coordinate in the development of the master plan:
Tick √

Local Government
Regional or Provincial Government
National Government
Non Government Organisation (NGO)
Community Groups
Airport Community Forum
Airport-specific intergovernmental committees or forum
Other (describe)

20  For the agencies/stakeholders which you have indicated are consulted and/or coordinated with in the development (or 
review) of the master plan, please indicate which of these are consulted as a formal requirement of the master plan process:

Tick √
Local Government
Regional or Provincial Government
National Government
Non Government Organisation (NGO)
Community Groups
Airport Community Forum
Airport-specific intergovernmental committees or forum
Other (describe)

PART 4 – AIRPORT LAND

21 How strongly does your airport identify with the following aims for your airport (1 – LOW; 7 – HIGH; N/A does not apply) by 
inserting an X in the relevant cells:

FACTOR 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A
Primacy of aviation functions
Importance of general commercial development
Need to diversify commercial offerings
The idea of the “airport city”
Need for airport to contribute to off-airport infrastructure
Need for airport to contribute to off-airport development
Importance of good regional planning

22 How would you describe your airport development model (aims):
Airport model aims

23 For any commercial land development at your airport, which approach do you favour:
Tick √

DIRECT DEVELOPMENT – undertaking fully integrated property developments
JOINT VENTURES – working with a developer in a risk-sharing arrangement
LAND PRIMING – providing fully serviced land and infrastructure for development by others
LAND LEASING – leasing land parcels for servicing and development by developers
Other (describe):

24 Please provide brief details of any significant committed projected land uses/activities on airport property (over say next 5 years):
Industry uses

Office uses

Retail uses

Leisure uses

Other uses
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25 Please identify any significant committed projected land uses/activities on land adjacent or in relatively close proximity to 
airport property (over next 5 years):

Industry uses

Office uses

Retail uses

Leisure uses

Other uses

26 Please estimate the percentage breakdown between annual average aeronautical and non-aeronautical revenue sources:
Aeronautical – percentage of total revenue
Non-aeronautical percentage of total revenue
Total 100

27 Please estimate the percentage average annual revenue from different types of aeronautical sources:
Passengers
Freight
Terminal leases
Aircraft parking fees
Passengers
Others
Total 100

28 If “others” was nominated in the previous question describe what uses they are:
Other uses

29 Please estimate the percentage average annual revenue from different types of non-aeronautical sources located on 
airport land:

Terminal concessions
Parking
Advertising
Commercial property development
Others
Total 100

30  If the answer to the previous question was “others” please explain what those uses are:
Other uses

31 Please estimate the percentage average annual revenue from any non-aeronautical sources located off airport land but in 
close proximity to it:

Parking
Advertising
Commercial property development
Others
Total 100

32  If the answer to the previous question included “other” non- aeronautical sources of revenue please can you indicate what 
these are:

Other uses
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33 Is there sufficient land at the airport to accommodate aeronautical needs for the next 10 years:
Tick √

Require additional land
Land for possible expansion lies contiguous with current site
Land for possible expansion is not contiguous with current site
New airport site under investigation

34 Is there sufficient land at the airport to accommodate commercial expansion for the next 10 years:
Tick √

Require additional land
Land for possible expansion lies contiguous with current site
Land for possible expansion is not contiguous with current site
New airport site under investigation

PART 5 – LOCAL PLANNING
(This means planning for day to day development and your relationships at the local or municipal level).

35 How many local area authorities do you deal with?
Tick one only√

0 or not applicable
1
2
3
4
5 or more

36 Please rate your dealings with local planning authorities (1 – LOW/POOR; 7 – HIGH/GOOD; N/A does not apply) by 
inserting an X in the relevant cells:

FACTOR 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A
Frequency of interaction
Effectiveness of interaction
General quality of working relationship
Effectiveness of relationship with elected representatives
Effectiveness of relationship at corporate/manager level
Planning Authority’s understanding of airport needs
Correlation between airport and local planning documents

37 Please rate the degree of integration of local planning documents with details and proposals in your master plan as listed 
below (1 – LOW/POOR; 7 – HIGH/GOOD; N/A does not apply) by inserting an X in the relevant cells:

FACTOR 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A
Land use
Detailed development
Infrastructure provision
Accessibility and connectivity
Environmental protection

38 Please rate the level of efficiency which you experience with urban planning policies and regulations impacting on the 
airport (1 – LOW; 7 – HIGH; N/A does not apply) by inserting an X in the relevant cells:

FACTOR 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A

Reasonable time frame for government to make a decision

Good integration of responsibilities between different 
agencies

Degree to which the regulations recognise airport priorities

Appropriate level of information requirements for the 
airport operators
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39 Does the legislation and management by the principal regulatory authority adequately address your development plans in 
the foreseeable future:

Tick √
Adequately addresses issues connected with airport development
Inadequate appreciation of issues
Out of date
Too general
Not appropriate for strategic planning
Other (describe)

40 Please describe one or more examples of problems arising during the process of developing specific new plans or projects 
for approval by the principal regulatory authority:

Example 1

Example 2

Example 3

41 What is the principal local government authority responsible for all development approval on airport land, separate from 
the regional authority:

Name
 
PART 6 – REGIONAL PLANNING
(This means planning at a scale greater than local or municipal planning as a tier beneath national planning – could be state or 
provincial based or a geographic region comprising a group of local authorities with responsibility for infrastructure and transport).

42 Please rate your dealings with regional planning authorities (1 – LOW/POOR; 7 – HIGH/GOOD; N/A does not apply) by 
inserting an X in the cell on these scales:

FACTOR 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A
Frequency of interaction
Effectiveness of interaction
Quality of your working relationship
Effectiveness of relationship with elected representatives
Effectiveness of relationship at corporate/manager level
Planning Authority’s understanding of airport needs
Correlation between airport and regional planning 
documents
Adequacy of existing specific plans relating to airport
Adequacy of existing specific plans relating to airport area

43 Does the present regional plan make adequate provision for your airport needs:
Tick √

Suitable land for future airport expansion
Appropriate modelling of noise impacts and contours
Appropriate modelling of air quality levels and contours
Appropriate zoning of land within the vicinity
Appropriate level of public transport and road capacity
General understanding of future growth on airport land of non aviation related functions
Other (describe)

44 Please describe one or more examples of problems arising because of a lack of integration between regional planning and 
airport planning:

Example 1

Example 2

Example 3
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45 Please identify the main state/provincial /regional agencies responsible for long term development planning for the region/
metropolitan area in which your airport is located:

Authority 1 - name
Authority 2 - name
Authority 3 - name

46 What is the name of the main regional plan which includes your airport? Please provided details of the web site if known:
Name of document
Web address

47 Has the airport funded or is it currently funding public infrastructure (transport, utilities, etc) off site to assist airport operations:
Tick √

Has not funded public infrastructure
Has or is currently funding public infrastructure
Is contemplating funding public infrastructure in the future

48 If the answer to the previous question was “has or is currently funding public infrastructure” please provide us with further 
details of any significant examples over the past 5 years:

Example 1 – infrastructure type; other details; approximate expenditure in $US

Example 2 – infrastructure type; other details; approximate expenditure in $US

Example 3 – infrastructure type; other details; approximate expenditure in $US

Example 4 – infrastructure type; other details; approximate expenditure in $US

Example 5 – infrastructure type; other details; approximate expenditure in $US

49 Please rate the degree of integration between the regional planning authority and the airport in terms of infrastructure 
provision 
(1 – LOW/POOR; 7 – HIGH/GOOD; N/A does not apply) by inserting an X in the relevant cell for each factor:

FACTOR 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A
Roads including highways 
Public transport infrastructure
Public transport services
Goods rail
Sewerage
Drainage
Electricity
Communications and data services

50 Please rate the priority given to environmentally sustainable practices on your airport (1 – LOW; 7 – HIGH; N/A does not 
apply) by inserting an X in the relevant cell for each factor:

FACTOR 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A
Building design
Building operations
Airport operations
Passenger transport
Natural areas on airport
Overall importance of environmental sustainability
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51 Please describe any new sustainability innovations which have been or are currently being implemented:
Example 1 – details

Example 2 – details

Example 3 – details

Example 4 – details

Example 5 – details

52 Please can you list the factors constraining sustainable development planning:
Factor 1 – details

Factor 2 – details

Factor 3 – details

Factor 4 – details

Factor 5 – details

53 Do you have any further comments:

END OF SURVEY 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION
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APPENDIX THREE : 
Survey notice in ACI World 
Report Newsletter, June 2010
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