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Abstract 

Airports operate within complex, multifaceted and contextually bound 

environments. Influences of neoliberalism are evident in the governance models 

adopted internationally and concurrently, airports operate in an environment of 

changing societal expectations with regard to increased expectation of transparency 

and engagement. It is widely argued that neoliberalism negatively impacts deliberative 

engagement, however despite the economic and social significance of airports, little is 

known about how these influences interrelate and drive airport planning and 

stakeholder engagement processes. This thesis seeks to understand how the influences 

of neoliberalism and deliberative democracy impact and drive airport planning and 

stakeholder engagement processes, particularly with regard to the management of 

aircraft noise. 

The research draws on empirical interview and policy data drawn from three 

international case study airports. This involved thematic analysis of interview data 

from Australia, Canada, and Germany, in addition to a review of policy contexts from 

1965 to 2017. The qualitative analysis was supported by a quantitative questionnaire 

survey which provided data triangulation across the case study country contexts. 

Adopting the conceptual framework developed for this research, the influences of 

neoliberalism and deliberative democracy on modern airport planning and engagement 

are explored, and the use of historical institutionalism as a third lens for comparative 

analysis allowed for sufficient identification of each airports historical evolution.  

A central conclusion of this thesis is that international airport planning and 

stakeholder engagement is directly impacted by the influences of neoliberalism and 

deliberative democracy. Nonetheless, it was found that the impact these factors have 

is mitigated and minimised by leadership, regulatory requirements, the recognition of 

social licence and the value of engagement, and lessons learnt from history. As a result, 

it has been found that airports can, in fact, employ deliberative engagement within 

their airport planning processes, despite their neoliberal contexts. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

Airports are integral transport infrastructure at a global scale. The governance of 

airports has transformed rapidly in the last few decades with an increase in 

corporatisation, commercialisation, and privatisation of governance structures. The 

institutional frameworks established to manage this evolution have had, and continue 

to have, a direct impact on airport planning processes and stakeholder engagement 

strategies.  

This research adopts the lens of historical institutionalism to present a 

comparative analysis of airport governance and planning. The study evaluates airport 

planning at an international scale across Brisbane International Airport (Australia), 

Düsseldorf Airport (Germany), and Vancouver International Airport (Canada). The 

influence of the historical evolution and factors of neoliberalism and deliberative 

democracy on airport planning and stakeholder engagement processes is evaluated.  

Theoretical, applied, and empirical understanding of international airport 

planning and stakeholder engagement is contributed by the thesis. The conceptual 

model developed contributes to the understanding of three key areas of theory: 

neoliberalism, deliberative democracy, and new institutionalism. The detailed and 

comparable analysis across an international case study comparison provides applied 

significance through the identification of shared challenges and opportunities. Further, 

the extensive data collected for this study contributes to the empirical understanding 

of airport governance, airport planning processes, and stakeholder engagement 

strategies. 

The introductory chapter presents the research background, problem, and 

research questions developed. The research objectives and ensuing methods are 

presented, and the case study airports are introduced. The outline of the thesis is 

presented in the concluding section of this chapter.  

1.1 BACKGROUND 

Powered flight began over 100 years ago and aviation has since been in a 

constant state of flux (IATA, 2014; Wijnen, 2013). Aviation technologies developed 

rapidly and air passenger transport became increasingly popular soon after the 

inception of powered flight. Air passenger transport has dramatically increased 



  

Introduction Page 2 

worldwide and is likely to continue to do so as globalisation intensifies and business 

is operated internationally (IATA, 2014; Stelter et al., 2004). The aviation industry has 

proven to be largely resilient to external shocks, with the effect of significant events 

not appearing to slow overall growth of air transport traffic. The strongest profitability 

ever recorded for the global airline industry was recorded in 2015/16 and it was 

estimated that 5.9 billion people travelled with commercial airlines in that year (IATA, 

2017; International Air Services Commission, 2016). Airports are the facilitators of 

the significant role the aviation industry plays within cities. In addition to passenger 

services, airports are, and will continue to be, important providers of economic and 

social benefits at a local, regional and national level (Burghouwt, 2008; Caves, 1997; 

de Neufville & Odoni, 2003; International Business Times, 2014).  

Airports operate in considerably different contexts between cities, regions, and 

countries around the world. A common anecdote amongst airport managers is “if you 

have seen one airport – you have seen one airport”. Cultural and institutional 

environments, city size, political context, ownership structure, passenger movements, 

and the main function of an airport are all important factors. The governance of airports 

can be either a result of these factors, or the driver of them, and can change over time.   

In the late 1980s and 1990s, large numbers of governments began to privatise 

airports in an attempt to stimulate national economies and to divulge the national 

governments of complex, loss making infrastructure (International Civil Aviation 

Organization, 2013). The privatisation process resulted in a shift in focus from airspace 

regulations and airside infrastructure, to plans that identified opportunities for 

commercial development as airports sought to diversify revenue streams and disperse 

their risk (Freestone, 2011). The adoption of these practices and the contemporary shift 

towards a neoliberal airport planning context has resulted in a transformation of the 

airport’s role, resulting in new challenges for airport operators.  

Not only is the role of airports evolving, but so too are the expectations of 

external stakeholders. Airports are impacted by the twenty-first century shift in societal 

expectations of corporations, which is particularly evident when considering the 

management of aircraft noise. In a rapidly globalising world, corporations are 

becoming increasingly subject to public scrutiny and the rise of consciousness toward 

responsible corporations is changing the nature of politics and business (Davies, 2004; 

Scherer & Palazzo, 2011). This evolution is also apparent in urban planning research 
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and practice, with an evident increase in the adoption communicative and collaborative 

planning (Healey, 1998b; Innes & Booher, 1999) 

1.2 PROBLEM STATEMENT 

There are two broad, and seemingly contradictory, concepts at the forefront of 

twenty-first century airport planning: deliberative democracy and neoliberal planning. 

Deliberative democracy, a fundamentally normative theory, is reflected within 

contemporary urban planning stakeholder engagement literature and practice. 

Neoliberalisation is reflected in the increasing practice of privatising airports and 

within the commercialisation strategies being adopted at airports globally. Research to 

date has largely failed to investigate how this environment is affecting the airport 

planning process.  

The rapid growth in air passenger transport and the increased importance of 

airports within urban areas has received growing interest within the literature. To allow 

for a complete understanding of airport planning, a broad range of literature has been 

reviewed. The literature reviewed includes research using the terms ‘airport planning’, 

‘strategic airport planning’, and ‘airport master planning’. Additionally, literature that 

discusses airport planning from a larger scale referred to as ‘airport systems planning’ 

has been reviewed. 

Despite broad search terms adopted in this review, and the economic and social 

significance of airports, there is little research pertaining to airport planning processes. 

Three keys themes (governance, privatisation, and commercialisation; the planning 

process as affected by the aforementioned themes; and stakeholder engagement) were 

identified within the literature on this topic and are summarised below and further 

detailed in chapter 2.  

The governance context of an airport is inherently influential on the airport 

planning process (Freestone & Baker, 2010; Freestone, Baker, & Stevens, 2011; 

Humphreys, Ison, & Francis, 2007). The airport ownership structure, the level of 

commercialisation, management strategies, the government’s role, the airport 

regulators, and the legislative environment are all elements to be considered. The 

literature regarding airport privatisation is predominantly focused in Australia due to 

its long standing and well recognised privatisation practices (see for example: Forsyth, 

2002; Freestone, Williams, & Bowden, 2006; Hooper, Cain, & White, 2000). Studies 
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evaluating efficiency and effectiveness of privatisation have been conducted at a 

global level (Gillen, 2011; Oum, Adler, & Yu, 2006). Further analysis of airport 

governance has been conducted within Asian (Hooper, 2002; Xiuyun, Tok, & Fang, 

2008) and European contexts (Freathy & O’Connell, 1999). Other themes within this 

body of literature include the issues resulting from privatisation, such as integration of 

infrastructure and the provision of commercial development at airports (Baker & 

Freestone, 2008; Freestone, et al., 2011). Notwithstanding this research, there remains 

a marked lack of comparative investigation between governance contexts in different 

countries and cultural contexts.  

In conjunction with the governance context, airports operate within established 

institutional environments. Context, largely dependent on time and place, influence 

not only the way in which we see the world as individuals but also the way in which 

organisations are managed or governed (Hall & Taylor, 1996; Healey, 2006b). It is 

considered especially relevant and important to acknowledge the institutional 

environment, given the diverse network of stakeholder organisations airports across 

the world operate within. 

As cities expand and begin to encroach on previously isolated airport sites, the 

physical separation between the city and the airport is decreasing. This results in 

increased challenges and complexities in airport planning processes, including land 

use planning, the provision of infrastructure, and the management of aircraft noise. 

This is a contemporary, increasing challenge for airports (Freestone & Baker, 2010; 

Stevens & Baker, 2013). As a result of this evolution, airports are increasingly subject 

to public scrutiny as expectations about their integration with the city is transforming. 

Airports are hedged in by a large range of licencing and other governmental 

regulations, making them more vulnerable to adverse political and social pressure than 

a lot of other businesses. The way in which these increased expectations are managed 

is typically reflected within the stakeholder engagement strategies of airport operators. 

Stakeholder engagement has evolved in a multitude of frameworks within 

planning theory since the early twentieth century. Terms including collaborative 

planning; citizen participation; public participation; consensus building; and 

community planning are examples of planning theories inclusive of stakeholder 

engagement practices (see for example: Arnstein, 1969; Healey, 1992; Innes, 1996). 

While stakeholder engagement is a concept widely represented in urban planning 
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literature, it is less prevalent in airport planning literature. Research surrounding 

airport planning and stakeholder engagement at airports is largely focused on 

community participation. The central focus of the research on the community has 

resulted in minimal consideration of other stakeholders (i.e. non-regulatory 

government, industry bodies), despite their potential influence in the airport planning 

process.  

The governance structure of an airport is inherently influential on the airport 

planning process and the way in which an airport engages with external stakeholders. 

The extent to which this governance actually affects the effectiveness of these 

engagement strategies remains under researched, particularly within an international 

comparison. This research is concerned with the changing role of airports within a 

range of institutional environments. Specifically, this research identifies what the key 

influencing governance factors are on the airports capacity to incorporate management 

practices which are socially responsible within their planning process through effective 

stakeholder engagement. 

1.3 RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND OBJECTIVES 

The aim of this research is to conduct a comparative analysis of international 

airport planning and stakeholder engagement processes to understand the way in which 

modern airports respond to their changing role and context. The research investigates 

three international case study airports operating within diverse governance and 

institutional contexts. The key research questions and ensuing objectives developed to 

address the research problem identified above are as follows: 

1. How does airport planning integrate stakeholder engagement? 

a. Determine the historical context of airports and how this impacts airport 

planning and stakeholder engagement; 

b. Determine the governance and regulatory frameworks defining airport 

planning and stakeholder engagement processes; and 

c. Evaluate the cultural and contextual impacts on airport planning and 

stakeholder engagement. 

2. How do airport operators engage with their external stakeholders? 
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a. Identify mechanisms of stakeholder engagement employed by airports; 

and 

b. Understand the operational drivers for stakeholder engagement. 

1.4 INTRODUCTION TO RESEARCH DESIGN 

The research design for this dissertation has been developed to address the 

complexities of contemporary airport planning in response to the research questions 

and objectives. Consideration of neoliberalism and deliberative democracy and the 

effects these ideologies have on airport operations are reflected in the conceptual 

framework of this research (presented in section 3.6). The importance of context and 

historical development at airports is also considered in the framework, established 

based on the theory of historical institutionalism. This has been used as the lens to 

comparatively evaluate the affect that neoliberal ideologies have on deliberatively 

democratic governance actions within airport planning processes, how these have 

evolved over time, and if these differ depending on context. Detail of the research 

methods and design for this research are outlined in chapter 4, and are introduced here. 

1.4.1 Research methods and process 

This study uses a comparative cross-case study design with a mixed method 

methodology – a strategy increasingly being adopted in complex studies (Saldaña, 

2009). The combination of an online survey with document review and semi-structured 

interviews is utilised. Regulatory frameworks, legislation, and airport plans are 

reviewed for each of the airports, particularly those pertaining to airport planning 

processes and stakeholder engagement strategies. Semi-structured interviews were 

conducted at each case study airport. Participants selected represented all external 

stakeholders relevant to the scope of this research. These included the airport operator, 

the community members or representatives, all relevant levels of government, and 

industry bodies. Qualitative data interview was analysed using thematic analysis, 

adopting coding techniques to identify themes and perspectives of each stakeholder 

group. In addition to qualitative data, an online survey was distributed to the top 12 

airports (by passenger movements) across Australia, Germany and Canada. The survey 

was used as a means of validating and strengthening the qualitative data and was 

analysed using descriptive statistic techniques. 
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1.4.2 Introduction to case study contexts 

The research involves three international case studies: Brisbane International 

Airport (Queensland, Australia); Düsseldorf Airport (North-Rhine Westphalia, 

Germany); and Vancouver International Airport (British Columbia, Canada). The 

following provides an overview and description of each case study context. Notably, 

the physical size of the administrative city boundaries in which the airport is located 

is not comparable between the three case studies. The geographic context of each case 

study is further detailed in case study chapters 5, 6, and 7. 

Brisbane 

Brisbane International Airport is the largest airport of the state of Queensland, 

and is located within the city of Brisbane. The World Bank identifies Australia’s 

population at 23.78 million people in 2015, with an estimated population of 4.78 

million people in Queensland as of June 2015 (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2016; 

The World Bank, 2016). The South East Queensland Region has a population of 

around 3.4 million people and the Greater Brisbane Area accounts for majority of this, 

with a population totalling 2.31 million in June 2015 (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 

2016; DILGP, 2016).  

Düsseldorf  

Düsseldorf Airport is the airport in Düsseldorf, the capital of the federal state of 

North-Rhine Westphalia, Germany. Germany had a population of 81.41 million people 

in 2015, and North-Rhine Westphalia is the most populous state, with a population of 

17.54 million at the time of the 2011 census (Landesdatenbank NRW, 2011; The 

World Bank, 2016). The airport is the largest airport in the federal state. The population 

of the City of Düsseldorf was 586,291, but it is important to note that there are a 

number of local government areas impacted by the Düsseldorf airport, totalling a 

population of around 2.21 million at the 2011 census (Landesdatenbank NRW, 2011).  

Vancouver   

Vancouver International Airport is located in the City of Richmond, adjacent to 

the City of Vancouver in the province of British Columbia, Canada. The airport is the 

largest in the province of British Columbia. Canada had a population of 35.85 million 

in 2015, with British Columba representing 4.75 million people (British Columbia 
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Government, 2016; The World Bank, 2016). The combined populations of the City of 

Richmond and Vancouver total 815,367 (British Columbia Government, 2016). 

1.5 THESIS STRUCTURE 

This thesis is structured in ten sequential chapters. The chapters are structured to 

progressively outlay all aspects of the research in a logical flow, linking the research 

themes and purpose, the design and methods, details of the three case studies, and the 

data results and analysis followed by conclusions. A summary of each chapter is 

detailed below.  

Chapter 2 explores the three key theoretical constructs for this research – 

neoliberalism, deliberative democracy, and new institutionalism. An overview of 

neoliberalism and the influence of neoliberal ideologies on urban planning is 

described. Deliberative democracy is reviewed as the core component of 

communicative planning, which materialises in stakeholder engagement within urban 

planning practice. New institutionalism, and more specifically historical 

institutionalism, is explored as having relevance to urban planning and adopted as a 

framework for comparative analysis. 

Chapter 3 documents the relevance of these three theoretical constructs in the 

context of contemporary airport planning and stakeholder engagement literature. The 

impacts of globalisation are explored and the complexities of modern airport planning 

are described. Further, the literature on airport governance, planning, and stakeholder 

engagement is reviewed. Finally, the conceptual framework established for this 

research is presented.  

The research design and methods are presented in chapter 4. The research 

questions and objectives are presented, followed by the conceptual framework 

developed to answer these. The methodology adopted is described and the research 

challenges and limitations are acknowledged.  

Chapters 5, 6, and 7 present a comparative analysis of the three case study 

airports. The airport context, including the history, governance, and legislative 

framework, are presented for each airport. The planning processes and stakeholder 

engagement strategies in place are established, with a particularly focus on the 

challenges around aircraft noise. Some interim case study findings are presented for 

each case study in these chapters. 
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Chapter 8 presents the application of the conceptual framework and provides a 

comparative analysis of the historical evolution of the case study airports, using 

historical institutionalism as the evaluative lens. Chapter 9 outlines the influences of 

neoliberalism and deliberative democracy through the application of the conceptual 

framework. A discussion of the findings is incorporated at the conclusion of chapter 

9.  

Chapter 10 concludes the research and describes the contributions made by the 

research, limitations to the study, and potential future research based on the results 

contained in this thesis. 
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Chapter 2: Neoliberalism, deliberative 

democracy, and historical 

institutionalism 

2.1 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter presents an overview of the three theoretical constructs at the core 

of this study. In order to fully understand the contemporary airport planning context 

and the influences on this, a broader literature review was required. This chapter 

reviews the literature on the theoretical concepts of neoliberalism, deliberative 

democracy, and historical institutionalism. The application of these bodies of literature 

within an urban planning context is presented here, and the relevance to the airport 

planning context specifically is presented in the following chapter. 

Section 2.2 reviews the literature on neoliberalism. It is first presented as a broad 

economic ideology, including acknowledgment of actually existing neoliberalism, and 

is then distilled into its relevance to urban planning. Section 2.3 provides a review of 

deliberative democracy literature and ensuing planning theories. Deliberative 

democracy and stakeholder engagement literature has been appraised from both a 

business management and urban planning theory context. Section 2.4 briefly 

highlights the contradictions between these two dominant settings as outlined in the 

literature. Section 2.5 presents a review of new institutionalism, incorporating a review 

of the core concepts and branches of the theory, followed by a more detailed review 

of historical institutionalism as the adopted subdivision for this research. A review of 

literature relating new institutionalism and urban planning is also presented. 

2.2 NEOLIBERALISM 

Neoliberalism is based on a political ideology which has been a part of political 

and economic policy globally for decades. The impacts that neoliberalism has had on 

urban planning are evident in the changing ideologies of planners, an increased focus 

on market efficiency through development approval processes, as well as the increased 

flexibility in planning policy. This section outlines how neoliberalism evolved, and 

how this environment is impacting urban planning, establishing the context for airport 

governance and planning. 
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2.2.1 Evolution of neoliberalism  

Neoliberal ideologies have been particularly evident since the decline of the 

economic boom following World War Two. Prior to World War Two, Keynesian 

economic approaches were dominant, encouraging government intervention in the 

economy through fiscal spending and reduction of interest rates (Purcell, 2009). 

Following the post-World War Two economic boom, stagflation and high 

unemployment coincided with in high inflation and the successfulness of Keynesian 

approaches was questioned (Harvey, 2005; Peck, Theodore, & Brenner, 2009; Purcell, 

2009). As a result, the idea that the market was more efficient in allocating resources 

(the core of neoliberalism) was given more weight (Purcell, 2009). Harvey (2005) 

describes neoliberalism as “the first instance a theory of political economic practices 

that proposes that human well-being can best be advanced by liberating individual 

entrepreneurial freedoms and skills within an institutional framework characterised 

by strong private property rights, free markets, and free trade” (p. 2).  

The political ideology behind neoliberalism gained significant traction in Anglo-

Saxon countries (considered heartland of neoliberalism)  after the 1979 election of 

Margaret Thatcher in the United Kingdom and the 1980 election of Ronald Reagan in 

the United States (Geddes, 2005; Harvey, 2005; Peck & Tickell, 2002; Purcell, 2009). 

Privatisation, liberalisation, financialisation, and urban entrepreneurship were all 

models of regulatory change which developed during this time, which evolved into 

‘typical’ representations of neoliberalism (Brenner, Peck, & Theodore, 2010a; 

Brenner, Peck, & Theodore, 2010b; Cidell, 2006). This is seen as a reflection of the 

global capitalist system (globalisation) which unleased regulatory change globally as 

described earlier (Cidell, 2006; Crouch, 2013; Peck & Tickell, 2002). Neoliberalism 

has even been considered by Larner (2003) to be surpassing globalisation “as the 

explanatory term for contemporary forms of economic restructuring” (pg. 509). 

The 1990s saw the reach of neoliberalism widening and being adopted across 

world and multi-national scales and the neoliberal ideology is now dominant and 

practiced, at least in part, across the world (Brenner, et al., 2010a; Harvey, 2005; Peck 

& Tickell, 2002). This process of hegemony is referred to as ‘neoliberalisation’ 

(Purcell, 2009). 

It was thought that there may be a post neoliberal era after the world’s largest 

private banking institutions essentially caused the global financial crisis in 2007/08 
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(Crouch, 2013). However, given the ongoing trend toward public-private partnerships 

and the persisting dominance of private enterprise as an economic driver globally, the 

ideological influence of neoliberalism remains seemingly hegemonic (Allmendinger, 

2009; Baeten, 2012a; Crouch, 2013; Peck, et al., 2009; Peck, Theodore, & Brenner, 

2013; Roy, 2015). Peck, et al. (2013) argue that within the medium-term at least we 

can expect to see a continued decrease in democratic and publically accountable 

process within land use and planning systems (Peck, et al., 2013). 

There are a number of critiques of the widely adopted ‘neoliberalism’ lens for 

analysis. These are typically centred around the wide assumptions made, the lack of 

investigation into any alternative political reality, the broad brush adoption of the term, 

used as a label for shallow analysis taking for granted or assuming the free market, the 

focus of neoliberalism research in the ‘heartland’ of neoliberal ideology, and the moral 

laden usage of the term (Barnett, 2005; Heynen, McCarthy, Prudham, & Robbins, 

2007; Larner, 2003; Peck, et al., 2013; Venugopal, 2015).  

This research does not attempt to delve into the definition of neoliberalism or 

contribute to the body of neoliberalism theory. For the purpose of this study, 

neoliberalism is adopted as an ‘analytical orientation’ in which to view contextually 

specific developments and the policy transformations which occurred during a time of 

globalisation (Peck, et al., 2013).  

2.2.2 Actually existing neoliberalism 

The concept of ‘actually-existing neoliberalism’ is seen as particularly relevant 

to this research. To the theorists who prescribe to this branch, neoliberalism is not a 

stagnant hegemonic capitalist system, but rather a process of neoliberalisation. 

Typically, neoliberal ideology assumes that the market forces will operate by 

unassailable laws as hegemonic, no matter what the context. Actually existing 

neoliberalism is centred on the view that neoliberalism occurs in place-specific forms 

within cities and regions (Brenner & Theodore, 2002; Peck, et al., 2009).  

In each context, the type of regulatory arrangement and political compromise 

depend on the specific model of capitalism adopted (Brenner, et al., 2010a; Brenner & 

Theodore, 2002). This is articulated by Larner (2003), who describes that  “Although 

neoliberalism may have a clear intellectual genesis, it arrives in different places in 
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different ways, articulates with other political projects, takes multiple material forms, 

and can give rise to unexpected outcomes”(pg. 511). 

Actually existing neoliberalism pays careful consideration to the path 

dependency of institution and political restructuring in order to explain the 

contextually specific adoption of neoliberalism (Brenner & Theodore, 2002; Peck, et 

al., 2009; Sager, 2011). The adoption of neoliberal strategies is rarely imposed in ‘pure 

form’, but rather in a form which reflects the existing institutional structure and socio-

political structures as formed by their path dependent evolution (Brenner & Theodore, 

2002).  

Actually existing neoliberalism is considered relevant for this research given the 

context specific, institutionalised settings of the case study airports. Urban planning 

has been affected by neoliberalism globally; however the extent to which this has 

occurred varies dependent on context and historical evolution. Concurrently, the way 

in which airports operate and plan in neoliberal contexts is dependent on its 

environment and the paths evolved to get there. The following sections expand on this. 

2.2.3 Neoliberal ideologies in urban planning  

Neoliberalism has shaped the ideological and operational parameters of 

urbanisation for the last three decades (Peck, et al., 2013; Roy, 2015). It impacts social, 

economic and political process in planning, governance, and urban development 

discourse and practice globally, pushing them to market-oriented priorities and 

strategies (Taşan-Kok & Baeten, 2012).  

There are various ways of understanding and interpreting the term ‘neoliberal 

planning’ (Campbell, Tait, & Watkins, 2014; Castree, 2006; Peck, et al., 2009; Roy, 

2015; Schatz & Rogers, 2016). Neoliberal planning is described by Baeten (2012b) as 

“the embodiment of a set of contradictory urbanities that typify…contemporary urban 

neoliberalism across the Western world” (pg. 21).  

Urban planning’s intrinsic value on social good and justice, has inherently 

opposing values to neoliberalism, with its focus on a market driven, supply side 

structures in which public good is seen as a threat to market efficiencies (Baeten, 

2012b; Sager, 2011, 2013). Healey (2006a) explains that planning as seen as an 

unnecessary and counterproductive profession when neoliberal strategies were first 

being rolled out in the ‘heartland’. Despite this initial conflict and apparent 
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divergences in practice and ideologies, neoliberalism has, and continues to influence 

planning institutions globally. Neoliberal planning practices are known to be 

particularly prevalent in Australia (Allmendinger, 2009; Freestone, 2011; Gleeson & 

Steele, 2010; Shevellar, Johnson, & Lyons, 2015). Shevellar, et al. (2015) go so far as 

to state that Australia has a “political rhetoric that describes deliberative and 

consultative planning processes as slowing down possible development outcomes for 

states and the nation” (p. 269). 

Neoliberalism in planning policy 

Neoliberalism has affected planning practice as a result of its infiltration into 

political-economic philosophies of public sector institutions (Sager, 2011). This is 

often materialised in policy making contexts. Sager (2011) conducted a meta-analysis 

of literature regarding the influence of neoliberalism on planning policies and 

identified four key policy areas in which neoliberal influence can be seen in planning 

theory and practice: urban economic development, infrastructure provision, 

management of commercial areas, and housing and neighbourhood renewal.  

Sager (2011) identifies that cities have adopted four strategies to increase urban 

economic development: first, city marketing schemes, based on models typically 

adopted in the private sector, are being increasingly implemented to improve relative 

marketing positions of cities; second, urban development strategies to attract the 

‘creative class’ are strategically enforced to foster and encourage entrepreneurship; 

third, economic development incentives are being used to attract corporate investment 

from ‘optimal’ proponents; and lastly, competitive bidding is being encouraged for 

funding applications (Sager, 2011). Infrastructure provision essentially refers to the 

varying models of public-private-partnerships (PPPs) that are increasingly being 

adopted under a neoliberal influence to improve efficiencies and limit restrictions 

typically imposed by government budgetary procedures. These PPPs are 

predominantly introduced to fund large urban infrastructure, services such as water, 

and transport infrastructure such as roads, airports, railways, and seaports (Sager, 

2011). It is within this realm of the neoliberal influence on urban planning and 

governance, particularly with regard to infrastructure provision and airports, which 

this research sits. 

There has been an increase in flexible zoning strategies in the management of 

commercial areas in urban planning to provide optimal possibilities to the private 
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sector when selecting sites for development, a trend towards project-based planning 

rather than comprehensive planning, and the privatisation of public space (Sager, 

2011). Housing and neighbourhood renewal policies and literature focus on the 

liberalisation of housing markets in which previously public stock is transferred to the 

private sector, gentrification as a means to attract the middle class and investment 

capital, the increasing privatisation of public space through gated communities, and 

the implementation of semi-public institutions to attract market-oriented urban 

development (Sager, 2011).  

Neoliberalism is also seen to negatively impact other areas of planning practice, 

including environmental management and planning through the alteration of  

sustainability objectives and definitions to suit neoliberalism, and trade-offs in 

adoption of climate change mitigation strategies (Bailey & Wilson, 2009; Centner, 

2009; Heynen, et al., 2007).  

Challenges facing planners in a neoliberal context 

Within the neoliberal paradigm, the role of planners has evolved from 

‘providers’ to ‘facilitators’ or ‘enablers’ (Campbell, et al., 2014). The contrasting 

ideologies between collaborative and neoliberal perspectives of planners is highlighted 

by Sager (2013) here. 

“Those emphasizing participation and dialogue tend to see the role of 

planners more as that of a facilitator and mediator and less as that of a 

technical-economic expert. Neoliberals, on the other hand, see the planner 

role primarily as providing expertise in substantive and legal-procedural 

matters rather than promoting participation, consensus building, and 

empowerment of weak groups” (pg. 158).  

The role of planners as problem solvers and controllers has now shifted into a 

self-contradictory one in which they must balance social-equity with the realities of 

capitalist urban development (Taşan-Kok & Baeten, 2012). Roy (2015) goes so far as 

to call planners the “henchmen of the neoliberal growth agenda” (pg. 60).  

One of the challenges facing planners is the fragmented and often contradictory 

way in which neoliberal political-economic realities have been adopted into planning 

practice (Taşan-Kok & Baeten, 2012). There is an apparent contradiction where 

planning is seen as a necessity to allow the adoption of neoliberalism through the land 
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use planning regulations of cities (Sager, 2011; Taşan-Kok & Baeten, 2012). Within 

neoliberal planning practices, the profession is increasingly practiced ‘on-demand’. 

Whereas traditionally, planners would produce comprehensive planning strategies to 

oversee development, a neoliberal planning environment has resulted in the planners’ 

role evolving to one which adjusts plans to meet the needs of various stakeholders. As 

such, planning has become more of a corrective system based on a piece meal 

approach, rather than a driving and regulating force for development enforcing 

consistent outcomes (Taşan-Kok & Baeten, 2012). 

Taşan-Kok and Baeten (2012) identify globalisation as the trigger for large-scale 

capital investments, and subsequent large property developments. This has resulted in 

a division of the property market in cities between large-scale capital investments and 

small-scale property developers, both demanding varying planning requirements. This 

dynamic of large and small scale developments requires a more flexible way of 

planning and regulating land use (Taşan-Kok & Baeten, 2012). 

The increasingly varied and expanding stakeholders in planning practice (i.e. 

local, regional, state, and national governments, community individuals or collectives, 

non-government organisations, decision makers) are each influenced in their own 

contexts either directly or directly by neoliberalism. In order to manage this 

complexity, planning has seen an accelerated adoption of entrepreneurial property-led 

development in order to fully address the complexities of these stakeholder networks 

(Baeten, 2012a; Taşan-Kok & Baeten, 2012).  

2.2.4 Summary 

The influence and prominence of market forces are evident worldwide in urban 

planning and political contexts. Actually existing neoliberalism allows for the 

acknowledgement that this influence is contextually dependent. The influence of these 

ideologies is evident within airport governance and planning contexts which is of 

particularly consideration for this research and is outlined in this context in section 3.3 

of the following chapter. 

2.3 DELIBERATIVE DEMOCRACY 

In a rapidly globalising world, organisations are becoming increasingly subject 

to public scrutiny in a setting where electronic communication is readily available and 

the rise of consciousness toward responsible organisations is changing the nature of 
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politics, business, and planning (Allen, 2013; Davies, 2004; Innes & Booher, 1999; 

Scherer & Palazzo, 2011). In a business management context, Freeman and Liedtka 

(1991) maintain that “corporations are not just passive players in a global economy 

whose social impacts follow a simple profit-maximization rationale with little 

relevance beyond the confines of the corporate sphere” (p. 6). From a planning 

perspective, the increase in collaborative and communicative planning processes can 

be seen as a response to a societal shift in which power and information are widely 

distributed (Healey, 2006a; Innes & Booher, 1999; Legacy, Curtis, & Neuman, 2014; 

Legacy, March, & Mouat, 2014).  

The acceptance of a broader definition of who is a ‘stakeholder’ has evolved in 

business management and planning theory. Freeman’s 1984 book is often cited as the 

origination publication on stakeholder theory. His widely adopted definition identified 

stakeholders as “any group or individual who can affect, or is affected by, the 

achievement of a corporation’s purpose. Stakeholders include employees, customers, 

suppliers, stockholders, banks, environmentalists, governments, and other groups who 

can help or hurt the corporation” (Freeman, 1984, p. vi). This definition is accepted 

and extended in planning theory, identified by Healey (1998a) as representing all those 

who may have a ‘stake’ in a corporation, even though they may not know what to do 

or how to think about it. This interpretation of ‘stakeholder’ provides a means of 

scoping to encourage universal consideration of who might be a stakeholder, without 

assuming their concerns (Healey, 1998a, 1998b). 

This section describes the change in expectations as reflected in the stakeholder 

engagement literature in both business management and urban planning. Though this 

is urban planning centric research, both of these fields of research are considered 

relevant to this research, particularly given the corporatised environment of airport 

planning as outlined earlier. 

2.3.1 Deliberative democracy and communication action 

Deliberative democracy is a theory which originated in political science by 

Bessette (1980) and later popularised by Manin (1987) and (Cohen, 1989). The central 

argument of the theory is that decisions should be made with authentic and deliberate 

consideration of each actor’s opinion, free of unequal distributions of power. If this is 

not successful, it is then argued that a vote for majority rule is the best alternative. It 

is seen as successful when actors or parties reach agreement as a result of an inclusive, 
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open, trusting, and consensual interaction (Schmidt, 2011). According to Schmidt 

(2011), 

“Deliberative democracy is considered to be a better form of decision-

making because open dialogue may unlock untapped knowledge, generate 

new skills and know-how, produce higher-quality reasoning for more 

legitimate policies, and create new, more collaborative interrelationships 

among the parties to the deliberation (pg. 1197). 

Closely linked theory to deliberative democracy, the theory of communicative 

action was developed by Habermas (1981).  The theory of communicative action 

emphasises the importance of deliberative communication in democracy with the goal 

of developing a ‘critical theory of society’ with ‘practical intentions’. His work 

adopted the standpoint of ‘communicative rationality’ (people seeking to reach shared 

understanding and cooperate to solve a common problem on the basis of discussion 

and consensus), in contrast to the prevalent ‘institutional rationality’ at the time 

(Habermas, 1981; Jessop, 2014; Reed et al., 2009). The core of communicative action 

theory is described by Roy (2015) as not simply as multiple stakeholder-involved 

participatory processes but as specific attempts of deliberative decision-making 

through communicative rationality. 

Deliberative democracy0 F

1, as presented by Habermas (1996), argues that 

consensus can only legitimately be reached if all actors have an opportunity to present 

arguments for and against a proposal. In this ideal situation, all actors will have the 

equal capacity to deliberate and are free of any constraints to do so (Mäntysalo & 

Jarenko, 2014). It is this model of deliberative democracy that receives considerable 

critique for what is referred to as its idealistic, utopian, and some go so far as to call 

naïve, ambition to develop consensus and its approach to power and communicative 

rationality (Hillier, 2003; Mäntysalo, 2002; Mäntysalo & Jarenko, 2014; Tewdwr-

Jones & Allmendinger, 1998). 

                                                      

 

1 Many writers refer to the work of Habermas as ‘deliberative democracy’. This section refers to it as 

represented in the literature. 
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Jarenko (2013) contend that deliberative democracy has ‘solved many of its 

weaknesses through its evolution in three ‘generations’ of theory, as depicted below 

in Table 2-1, below.  

Table 2-1: Three generations of deliberative democracy  

(Jarenko, 2013) 

 1st generation 2nd generation 3rd generation  

Focus 

The normative 

justification of 

deliberative democracy 

A fusing of Habermas 

and Rawls with 

practical requirements 

Institutionalisation of 

deliberative democracy, 

macro and micro spheres 

Deliberation 

as… 

Public reasoning 

through which 

viewpoints unite 

Communication in 

which viewpoints are 

publicly justified 

Communication in which 

diverse viewpoints are 

integrated in decision-

making 

Source of 

legitimacy 
Consensus Public justification 

Informal discursive 

sources of democracy 

linked to formal decision 

making 

Central figures Habermas; Rawls 
Gutman and Thompson; 

Bohman 

Baber and Bartlett; 

O’Flynn; Hendriks 

 

In recent literature, the third generation of deliberative democracy is considered 

the most practically relevant, with an institutional and empirical focus, though not 

entirely free of normative goals (Elstub, 2010). The third generation allows for 

consideration of diverse viewpoints through intense negotiation and based on this 

communication of each actors or parties views, eventually leads to a decision which 

most actors find acceptable (Mäntysalo & Jarenko, 2014). It also places particular 

emphasis on the institutionalism of deliberative democratic practices but within micro 

spheres (public institutions’ procedural conditions for engagement) and macro (public 

discourse via associations, social movements and the media) (Hendriks, 2006; 

Mäntysalo & Jarenko, 2014). Though distinct, all three generations focus of the 

deliberative element of democracy, affirming its normative core across the evolution.  

Communicative (or collaborative) planning theory is recognised to draw from 

both deliberative democracy and the theory of communicative action (Allmendinger, 

2009; Innes, 1996; Mäntysalo & Jarenko, 2014; Sager, 2013) 
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2.3.2 Stakeholder engagement in urban planning 

Stakeholder engagement has evolved in a multitude of frameworks within 

planning theory since the early 20th century. Terms including collaborative planning; 

citizen participation; public participation; consensus building; and community 

planning, are examples of planning theories inclusive of stakeholder engagement 

practices.   

Godschalk and Mills (1966) advocated for collaborative planning, based on the 

premise that a democratic process, such as planning, should allow for representation 

of interests and identities of stakeholders (referring to them as ‘subcommittees’) 

(Godschalk & Mills, 1966). At that time, they argued the acceptance of the 

collaborative planning practices was ‘superficial and rare’. The widely recognised 

‘ladder of citizen of participation’ was produced by Arnstein (1969). This model was 

based on the argument that planning within a democratic system should be 

representative and inclusive of the community. She acknowledged that although this 

was the collective belief, it was not often practiced and her model was designed to be 

‘provocative’.  

This research is focused on the most recent and widely adopted theory of 

collaborative or communicative planning, as based on the theory of communicative 

action. These theories will be discussed below. 

Communicative or collaborative planning 

Communicative (or collaborative) planning was developed  largely based on the 

work of John Forester (1998) , Patsy Healey (1992) , and Judith Innes (1996) when 

they set out to redefine the theoretical basis of planning in the late 20th century to shift 

the focus from a structuralist and policy analyst perspective (Habermas, 1981; 

Mäntysalo & Jarenko, 2014; Roy, 2015; Teitz, 2006). (Sager, 2002). 

Healey (1992) developed her theory of communicative planning based on ten 

key intentions. First, planning is an interactive and interpretive process, not a single 

formalised dimension; second, individuals are engaged in their own discourse so 

communicative planning should aim toward reaching a mutual understanding; third, a 

respectful discussion is required, recognising potential differences in the discourse of 

individuals; fourth, planning should be self-reflective and occur across various arenas, 

not only through programmes of action; fifth, within the communicative process, the 
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opinions of all individuals should be considered equally with genuine attempt to 

understand each perspective; sixth, a reflective and critical capacity should remain 

throughout the process using the Habermasian claims of comprehensibility, integrity, 

legitimacy, and truth; seventh, all those with an interest or stake must be listened to 

and respected, despite potential conflicts between individuals; eighth, interaction 

should mutually reconstruct interests of participants to reach a mutual understanding 

through learning; ninth, communicative action has the potential to influence power 

relations by developing new understandings through learning and reflection based on 

transparency of communication and acknowledgement of dilemmas ultimately 

enriching the inter-discursive effort; and lastly, communicative planning is seen as a 

place to ‘start out’, without knowing exactly what will follow (Healey, 1999). Healey 

(2006a), describes collaborative planning as a way of developing a “communicative 

approach to the design of governance systems and practices, focusing on ways of 

fostering collaborative, consensus building practices” (pg. 5) which takes as a “ 

normative position, an ethical commitment to enabling all stakeholders to have a 

voice” (pg. 5). 

During the communicative turn in planning theory, Innes (1996) developed her 

empirical work on ‘consensus building’. Though widely assumed, this work was not 

built based on the work of Habermas, but was built on a number of fields, including 

bargaining, mediation and alternative dispute resolution (Innes, 2004). Although not a 

motivation for her work, Innes (2004) acknowledged the role of Habermas (1981) in 

understanding consensus building dialogue and the close alignment with the 

communicative rationality theory. One of the key differences is seen in the practical 

application of consensus building as opposed to the largely normative model of 

communicative action (Innes, 2004). 

Innes and Booher (1999) describe consensus building as a process in which 

stakeholders come together, face-to-face, to address issues of common concern (Innes 

& Booher, 1999). Consensus building with stakeholders is seen as crucial in 

developing a truly comprehensive plan and is a legitimate method of identifying public 

interest  and is seen as “a way to address complex, controversial public issues where 

multiple interests are at stake”(Innes, 1996, pg. 461). They develop several process 

and outcome criteria for assessing the ‘success’ of consensus building (Innes & 

Booher, 1999). Innes and Booher (1999) reason that understanding dynamics of 
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consensus building may lead to insights which allow for more adaptive and successful 

collaborative planning. 

Forester (1988) developed a model of ‘critical pragmatism’. Building on the 

work of Schön (1995), Forester (1999) links a pragmatic approach to planning 

methods, combined with the communicative dimensions of Habermas’s work. Critical 

pragmatism advocates for planning practice based on practical judgement and wisdom 

in which the “norm” is critiqued continuously (Healey, 2009). The theory of 

communicative action is used in this case to:  

“Highlight the significance of the human capacity for practical judgment 

about what goes on in communicative practices and how this capacity can 

be transferred to the public sphere as a way of evaluating what people are 

conveying when articulating concerns, perceptions, and possibilities in 

planning situations” (Healey, 2009, pg. 287).  

His concern is not only with what planners do, but how they perform what they 

do and includes extensive analysis of mediators which he believes will help inform 

planners in their increasing role managing contentious interdependence (Mäntysalo, 

Balducci, & Kangasoja, 2011).  

Legacy, March, et al. (2014) describe deliberative engagement as “participatory 

planning that encourages inclusivity and open discussion whereby face-to-face 

dialogue between stakeholder groups (government, business, interest groups, 

residents) is formalised” (pg. 27). This type of collaborative or communicative 

planning is often referred to as a means for more efficient conflict mitigation (Healey, 

1998b, 2006a; Innes & Booher, 1999). 

Institutional environments are seen as key to implementation of successful 

communicative planning practice. There is an innate need to understand institutions in 

planning and they can make the difference between communication as debate and 

communication as argument (Bäcklund & Mäntysalo, 2010; Forester, 2006). The 

relevance of institutional frameworks to urban planning and airport planning is 

discussed in chapter 3. Within the work of collaborative planning theorists there is an 

explicit concern with how practitioners actually implement decisions to achieve 

inclusive equitable outcomes for people affected by planning decisions (Teitz, 2006). 
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This crux of communicative planning is a normative stance, one which receives some 

critique.  

Critiques of communicative planning  

The critiques of communicative planning can be closely linked to that of 

deliberative democracy. Much of the critique surrounding communicative planning 

theories is around the idealistic and utopian goals, and the assumed neutrality of 

planners (see for example: Hillier, 2003; Mäntysalo & Jarenko, 2014; Roy, 2015). 

Furthermore, the seemingly inevitable influence of power in collaborative planning is 

seen as a core issue of collaborative planning (Huxley, 2000; Legacy, Curtis, et al., 

2014; Mouffe, 1999; Roy, 2015).  

Innes (2004) responded to critiques regarding power, explaining that 

collaborative planning, and particular the model of consensus building, distinguishes 

between ‘power around the table’ and ‘power outside the dialogue’ (Innes, 2004, pg. 

12). She argues that the former can “largely be equalized with skilful management of 

dialogue, shared information, and education of the stakeholders” (Innes, 2004, pg. 

12) and the latter is untouched by consensus building. Roy (2015) argues that this is 

exactly the problem that critics have of communicative planning – the separate 

between inside and outside – which assumes political equality without achieving 

socio-economic equality, which is disputed to be impossible.  

In response to the challenges facing deliberative democracy with regard to 

power, Mouffe (1999) developed the alternative model of agnostic pluralism. Agnostic 

pluralism aims to sufficiently acknowledge the dimension of power and antagonism 

within politics. The theory argues to not neutralise power, but rather to accept power 

relations and to transform these toward the promotion of democratic design. She 

argues that the dismissal of power is only temporal and consensus always entails some 

form of exclusion (Mouffe, 1999, 2000).  

Additional critiques maintain that the strong emphasis on ‘consensus-orientated’ 

governance does not allow for superficial stakeholder engagement, conducted merely 

as a means of conformance (Ansell & Gash, 2008; Emerson, Nabatchi, & Balogh, 

2012; Johnston, Hicks, Nan, & Auer, 2011; Rogers & Weber, 2010). Taylor (1998) 

also found the accurate identification of stakeholder and public interest problematic 

and developed the discourse model of planning as a means to addressing it. More 
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recently, Brand and Gaffikin (2007) highlighted the barriers when striving to achieve 

local democratic collaboration within a global competitive arena. They identified the 

increasingly individualistic and non-collaborative global attitudes and contended that 

the theory of collaborative planning needs to be updated to consider this (Brand & 

Gaffikin, 2007).  

Mäntysalo and Jarenko (2014) describe that the third generation of deliberative 

democracy relaxes the consensus goal. They also argue that despite the critiques of 

communicative planning theory, these scholars do not themselves offer an alternative 

planning theory that could lead ‘better’ planning theory than communicative planning 

theory. As such, despite considerable critique of collaborative or communicative 

planning theory, it remains an important and dominant planning theory. This research 

investigates whether genuine collaborative planning processes can be, or are, achieved 

within a neoliberal airport planning context and whether these are truly deliberative.  

2.3.3 Stakeholder engagement in business management 

It is important to acknowledge the stakeholder engagement literature which has 

developed within the context of business management and corporations. This literature 

has a primary focus on the consideration of stakeholder engagement in a private 

ownership context. It differs considerably from the stakeholder engagement planning 

literature due to the contrasting priorities of corporations and public planning entities. 

The focus on private interest and how this influences stakeholder engagement is 

considered particularly relevant to this research given the neoliberal assumptions and 

context of this research.  

Within the field of business management and organisational theory and practice, 

corporate social responsibility (CSR) and social licence to operate (SLO) have been 

dominant since the middle of the twentieth century. They have evident ties to 

stakeholder engagement literature and are considered most relevant to this research 

and reviewed below.  

Corporate social responsibility  

CSR has been evolving in the literature since the 1950s. Initial developments of 

CSR in the literature are described as largely value-free and focused on economic 

benefits (Kakabadse, Rozuel, & Lee-Davies, 2005; Wood & Jones, 1995).  



  

Neoliberalism, deliberative democracy, and historical institutionalism Page 25 

In the early 1960s, Friedman (1962) famously stated his disapproval of the 

growing trend of corporations considering their CSR – labelling it as a “fundamental 

misconception of the character and nature of a free economy”. He continued to argue 

that there is only one social responsibility of business and that is to “engage in 

activities designed to increase profit so long as it stays within the rules of the game” 

(Friedman, 1962, pg. 178). The most extreme position on economic CSR was taken 

soon after by Carr (1968) who argued that ethics within business should be sometimes 

bluffed as a form of strategy – in a world in which the prime motive for business is to 

make  profit from product (Carr, 1968; Lantos, 2001).  

Around the same period as Carr’s comments, scholars began to consider 

sustainability and its components of business ethics and social responsibility. They 

began to doubt the capacity of corporations to address socio-economic realities while 

operating within classical liberal assumptions and found the traditional model 

advocated by Friedman (commonly applied through the Agency Theory framework) 

to be dysfunctional and damaging (Buckingham & Nilikant, 2012; Ghoshal, 2005; 

Kakabadse, et al., 2005). 

The classical economic perspective of CSR is still embodied within the literature 

and practices of corporations (Henderson, 2001), although is being continually 

contested. The increasing pressure on companies to consider their social 

responsibilities is supported by the mounting interest in stakeholder engagement with 

CSR (Aguilera, Rupp, Williams, & Ganapathi, 2007; Davies, 2004) and can be 

identified through the mounting interest in stakeholder engagement within CSR 

practices (see for example: Brammer, Jackson, & Matten, 2012; Carroll, 1999; 

Freeman & Liedtka, 1991; Kakabadse, et al., 2005; Meehan, Meehan, & Richards, 

2006; Schwartz & Carroll, 2003).  

Scholars also identified that business’ role within society began to evolve when 

society at large began to react to the moral compromises apparent when corporations 

acted within the liberal economic model (Kakabadse, et al., 2005). CSR has evolved 

from being a process considered to be detrimental to a company’s economic prosperity 

to being beneficial for a company, both morally and economically (Branco & 

Rodriques, 2007; Porter & Kramer, 2002; Rönnegard, 2013; Schwartz & Carroll, 

2003). 
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Defining corporate social responsibility   

Despite numerous attempts, a standardised definition for CSR is not clearly 

established in the literature (for comprehensive reviews, see: Black, 2013; Carroll, 

1979, 1999; Dahlsrud, 2008; Van Marrewijk, 2003; Wood, 1991). Part of the 

difficultly in defining CSR is due to the wide range of research fields and industries in 

which it has been used. Fields ranging from human rights (Freeman, Pica, & 

Camponovo, 2001); to affecting social change (Aguilera, et al., 2007); economic 

performance (McWilliams & Siegel, 2001); stakeholder management (Preston & 

Sapienza, 1990); human resources; and sustainable management (Williams, 2013), its 

application has been extensive. Another reason for this ambiguity is the contextual 

nature of CSR, given that every corporation has varying and specific issues to be 

addressed (Fryzel, 2011; Van Marrewijk, 2003). Essentially, definitions of CSR can 

be broadly divided into two groups: those who argue the priority of corporations is to 

maximise profits; and those who believe corporations have a broader range of 

obligations toward society (Schwartz & Carroll, 2003). In his extensive review of CSR 

definitions, Dahlsrud (2008) concluded that the literature described a phenomena but 

failed to prescribe ways in which corporations can manage the associated challenges. 

He argued that the challenge for corporations is to understand how CSR has been 

constructed and evolved in that specific context. 

It would be naïve to suggest that CSR within a neoliberal airport planning 

context could exclude economic drivers; however the societal impact of airports is 

likewise important given their role as public service providers. A contemporary 

adoption of the CSR concept allows for consideration of this construct. The adopted 

perspective for this research therefore, is the designation of CSR as a management 

approach whereby corporations meet or exceed stakeholder expectations in addressing 

and responding to social, ethical and environmental concerns whilst remaining 

considerate of shareholder value and the corporations’ revenue, profits and legal 

obligations.  

Explicit vs implicit corporate social responsibility   

Significant to this research is the distinction between ‘explicit’ and ‘implicit’ 

CSR (Brammer, et al., 2012; Matten & Moon, 2008). ‘Explicit’ CSR is defined as 

“policies that assume and articulate responsibility for some societal interest” – 

referring to voluntary CSR strategies (Matten & Moon, 2008). ‘Implicit’ CSR is 
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defined as “corporations’ role within the wider formal and information institutions for 

society’s interests and concerns” – referring to requirements for corporations to 

address stakeholder issues based on the established institutional environment (both 

mandatory and non-mandatory) (Matten & Moon, 2008). This distinction establishes 

one of the key contextually differentiating components between the contrasting airport 

planning and governance structures – whether CSR and/or stakeholder engagement is 

a requirement. 

Social licence to operate 

SLO is a concept that has derived notions from socio-political risk in the 

stakeholder environment (Boutilier, Black, & Thomson, 2012). Forty years ago, 

Shocker and Sethi (1973) declared that “any social institution—and business is no 

exception—operates in a society via a social contract” if they are to operate 

successfully. This concept has developed over time and the contemporary use of the 

term was coined in 1997 in the context of the mining industry (Bice & Moffat, 2014; 

den Hond, Rehbein, de Bakker, & Lankveld, 2014). Mining companies had started to 

lose money as a result of community resistance to their projects and the metaphor of 

‘social licence’ was used to explain the possible detrimental significance of this 

conflict. The term soon became common place (den Hond, et al., 2014; Wilburn & 

Wilburn, 2011).  Natural resource and extractive industries have remained a strong 

focus in the SLO literature, particularly in an Australian context (see for example: 

Bice, 2014; Healey, 1999; Lockett, Moon, & Visser, 2006; Lounsbury & Beckman, 

2014; Windsor, 2006).  

SLO is intended as a metaphor – it is not a literal licensing agreement and can 

be defined as “the level of acceptance or approval continually granted to an 

organisation’s operations or project by local community and other stakeholders” 

(Black, 2013, p.15). Thomson and Boutilier (2011) explain that a company with a low 

level of SLO is at greater socio-political risk. In addition, in implementing SLO 

strategies there is opportunity to attend to (or make claims to attend to) stakeholder 

concerns without formal enforceable compliance requirements while leveraging 

reputational gains (Bice & Moffat, 2014). 

The literature for SLO commonly refers to ‘community’ as the major target of 

SLO imperatives. This research will adopt a broader ‘stakeholder’ perspective for 

which airports are to earn and maintain SLO – a perspective shared with Thomson and 
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Boutilier (2011). As described earlier, airports are significant pieces of infrastructure 

and development, not only for the community but for other stakeholders including 

government, consultants, community groups and industry bodies, some of which may 

not be located within the same geographical area as the airport and as such cannot be 

identified within the classical ‘community’ definition. To address this, Dare, Schirmer, 

and Vanclay (2014) propose the recognition of SLO as a continuum – incorporating 

multiple social licenses ranging from local, regional and society wide licences. SLO is 

contextual and is not a singular ‘licence’ granted by all of society, but a range of 

licenses based on the expectations of certain stakeholders in certain contexts which 

may sometimes be in conflict with each other (Dare, et al., 2014). 

SLO is commonly referred to as a ‘pillar’ or supporting strategy to CSR and 

started to become prevalent in the natural resource and extractive industries around the 

same time CSR strategies were being embraced by corporations globally (Bice, 2014; 

Idowu, Capaldi, Zu, & Gupta, 2013; Wilburn & Wilburn, 2011). Bice (2014) 

succinctly describes the relationship between CSR and SLO: “while the two concepts 

interact substantially, they are distinct, with the social licence perhaps best 

conceptualized as one means of operationalizing or realizing commitments to 

corporate social responsibility which embody particular principles, philosophies and 

practices” (Bice, 2014, p.63). For the purposes of this research, SLO will be 

interpreted as a vital, but distinct component of broader notions of CSR. CSR and SLO 

have a reciprocal relationship and a strong connection to stakeholder engagement. 

Corporate social responsibility and stakeholder engagement  

The evolution in stakeholder theory has fundamentally followed the same 

movement as CSR research. Within each of these theories, corporations were initially 

viewed as having responsibility only to shareholders, and evolved into theories that 

encompass consideration of other stakeholders, and society at large.  

Stakeholder theory has increasingly been linked with CSR since the 1900s, both 

as an alternative to CSR and as a complementary concept (Dempsey, 2009; Freeman, 

Harrison, Wicks, Parmar, & de Colle, 2010; Knih, 2012). Freeman, et al. (2010) 

describe that CSR can be viewed as “applying the stakeholder concept to non-

traditional stakeholder groups that are usually thought of as having an adversarial 

relationship with the firm. In particular, less emphasis is put on satisfying the owners 

and comparatively more emphasis is put on the public and community”  (Freeman, et 
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al., 2010, p. 40). More specifically, the normative use of stakeholder theory is often 

correlated with CSR. It is commonly argued that the issues highlighted in stakeholder 

theory evolved within CSR writings (Dempsey, 2009; Donaldson & Preston, 1995; 

Friedman & Miles, 2006).  

In addition, there are numerous publications that connect concepts of CSR and 

stakeholder theory (see for example: Aguilera, et al., 2007; Branco & Rodriques, 2007; 

Clarkson, 1995; Dunfee, 2009; Fransen, 2012; Friedman & Miles, 2006; Jamali, 2008; 

O'Riordan & Fairbrass, 2008). Lindgreen, Kotler, and Vanhamme (2012) and Pedersen 

(2006) argue that stakeholder engagement is a critical and unavoidable mechanism in 

realising CSR initiatives and that they are ‘inseparable companions’.  

Social licence to operate and stakeholder engagement  

Knih (2012) argues that stakeholder engagement increases trust, communication 

and participation which play a crucial role in establishing a corporation’s SLO. In 

addition, Wilburn and Wilburn (2011) highlight the use of stakeholder identification 

and engagement within the SLO process. They argue that engagement with 

stakeholders allows corporations to understand the ‘micro-social contracts’ that bind 

each stakeholder group. These contracts can help to ascertain institutional differences 

within stakeholder groups and in turn be the foundation on which to negotiate 

differences (Wilburn & Wilburn, 2011).   

This specific connection of stakeholder engagement and SLO is relatively 

understated in the literature; however given the nature of the three theories, it is argued 

that they are closely intertwined. The strong connection between CSR and SLO, and 

CSR and stakeholder engagement respectively, establishes how these concepts are 

complimentary and can be successfully combined to identify how airports are (or are 

not) successfully engaging with their stakeholders within their planning process. The 

use of corporate social responsibility (CSR) and social licence to operate (SLO) in 

conjunction with stakeholder engagement theories is supported in the literature. 

Stakeholder theory has increasingly been linked with corporate social responsibility 

(see for example: Dempsey, 2009; Freeman, et al., 2010; O'Riordan & Fairbrass, 2008) 

and the two are often considered inseparable components (Pedersen, 2006). 

Stakeholder theory is also identified as important to a corporation when obtaining and 

maintaining a SLO (Knih, 2012; Wilburn & Wilburn, 2011).  
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2.3.4 Summary 

Changing societal expectations and an increase in deliberative engagement 

practices are influencing urban planning and business management practice and 

research globally. There is evidence of this context affecting stakeholder engagement 

in airport planning research and practice, which is outlined in the following chapter in 

section 3.4. 

2.4 THE PARADOX OF NEOLIBERALISM AND DELIBERATIVE 

DEMOCRACY  

There is an existing discussion in the literature surrounding the political and 

normative relationships between democracy and neoliberalisation (Healey, 2006a; 

Legacy, Curtis, et al., 2014; Purcell, 2008, 2009; Roy, 2015). It is commonly agreed 

that the process of neoliberalisation undermines deliberative democracy and 

collaborative efforts, given the emphasis on increasing control of the private entities 

over other spheres (Harvey, 2005; Purcell, 2009; Roy, 2015). The possibility of true 

deliberative democracy is directly questioned in a neoliberal planning environment 

given uneven distribution of power (Mäntysalo & Jarenko, 2014; Purcell, 2009).  

Baeten (2012b) recognise that the effectiveness of these methods can be toppled by 

the fact that the regulators principles may in fact by shaped by marked forces, within 

neoliberal planning environments. This is further supported by Taşan-Kok and Baeten 

(2012) who describe that “while participation and bottom-up approaches are 

encouraged and regulated in contemporary urban societies, their effectiveness is 

limited by public decision-makers whose principles may be a result of pressure from 

market forces” (pg. 2).  

May and Hill (2006) highlight three overlapping areas of importance in airport 

planning: the market, the government, and civil society. They conclude that “market 

based considerations are still dominant, even if under challenge” (pg. 449). The 

paradox that planners face within neoliberal paradigms is highlighted by Miraftab 

(2004), who argued that while policy makers and planners sometimes reduce 

community empowerment and public participation in these environments, they will 

still seek legitimacy. This results in a feigned adoption of a social concern which is 

fabricated through politicised decisions making processes. Within this process, 

planners can be seen to implement tokenistic stakeholder engagement, to legitimise 

predetermined outcomes (Miraftab, 2004).  
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The tension between neoliberal contexts and deliberative engagement in 

planning practice is outlined by Legacy, March, et al. (2014). In a context where 

private sector interests are at odds with the communities interests, the private sector is 

more shrewdly engaged with the development process. To mitigate imbalances, they 

contend that deliberative engagement should be better integrated within regulatory 

frameworks which can dictate transparent and ongoing engagement throughout the 

entire planning process. In doing this, the outcomes of engagement during the strategic 

planning process could be incorporated into the implementation process and the 

community interests will likely be better represented (Legacy, March, et al., 2014).  

Roy (2015) and Purcell (2009) argue that the current paradigm of collaborative 

or communicative planning, as derived from a Habermasian idea of communicative 

action, supports the adoption of neoliberal approaches. They maintain that 

communicative planning theory supports neoliberals in reaching hegemony because 

neoliberal projects require legitimisation through outwardly democratic processes 

(which do no challenge existing relations of power) and communicative action is seen 

as providing this (Purcell, 2009; Roy, 2015). For example, within large PPP 

developments, steering committees are often formed with the premise of proper 

stakeholder engagement. In reality these groups are often made up of representatives 

of large industry or state bodies which have been selected by the developer, or 

authority representing the PPP (Roy, 2015). They argue that planners must reclaim 

power through mobilisation in order to develop more democratic, more just, and more 

civilised cities. This requires planners to consciously ‘take up’ the hegemonic struggle 

against neoliberalisation (Purcell, 2009). 

2.5 NEW INSTITUTIONALISM 

2.5.1 Introduction  

This section introduces the core theory for the comparative evaluative lens for 

this study, based on the theory of new institutionalism. There are three main branches 

of new institutionalism: rational choice institutionalism, sociological institutionalism, 

and historical institutionalism. An overview of each of these branches is provided in 

this chapter. This research adopts historical institutionalism to evaluate aspects of 

context, power, and institutional change which are considered particularly relevant to 

airport planning. 
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Section 2.5.2 presents an introduction to the literature on institutional theory and 

how new institutionalism has evolved from the roots of old institutionalism. Section 

2.5.3 outlines the categories of institutional design portrayed in the literature and the 

interpretation adopted for this research. Section 2.5.4 provides an overview of the core 

concepts of new institutionalism, including the variances between the three branches. 

Section 2.5.5 and section 2.5.6 elaborate on the core concepts of rational choice 

institutionalism and sociological institutionalism respectively. Section 2.5.7 provides 

a more in depth description of historical institutionalism literature, particularly 

referring to the aspects of the theory which are relevant to this research. Section 2.5.8 

describes how new institutionalism has been utilised in planning theory to date. It is 

acknowledged the sociological institutionalism has been the predominant new 

institutionalism theory adopted within planning, but that there are opportunities to 

expand the every growing relationship between historical institutionalism and 

planning theory.  

2.5.2 Institutional theory 

There are two dominant leanings in institutional theory: old institutionalism, and 

new institutionalism. ‘Old’ or ‘classical’ institutionalism was articulated in the 

writings of economists including John Commons and Thorstein Veblen, sociologists 

such as Max Weber, and political scientists such as John Burgess (Bush, 1987; March 

& Olsen, 1984). Old institutionalism (OI) focuses on the formal institutions, legally 

defined roles and positions of administrative, legal, and political structures embedded 

in coordinated and controlled bureaucratic contexts which produce those structures 

(Peters, 1999; Steinmo, Thelen, & Longstreth, 1992; Vassallo, 2016). In the 1950s and 

1960s, a ‘behavioural revolution’ occurred, in opposition to this interpretation of 

institutional theory (Alasuutari, 2015; Hall & Taylor, 1996; Steinmo, et al., 1992; 

Vassallo, 2016).  Scholars began to criticise OI for being too descriptive without much 

theoretical substance. It was argued that political science, if it were to be a true science, 

needed a stronger theoretical grounding in the evaluation of institutions and needed to 

adopt more stringent methodologies (March & Olsen, 1984; Peters, 1999; Steinmo, et 

al., 1992). The revolution resulted in a significant change in the way political science 

was observed, particularly the analysis of political structure. 

One of the most fundamental transformations during this time was the focus on 

individualism. OI is focused on the formal institutions and constitutional context, 
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largely ignoring the impact of individuals on institutions. In the behavioural 

revolution, this was reversed as behaviourists sought to examine the characteristics of 

individuals, rather than institutions, within the political system (Peters, 1999). Critics 

of OI argued that the institutions don not make the decisions, rather the individuals 

within them and they disagreed with the notion that the action of individuals is solely 

in response to obligation and duties (March & Olsen, 1984; Peters, 1999). It was 

debated that classical institutionalism did not sufficiently consider the external 

contextual phenomena influencing the institutions through individuals. It also did not 

account for economic interest, the cultural context and influence, the ‘naturalised’ race 

and gender exclusions within bureaucratic practice, and unexpected events (March & 

Olsen, 1984; McConnell, 2008; Peters, 1999). OI was also seen as too normative in its 

premise, focusing on how to make government ‘better’ and how it ‘ought’ to function. 

There were minimal empirical studies of how institutions actually functioned or 

comparative analysis between juxtaposing institutional configurations (Peters, 1999; 

Steinmo, et al., 1992). In addition, OI was seen to lack sufficient acknowledgement of 

the importance of the historical evolution of institutions (March & Olsen, 1984; Peters, 

1999).  

2.5.3 Institutional design 

Alexander (2005) identifies three levels of institutional design, which can be 

‘nested’ within another. The highest ‘macro’ level of institutions is applied to whole 

societies or significant macro-societal processes. Examples of institutions at this level 

include constitutions (i.e. the EU), new legal codes, and strategic political programs 

(which typically occur after social revolutions) (Alexander, 2005; Steinmo, et al., 

1992). Planners are not typically involved at this level of institutional design.  

The ‘meso’ level of institutional design is where Alexander (2005) identifies 

planners main involvement (akin to ‘intermediate-level’ institutions defined by 

Steinmo, et al. (1992)). This level of design is concerned with the design of planning 

and implementation structures and processes for activities associated with planning 

practice, for example: transportation, housing, infrastructure, and environmental 

policy. This level also includes the transformation or establishment of organisations or 

inter-organisational networks (Alexander, 2005, 2006).   

The lowest (‘micro’) level involves intra-organisational design, which can 

include small semiformal structures, including committees, teams, work groups etc 
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(Alexander, 2005). This level of institutional design is involved in managing and 

establishing activities at a meso level through, for example, a community advisory 

committee group as part of a larger regional planning project, or formal mediation and 

conflict resolution in an environmental planning controversy (Alexander, 2005).  

This study is mostly concerned with the meso and micro levels of institutional 

design described by Alexander (2005). In addition, the acknowledgement of the 

broader context (a key component of HI) allows for an understanding of general 

patterns produced at a macro-societal level within each airport planning context but is 

not the focus. Essentially, this research acknowledges the macro-level of airport 

planning institutions, reviews and compares the meso level, and appraises the way in 

which these two levels (as influenced by neoliberalism and deliberative democracy) 

are reflected in the lowest level of the institution.  

2.5.4 Core concepts of new institutionalism  

New institutionalism (or neo-institutionalism1

2) has evolved in various 

disciplines: political science, sociology, economics, and geography (Alasuutari, 2015; 

Hall & Taylor, 1996; Immergut, 1998; Peters, 1999). The origins of new 

institutionalism can be traced back to the formative work of Meyer and Rowan (1977), 

while the term ‘new institutionalism’ was first adopted by March and Olsen (1984) 

who described NI as a theory of the middle range that “it provides a link between 

deeper, structural factors such as those located in the economy, society and wider 

polity on the one hand, and human agency on the other. The main assumption is that 

institutions matter: they serve to channel and prioritise choices; shape actors’ 

behaviour, objectives and values; and thus affect administrative and policy outcomes” 

(1998, pg. 603). 

The desire to explain cross-national differences in institutional responses to 

common challenges and pressures is a common theme, or motivation, for new 

                                                      

 

2 ‘Neo-institutionalism’ has also been used to describe the convergence of old and new 

institutionalism (see for example: Greenwood & Hinings, 1996). It is predominantly used as a synonym 

to new institutionalism, which is its use in this research. 
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institutionalists (Steinmo, et al., 1992). New institutionalists are focused on why 

interest groups demand different policies in different countries, and why classes are 

manifest differently cross-nationally (Steinmo, et al., 1992).  

One of the most substantial differences between the two bodies of institutional 

theories is the way in which old and new institutionalists define ‘institutions’. While 

OI focuses on legal, constitutional, and formal structures, NI see institutions as a 

persistent and connected set of rules which prescribe behavioural roles and constrain 

and shape expectations through both formal and informal structures (Mills, Durepos, 

& Wiebe, 2009; Vassallo, 2016). Broadly speaking, NI seeks to define relationships 

between institutions and actor’s behaviour, to identify what institutions do, and to 

explain the origins of, and changes within, institutions (Alasuutari, 2015; Hall & 

Taylor, 1996). They argued that institutions can be seen as networks, which include 

not only vertical, but also horizontal connections between organisations. 

New institutionalists are concerned with how the environment in which an 

organisation functions helps to understand organisational dynamics (Abrutyn & 

Turner, 2011). Within these organisational dynamics, they are interested in 

understanding what individuals desire when their expressed preferences are so greatly 

affected by the institutional context in which they are voiced (Immergut, 1998). Rather 

than focusing on individual psychology, they analyse the effects of rules and 

procedures on the process of implementing individual decision making into action. 

The definition of ‘rules and procedures’ is a distinguishing element of NI as compared 

to OI. NI considers formal institutions, voluntary associations, firms, or even cognitive 

and interpretive frameworks to be rules and procedures in which individuals operate 

(Immergut, 1998).  

Several branches of NI have developed in the last few decades across a range of 

thought schools and each are engrained in different social ontologies. Some have 

evolved from neoclassical economic theories, while others focus on social 

constructions. A few authors argue that that NI has separated from OI too much and 

that both forms of institutionalism can be combined to create a better comparative 

framework (see for example: Abrutyn & Turner, 2011; Greenwood & Hinings, 1996), 

however it is commonly accepted that NI should be seen as not one coherent body of 

thought, but rather a culmination of various streams of NI (Blom‐Hansen, 1997; Hall 



  

Neoliberalism, deliberative democracy, and historical institutionalism Page 36 

& Taylor, 1996; March & Olsen, 1984). Peters (1999) identified six branches of NI, 

Lowndes and Roberts (2013) identify nine, and Hall and Taylor (1996) identify three.  

Since their seminal work, the branches identified by Hall and Taylor (1996) have 

been widely adopted across various fields of research and are the branches of NI used 

within the context of this research. The three branches are: rational institutionalism, 

sociological institutionalism, and historical institutionalism2F

3. Rational institutionalism 

and historical institutionalism originally developed within political science, while 

sociological institutionalism evolved within sociology.  

Definitions of ‘institution’ vary between the three branches. Rational choice 

institutionalists define institutions as “systems of rules and inducements to behaviour 

in which individuals attempt to maximize their own utilities” (Peters, 1999, pg. 19). 

Sociological institutionalists have generally adopted the definition of Hall and Taylor 

(1996) and view institutions as not only “formal rules, procedures, or norms, but the 

symbol systems, cognitive scripts, and moral templates that provide the ‘frames of 

meaning’ guiding human action” (, pg. 947). Historical institutionalists have a more 

narrow definition of institutions than SI and they are viewed as “the formal or informal 

procedures, routines, norms, and conventions embedded in the organisations structure 

of the polity or political economy” (Hall & Taylor, 1996, pg. 938). 

While all new institutionalists aim to explain the way in which institutions 

change and persist over time and how this affects individual behaviour, the 

understanding of the relationship between institutions and individuals varies 

significantly between the three approaches. There are two ways to define the 

relationship between institutions and individuals which Hall and Taylor (1996) 

describe as ‘calculus’ or ‘cultural’ approaches. A calculus approach identifies 

                                                      

 

3 Hall and Taylor (1996) also identified a fourth stream of  NI, seeded in economic theory. They 

consider new institutional economics (NIE) to overlap heavily with rational choice institutionalism and 

do not elaborate further on it. Whilst there has been some application of NIE to planning theory (see 

Alexander, 1992; Lai, 2005), the strong focus on transaction cost theory is not considered relevant to 

this research. NIE does not warrant specific investigation within this research but it is important to 

acknowledge. 
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individuals as strategic, seeking to maximise benefit and attain a set of goals or 

preferences and sees individual’s goals and preference exogenously to the institutional 

analysis (Hall & Taylor, 1996). In contrast, a cultural approach views individual’s 

behaviour as not as strategic and see them as “satisficers”, not maximisers (Steinmo, 

et al., 1992). It also argues that an individual’s choices will differentiate depending on 

the interpretations of situation rather than strategic calculation (Hall & Taylor, 1996). 

Individuals are seen as deeply embedded in institutions and institutions provide not 

only strategically useful information, but can also affect the very identities, self-images 

and preferences of individuals (Hall & Taylor, 1996; Healey, 2006a).  

RI sees individuals as motivated by self-interest. They see actors (or groups of 

actors) as the creators of institutions, based on collective action motivated by reducing 

risk and uncertainty (calculus approach). SI adopts a view in which individuals 

cognitive cultural beliefs are shaped by the norms and values embedded in institutions 

(a cultural approach). HI adopts a combination of calculus and cultural approaches. 

Individual behaviour depends on the context, the individual, and the rules of the 

institution. There is recognition that if strategies originating from institutional settings 

get adopted by actors and eventually morph into embedded norms, they will form 

worldviews, ultimately shaping the preferences of actors.  

Each school of NI reasons with institutional change differently. RI sees 

institutions as actor driven entities which are subject to market forces and only survive 

if they provide the most value for actors. SI sees the reason for change to be driven by 

broader cognitive cultural systems impacting shared understandings which change 

over time. HI identify significant events ‘critical junctures’ as the reasons for 

institutional change, though more recent HI literature has focused on incremental 

endogenous and evolutionary change for reasons of transformation also. 

The analysis of power is the last difference between the three discussed here. 

Power within RI is not seen as particularly influential within institutions. As actors are 

rational, they argue that actors will leave the institution or develop an alternative or 

competing institution if it does not benefit them. SI also does not consider power to be 

hugely influential in institutions. It acknowledges that powerful actors may exist 

within institutions, but argues that institutions are conceived beyond to the scale of 

individual actors or groups through norms and values of broader society. In addition, 

actors that may be seen as relatively powerless individuals can create change through 



  

Neoliberalism, deliberative democracy, and historical institutionalism Page 38 

collaborative action based on shared values. HI pays the most attention to power in 

institutions, particularly in the political science domain in which it developed. Power 

is seen as unevenly distributed between actors and organisations, either naturally or 

intentionally. Table 2-2 provides an overview of the key components of the three 

schools of NI reviewed here.  

Table 2-2: Overview of new institutionalism branches 

 Rational Choice 
Sociological 

Institutionalism  

Historical 

Institutionalism  

Origins 

Group theory; rational 

choice theory; political 

science  

Behavioural revolution; 

sociology 

Group theory; structural 

functionalism; political 

science  

Definition of 

institutions 

“systems of rules and 

inducements to 

behaviour in which 

individuals attempt to 

maximize their own 

utilities”(Peters, 1999, 

pg. 19) 

“not only formal rules, 

procedures, or norms, but 

the symbol systems, 

cognitive scripts, and 

moral templates that 

provide the ‘frames of 

meaning’ guiding human 

action” (Hall & Taylor, 

1996, pg. 947) 

“the formal or informal 

procedures, routines, 

norms, and conventions 

embedded in the 

organisations structure 

of the polity or political 

economy” (Hall & 

Taylor, 1996, pg. 938). 

Reasons for 

institutional 

formation and 

change 

Deliberative 

coordination between 

actors (endogenous) to 

overcome collection 

action problems 

(exogenous). 

Change occurs slowly and 

incrementally in parallel 

with the development of 

larger cultural cognitive 

systems (exogenous). 

Change is a result of 

both ‘critical junctures’ 

(exogenous) and 

incremental change 

(endogenous). 

Relationship 

between 

individuals 

and 

institutions 

Individuals as 

maximisers are the 

reason for formation 

and change in 

institutions. 

Institutions represent the 

embedded norms and 

values that shape 

individual understanding 

and interpretation. 

The historical evolution 

of institutions shapes 

individual action through 

rules and procedures. 

Analysis of 

power 

Power is not a 

significant focus. 

Institutions are seen to 

generate mutual 

benefits which 

individuals can leave 

by choice. 

Power is not a significant 

focus. Institutions formed 

on a broader scale of 

norms and values and not 

influenced by individuals 

power. 

Strong influence within 

institutions. Never 

assumed to be equally 

distributed. 

Actors 

Rational and self-

interested, driven by 

attaining preferences 

and values. 

Satisficers who act 

habitually based on the 

‘logic of appropriateness’ 

Both rule abiding and 

self-interested. 

Behaviour depends on 

the individual, the 

context, and the rules. 
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2.5.5 Rational choice institutionalism  

Rational choice institutionalism (RI) originated based on a study of American 

congressional behaviour in attempt to understand why there was unexpected level of 

stability within Congressional outcomes (Hall & Taylor, 1996). The origins of RI in 

political science drew heavily from ‘new economics of organisation’, emphasising the 

importance of property rights, rent-seeking, and transaction costs in the development 

on institutions (Hall & Taylor, 1996). There are four key features of RI which will be 

briefly described.  

First, rational choice institutionalists assume a set of behavioural characteristics 

for individuals. RI sees actors as strategic maximisers who have intrinsic preferences 

or tastes and will act strategically and with extensive calculation to achieve these 

preferences (Alasuutari, 2015; Hall & Taylor, 1996; von Beyme, 2014). 

Second, RI sees institutional change as series of ‘collective action dilemmas’ 

(Hall & Taylor, 1996). That is, because individuals are typically be driven by 

maximising the attainment of their preferences, a collectively suboptimal outcome is 

likely in any situation. In order to reach consensus, individuals cannot choose the 

outcome that would benefit them the most as they must opt for an alternative outcome 

which is mutually agreeable (Hall & Taylor, 1996; Immergut, 1998; Vassallo, 2016; 

von Beyme, 2014). True preferences cannot be expressed in this individualistic context 

and a collectively-superior outcome would typically only be possible if institutional 

arrangements were in place to ensure complementary behaviour by all actors 

(Alasuutari, 2015; Hall & Taylor, 1996; Immergut, 1998; Vassallo, 2016; von Beyme, 

2014). Institutional change within RI is typically presented as a comparative static 

assessment reflective of exogenous factors, rather than a dynamic approach of change 

which considers endogenous motivations (Mahoney & Thelen, 2010).  

The relationship between institutions and individuals is undoubtedly defined by 

the calculus approach within RI. Individuals employ strategic interaction, rather than 

impersonal historic forces, to drive outcomes and they have expectations about how 

others are likely to behave which affects this calculus behaviour (Alasuutari, 2015; 

Hall & Taylor, 1996; Steinmo, et al., 1992). 

Lastly, the way in institutions originate is defined by RI quite distinct from SI 

and HI. Aligned with the focus on individuals, RI sees the formation of institutions as 
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originating in a cooperation between actors. Institutions are formed and maintained 

based on the value function they provide for actors. If the institution survives after 

formation its existence is seen primarily as a result of providing more benefit to actors 

as opposed to alternative institutional forms (Hall & Taylor, 1996; Vassallo, 2016).  

2.5.6 Sociological institutionalism 

Sociological institutionalism (SI) was developed in the field of sociology in the 

1970s (Alasuutari, 2015; Hall & Taylor, 1996). Up until that point, it was commonly 

accepted that strategies and procedures adopted by organisations were a result of an 

attempt to find the most efficient and rational method. Organisations were seen as 

inherently rational operations, with ‘culture’ being identified as a contextual element, 

not an influencing factor (Hall & Taylor, 1996). Sociological institutionalists argue 

that the seemingly rational and efficient decisions of organisations are in fact a 

reflection of the transmission of cultural practices more generally. This view of 

institutions identifies culture itself as an institution, represented through routines, 

symbols, or scripts which provide templates for behaviour (Hall & Taylor, 1996; 

March & Olsen, 1984; Meyer & Rowan, 1977; Powell & DiMaggio, 1991; Vassallo, 

2016). There are three key differences between SI and the two other branches of NI 

described here.  

First, SI defines institutions much more broadly than RI and HI. It removes the 

distinction between the explanation of institutions based on organisational structure, 

and adopts an explanation of cultural influence based on the understanding of shared 

attitudes of values (Alasuutari, 2015; Hall & Taylor, 1996; Powell & DiMaggio, 1991). 

Indeed, SI sees ‘culture’ as an institution in itself. 

Sociological institutionalists view the relationships between institutions and 

individual action as interlinked and mutually constitutive. While RI describes 

institutions as prescribing the strategic calculations of individuals, SI considers 

institutions to be the context in which the most basic preferences and self-identify of 

actors are formed (Alasuutari, 2015; Hall & Taylor, 1996; Powell & DiMaggio, 1991; 

Vassallo, 2016). The view in SI is that actors identities are constituted from 

institutional forms, images, and signs provided by social (or cultural) life (Hall & 

Taylor, 1996; Peters, 1999; Vassallo, 2016). Actors take action based upon a ‘logic of 

appropriateness’ – perspective on how human action is interpreted (March & Olsen, 

2013). This logic is based on the postulation that action is driven by rules, and rules 
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are followed because they are seen as natural, rightful, and expected i.e. appropriate 

conduct as institutionally mediated (March & Olsen, 2013; Rozema, 2015). The 

appropriateness of rules includes both cognitive and normative components and the 

ideas form an understanding of whether behaviour is ‘legitimate’ i.e. whether it 

adheres to institutions (March & Olsen, 2013; Rozema, 2015). 

The last major difference is the way in which SI sees the formation and change 

of institutions. In contrast to RI and HI, SI sees the impetus for institutional change as 

the advancement of social legitimacy or ‘modernisation’ of the organisation (Hall & 

Taylor, 1996). This change occurs slowly and incrementally as broad cognitive 

cultural ‘scripts’ are replaced or superseded and reflected within the individuals of 

institutions (Thelen, 2003). While social institutionalists sometimes disagree on how 

to define the ‘legitimacy’ or ‘social appropriateness’, there is a central agreement that 

the specific form and practices of institutional are adopted because of their value 

within a broader cultural environment, not because it advances the means-end 

efficiency (Hall & Taylor, 1996).  

2.5.7 Historical institutionalism 

Historical institutionalism evolved from group theory and structural 

functionalism which were both prominent theories in political science in the 1960s and 

1970s (Hall & Taylor, 1996). HI has also been influenced by the behavioural 

revolution described earlier (Immergut, 1998). HI evolved around the same time as RI, 

but in relative isolation from it. HI incorporates rational elements with consideration 

of sociological elements. Within the context of the three forms of NI considered here, 

Hall and Taylor (1996) posit that HI is distinctive in four key areas.  

First, the relationship between institutions and individual behaviour is relatively 

broadly defined. Historical institutionalists are distinctively eclectic in their 

understanding of this interaction. They adopt both a calculus and cultural approach and 

describe that “strategies induced by a given institutional setting may ossify over time 

into worldviews, which are propagated by formal organisations and ultimately shape 

even the self-images and basic preferences of the actors involved in them” (Hall & 

Taylor, 1996, pg. 940). 

HI is particularly concerned with the influences of power and interests within 

institutions as compared to RI and SI. While institutional studies have paid attention 
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to power relations for a long time, the way in which power is unevenly distributed 

across institutions is a distinct focus of HI (Hall & Taylor, 1996; Mahoney & Thelen, 

2010; Sorensen, 2015). Historical institutionalists “assume a world in which 

institutions give some groups or interests disproportionate access to the decision-

making process; and, rather than emphasize the degree to which an outcome makes 

everyone better off, they tend to stress how some groups lose while others win” (Hall 

& Taylor, 1996, pg. 941). The comparative focus on historically generated context and 

the way in which this explains actor’s interest and power relations within institutions 

is a prominent characteristic of HI (Immergut, 1998; Mahoney & Thelen, 2010).  

HI rejects the notion that institutions would operate the same everywhere, and 

argues that the way in which an institution operates is heavily influenced by its context 

and, more specifically, is a result of its historical evolution within that context. In order 

to explain the evolutionary trajectory of institutions, the concept of ‘path dependency’ 

was developed as a vital element of HI (Alasuutari, 2015; Hall & Taylor, 1996; 

Pierson, 2000a; Thelen, 2004). Path dependency can be used to describe two contexts. 

The first refers to the very broad acknowledgment that ‘history matters’, 

acknowledging that everything has a cause and that we cannot understand an outcome 

without acknowledging the path it took – how it got there (Pierson, 2000a; Sewell, 

1996; Thelen, 2004). The second is essentially the argument that institutions are 

typically persistent feature of history and once formed and decisions are 

institutionalised, the proceeding steps will induce historical development along a set 

of ‘paths’ (Hall & Taylor, 1996; Peters, 1999; Pierson, 2000a). Notably, as described 

by Sorensen (2015), 

“The fact that some institution or technology has stayed the same for 

an extended period does not necessarily mean that it is path dependent, as 

it may be the only viable option. Claims of path dependence must be able 

to show that other alternatives are available and must be able to explain 

the positive feedback effects that generate continuity” (pg. 22).  

While the notion of path dependency conveys a level of stability, historical 

institutionalists do not deny that institutions change over time. There has been 

significant focus on how institutions change in the formation and evolution of these 

‘paths’ over time.  
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In the earliest descriptions of institutional change, the now widely adopted 

concept of ‘critical junctures’ (sometimes referred to as ‘punctuated equilibrium’) was 

developed (Collier & Collier, 1991; Hall & Taylor, 1996; Peters, 1999; Steinmo, et al., 

1992; Thelen, 2003, 2004). Critical junctures described a period of significant change, 

which typically occurs in distinct ways in different countries (or in other units of 

analysis) which produces distinct legacies (Collier & Collier, 1991; Sorensen, 2015). 

Essentially these are moments when substantial institutional change is triggered 

(primarily by exogenous forces) within a long period of institutional continuity and as 

a result new institutional arrangements and developmental pathways are created 

(Sorensen, 2015; Thelen, 2004). Albeit still a central aspect of HI, critical junctures 

are acknowledged to be rare occurrences and have been criticised for being bias toward 

institutional stability (Mahoney & Thelen, 2010; Sorensen, 2015; Taylor, 2013).  

More recent scholarship has focused on incremental change occurring, 

investigating the period in which institutions are either stable, or adaptively changing, 

without presuming it to be natural and acknowledging both exogenous and endogenous 

sources for change (Mahoney & Thelen, 2010; Pierson, 2000a; Sorensen, 2015; 

Taylor, 2013; Thelen, 2004). There are four sources of stability and change often 

referred to in HI literature: transaction costs, policy feedback, the interaction of 

political context and endogenous discretion and enforcement regimes, and institutional 

complementarities (Taylor, 2013). These will each be briefly explained here.  

The use of transaction cost theory is borrowed by the neo classic economic 

theory and is identified as a reason for institutional stability in HI. Once an institution 

is formed and procedures are set in place, human beings form expectations around 

rules and institutions and the act of dismantling or significantly altering it, even if were 

beneficial in the long term, is often seen as too challenging to implement. Change can 

have long term effects which can be hard to predict and often leads actors to maintain 

existing rules and norms. The unpredictability of results and increased costs to actors 

and institutions inhibits the likelihood of institutional change, therefore encouraging 

institutional stability (Steinmo, 2008; Taylor, 2013).  

Positive policy feedback is another narrative used to describe institutional 

stability. The term has been adapted from the theory of ‘increasing returns’ in 

economic theory, which Pierson (2000a) contends captures the idea of path 

dependency as a self-reinforcing process. A positive policy feedback process within 
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social sciences transpires when an institution allocates resources to a certain 

organisation or stakeholder who, over time, become invested in the policy and has self-

interest in ensuring it continues (Pierson, 2000a; Taylor, 2013). For example, the 

model of public pensions in which individuals pay into it yearly and will only receive 

a payout after retirement; or restrictive residential zoning intended to protect property 

values  (Pierson, 2000a; Sorensen, 2015; Taylor, 2013). This is also evidenced by the 

impact planning traditions and norms can have on an institution’s efficiency. When 

actors develop close networks within institutions, they develop a shared system of 

beliefs, values, and understanding of policy problems. In turn, these shared norms and 

practices incentivise the self-reinforcing processes which encourage stability within 

the institution (Taylor, 2013).  

The second aspect of change which Taylor (2013) identifies is the theory of 

institutional change developed by Mahoney and Thelen (2010), which has four key 

dimensions: displacement, layering, drift, and conversion. This theory is focused on 

the relationships between the institutional context and internal systems. There are two 

key variables in this: the degree to which external decision makers possesses the 

authority to block or advocate for enactment of change (referred to as ‘veto players’); 

and the degree to which actors internal to the institution exercise discretion over 

implementation or enforcement of policies (Immergut, 1992; Mahoney & Thelen, 

2010; Taylor, 2013).   

 ‘Displacement’ can either occur gradually or in the form of critical junctures. It 

is essentially the change which occurs when existing rules are replaced by new ones 

and institutions are either reformed or replaced (Mahoney & Thelen, 2010; Taylor, 

2013). This is mostly a reflection of institutional change with little discretion of actors.  

‘Layering’ occurs when new rules are attached to existing ones, inherently 

changing the way in which original rules structure behaviour. This is different to 

displacement change as the old institutions will remain but change, based on 

amendments, revisions, or additions (Mahoney & Thelen, 2010; Thelen, 2003). 

Change as a result of layering can be impacted by both the actors and the institutions. 

Actors may wish to preserve the status quo, but are unable to prevent certain 

modifications. Amendments may be minor, but through the process of layering, can 

result in significant institutional change over time.  
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‘Drift’ occurs when formal rules remain the same but their impact or outcome 

changes as a result of external factors (i.e. economic, social, and environmental) which 

can undermine the effectiveness of an existing institution Mahoney & Thelen, 2010; 

Taylor, 2013). Actors can also choose not to respond to the environmental impacts, 

which can in itself change the institution. If an actors discretion is insufficient to allow 

for adaptation, decision makers are more likely to refrain from, or actively oppose 

reform Mahoney & Thelen, 2010; Taylor, 2013).  

When rules remain formally the same but are interpreted and enacted in different 

ways, this is referred to as ‘conversion’ (Mahoney & Thelen, 2010; Thelen, 2003). 

While drifting occurs when actors neglect or ignore changed settings, conversion 

occurs when actors actively exploit ambiguities of institutions (Mahoney & Thelen, 

2010).  

Mahoney and Thelen (2010) also detail four types of actors and their affinity 

with each of the four descriptions of institutional change. Though undeniably 

important, an in depth focus on actors within institutions is not within the scope or 

focus of this this thesis so is not discussed further here (see Mahoney & Thelen, 2010, 

pages 22-32 for description of these actors).  

The final source of influence on institutional change is what Taylor (2013) refers 

to as ‘institutional complementarities’. This refers to mutually supportive 

complimentary institutional systems across national and domestic institutions.  Based 

on their dependencies, change in one part of the interlocking system can lead to change 

in other parts, by virtue of ‘complementary linkages’ (Sorensen, 2015; Taylor, 2013). 

This helps to describe the diffusion and transplantation of policy (Taylor, 2013).  

Importantly, institutional change may not occur quickly, but as a gradual change. 

This can be equally transformative overtime nonetheless. The approaches presented 

here to describe institutional change and stability are acknowledged not to operate in 

a vacuum, but within a cultural and historical context.  

The last key difference between HI, SI, and RI identified by Hall and Taylor 

(1996) is that historical institutionalists see institutions not in isolation, but rather as 

part of a ‘causal chain’ in which the cultural, economic, social, and political context 

acknowledged to impact attitudes and strategies of actors and institutional change 

(Hall & Taylor, 1996; Steinmo, 2008). The reason for this strong focus on context can 
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be recognized when considering that historical institutionalists define their research 

based on observed events or comparisons (Thelen, 2002). Within HI, institutions are 

not seen as the sole cause of outcomes, despite their role in constraining and refracting 

politics. They are seen to form a reflection of the ‘battles’ they face from their broader 

political context (Steinmo, et al., 1992).  

2.5.8 New institutionalism and urban planning  

New institutionalism and communicative action theory are seen to have a shared 

style and theoretical stance, with the departure between the two being the explicitly 

normative stance of communicative planning theory (Teitz, 2006). Planning theorists 

and practitioners contend with the challenge of how to categorise differences between 

traditions, modes, and styles of planning within varying institutional and legal 

frameworks that guide the implementation of planning policies over time (Sorensen, 

2015; Taylor, 2013). At the core of this is the desire to understand change and to 

understand how planning institutions have, and will continue to evolve, overtime. 

Identifying why distinct patterns occur in different places at different times, and what 

shapes actors behaviours, is core to planning theory and practice (Rozema, 2015; 

Sorensen, 2015; Taylor, 2013). Indeed, Alexander (2005) argues that to be effective, 

planners must understand their institutional context as they are a critical aspect of what 

planners do, recognizing that planning takes place “within a specific institutional 

context, or often in sets of different and varying ‘nested’ institutional contexts as 

indeed do all societal activities” (pg. 210). If it were not for the institutions which 

provide the framework and provide the ability to predict, forecast, and expect, it could 

be argued that planning would not exist (Teitz, 2006; Verma, 2006). Rozema (2015) 

supports this, stating that “the key point brought in by institutionalist theory is that 

spatial planning is an assemblage of practices embedded in institutions – thus 

operated in a polity regulated by institutional constraints. This essentially renders 

spatial planning a social process, with actors and institutions coalescing, cut-crossing 

or diverging in their spatial constructions of social reality” (pg. 482). Despite the 

apparent necessity of institutions to planning, and the way in which they shape 

planning processes, planning academics have seemingly not taken a significant interest 

in institutional theory, particularly the ‘new institutionalism’. Research on NI is 

widespread in political science, economics, and other social sciences, but remains 

sparse within planning theory (Forester, 2006; Rozema, 2015; Verma & Tiesdell, 
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2006). There are some scholars who have shown interest in applying the various 

branches of NI to planning theory and practice. These are briefly described here. 

New institutional economics and rational choice institutionalism and planning 

theory 

New institutional economics in planning theory is most widely known by 

Alexander’s (1992) work on the transaction cost theory of planning. There has been 

some more recent scholarship on the value of new institutional economics in planning 

(see for example: Lai, 2005), but Teitz (2006) contends that despite Alexander’s best 

efforts, the idea has not gained prevalence in planning theory. Rational choice 

institutionalism has been, perhaps unsurprisingly, more prominent in planning theory 

when developed by social scientists from a neoclassical economics tradition (Teitz, 

2006). RI is typically rejected by normative planning theorists due to its presumption 

of individuals as autonomous, pursuing their own preferences and preferring to reflect 

the individual identities of people, as socially constructed (Healey, 2006a). 

Sociological institutionalism and planning theory 

SI is used in planning theory to make sense of the way individuals’ worldviews 

influence decision arenas and subsequently how planning and governance can or 

should contribute to certain outcomes (Rozema, 2015). Actors have entrenched ways 

of seeing the world and acting in it, based on the geographies and histories of their 

context. These frames of references and systems of meaning are what impact society 

and social processes (Healey, 1992, 1998a, 1998b). Planning, as a socially constructed 

activity, is influenced by these cognitive frames and through the lens of SI can nurture 

legitimacy by appealing to shared norms (Healey, 2006a; Rozema, 2015). This can 

provide opportunities for actors to discuss development and produce institutions to 

sustain interpretations of reality in spatial planning (Rozema, 2015). From this 

perspective, planners as actors enforcing planning structures, have the ‘power’ to 

change rules, the flow of resources, and the way individuals think about things and 

through this continual learning process, have the potential to change institutions 

(Healey, 2006a; Rozema, 2015). Driven by the desire to create “good” spatial 

planning, actors can also develop new institutions to allow for development to happen.  

Patsy Healey has a continuing interest in the relevance of institutions to planning 

theory and has focused on the relevance of SI to planning. Her work has been centred 

on the use of SI in building social capital and inclusionary collaborative planning 
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processes, the use of SI in understanding the complexities of planning governance and 

recognising potential for transformative planning goals within these complexities, and 

the study of social innovation through governance qualities (González & Healey, 2005; 

Healey, 1999, 2006a; Healey, 2006b).  

Healey (1999, 2006a) ascertains that the development of individual identities 

occurs within social interactions (the core of SI), which allows for the formation of 

relational bonds with others based on a shared understanding and mutual trust. The 

process of relational bonding forms the grounding for place and value-conscious 

collaborative planning practice (Healey, 2006a). This is particularly effective within 

micro, or meso and micro, level planning practices as these is the level in which values 

and understanding of place is developed (Alexander, 2005; Healey, 2006a).  

With regard to transformative planning and social innovation in governance, SI 

allows for a critical review of transformative processes which consider culturally 

embedded norms as well as the visible world of routine and strategic interactions 

(González & Healey, 2005; Healey, 2006b). In other words, there could be multiple 

actor-networks, arenas, discourses, and practices in place which shape preference and 

interest of individuals. These must all be considered in order to truly understand 

potential influences and opportunities for innovation and transformative potential 

within a governance and planning context (Healey, 2006b).  

Alexander (2005) combines RI and SI in his approach to institutional design, 

recognising the rigorous analytical methods and tools of RI can complement the 

strengths of SI in analysing individual collective preferences and values. This approach 

is centred on normative institutional design, rather than a descriptive-explanatory 

approach to institutional analysis, which he identifies as a strength of HI.  

Historical institutionalism and planning theory 

HI has recently been identified by planning scholars as an appropriate framework 

for analysis of planning institutions (Faludi, 2016; Sorensen, 2015; Teitz, 2006). In 

contrast to SI, HI does not provide guidance for planning practice, but can provide 

powerful descriptive scholarship through (mostly) case study analysis (Teitz, 2006). 

Planning theory has stubbornly held onto its idealistic roots and this ‘sometimes 

utopian project of social transformation’ is identified as a potential reason for planning 

theory not adopted HI much to date (Taylor, 2013; Teitz, 2006). HI provides the 
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opportunity for planning to offer structural explanations for observed phenomena 

without the ‘trap of social determinism’ (Teitz, 2006).  

Within planning scholarship, there has been a particular focus on path 

dependency as an element of HI (Sorensen, 2015; Stead, de Vries, & Tasan-Kok, 2015; 

Taylor, 2013). However, recent development and interest in incremental change has 

been acknowledged as important to planning theory (Faludi, 2016; Sorensen, 2015). 

Sorensen (2015) is an advocate for the use of HI in planning theory in order to 

analyse continuity and change in public policy, highlighting the notable absence to 

date. He contends that planning history research lacks a robust theoretical framing and 

is typically conducted through ‘grand narrative’ driven storytelling, resulting in a lack 

of knowledge building. This, Sorensen (2015) describes, has led to difficulty in 

comparative analysis of planning approaches between cities, between countries, and 

over time. 

Planning institutions can be seen as multifaceted institutions which comprise of 

a complex network of organisations and actors that have evolved over extended 

periods of time as a result of both significant events of change and incremental change 

(Mahoney & Thelen, 2010; Sorensen, 2015; Taylor, 2013). HI allows for consideration 

of the planning institution’s broader cultural, political, economic, and environmental 

contexts and the acknowledgement that unintended consequences can, and do, occur. 

There are inherent disparities between planning institutions in varying contexts and 

their development paths are often as a result of political conflict, resulting in disparate 

distributions of power (Clark, Southern, & Beer, 2007; Mahoney & Thelen, 2010; 

Sorensen, 2015; Taylor, 2013). HI provides a valuable tool for comparative analysis 

of planning institutions in order to understand how and why institutions have 

developed and to help explain the diversity if planning systems. Historical 

institutionalism does not deny the importance of societal culture, professional norms, 

ideas and discourses. It does however provide an opportunity to identify the role 

institutions play in developing these important aspects of planning practice (Taylor, 

2013). 

The stark epistemological differences between RI and SI are reflected in their 

adoption in contrasting areas of planning theory. RI is focused on the rationalist 

notions of individual actors who institutional contexts provide opportunities for, or 

inhibit, their ability to maximise the attainment of their preferences or interests 
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(calculus). Such a view of individuals is evident in transaction cost planning theory. In 

contrast, SI reflects an epistemology centred on individuals behaving within socially 

constructed rules, norms, and routines which are embedded and reflected within the 

cultural identities of an individual (cultural). This epistemological approach is 

typically reflected in collaborative planning scholarship. Perhaps one of the reasons 

HI has to date not received as much attention in planning theory is the lack of clear 

epistemological standpoint. HI is seen to adopt a combination of the two approaches 

presented here, seeing individuals as both rule abiding and self-interested with their 

behaviour depending on the individual, the context, and the rules. As described by 

Steinmo (2008),“in order to understand historically specific events and long term 

political outcomes, one cannot strictly apply methods and epistemologies drawn from 

the study of invariant variables that have fixed relationships across space and time” 

(pg. 128).  

2.5.9 Summary 

Historical institutionalism is a theory which has received limited attention to date 

in the urban planning context. It has been identified as an appropriate means for 

comparative analysis for this research and the applicability to airport planning is 

presented in chapter 3, section 3.5. 

 



  

The airport context Page 51 

Chapter 3: The airport context 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter provides a review of the literature which highlights the complexities 

of modern airport planning. There is a marked lack of empirical work pertaining to 

airport planning, and more specifically in an international comparative setting. 

Empirical research on airports and literature from the theoretical fields of 

neoliberalism, deliberative democracy, and historical institutionalism relevant to 

airport planning are reviewed here. 

Section 3.2 provides a broad overview of the evolution of airports and aviation 

globally, since the turn of the twentieth century. The role of airports has changed in 

this evolution, influenced by a number of external factors. Section 3.3 describes the 

impacts of neoliberalism on airport governance and planning and section 3.4 outlines 

the way in which the changing expectations of society have impacted airport planning 

and stakeholder engagement. Section 3.5 presents an overview of how historical 

institutionalism is relevant to airport planning and engagement. Lastly, section 3.6 

presents the conceptual framework established for this study which has been 

developed to provide a conceptual understanding of the complexities addressed in the 

literature reviewed. 

3.2 THE CHANGING ROLE OF AIRPORTS 

This section provides a broad overview of the evolution of airport planning 

globally since the turn of the twentieth century. Establishing the historical perspective 

of airport planning provides context for the airport planning environments as they are 

today. 

In 1910, nineteen European countries were invited to the first diplomatic, 

international effort to establish air navigation principles and to determine the legal 

status of air space. This gave rise to the inaugural Paris International Air Navigation 

Conference (“Conference”). Although the Conference identified and addressed several 

issues essential for the future regulation of international air navigation, it failed in 

drafting an international convention.  
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During World War One (1914 – 1918), military aircraft proved to be an effective 

and powerful weapon. Fast and significant progress was made in aviation technology 

and heavily armed fighter aircraft soon superseded the use of aircraft solely for aerial 

reconnaissance. This rapid change was a  major reason for subsequent rapid 

development of international aviation law (Milde, 2008). 

World War One heightened the realisation that aviation was fast becoming a 

growing technology that required international regulation in order to prevent further 

conflict and encourage peaceful international air navigation (Milde, 2008). The 

International Convention Relating to Aerial Navigation (“Convention”) emerged from 

the Paris Peace Conference in 1919 (Lee, 2003; Milde, 2008). This Convention 

resulted in the first multilateral instrument of international law relating to air 

navigation. Perhaps most significantly, the Convention recognised that every country 

has complete sovereignty over their air space – a principle which has since been 

fundamental to international aviation law (Milde, 2008).  

World War Two (1939-1945), as with World War One, resulted in a rapid 

development in aviation technology, as aircraft were developed as a primary method 

of combat. Jet powered fighter aircraft were introduced during the war, heralding a 

new phase in the future of aircraft (Milde, 2008). World War Two forced aviation 

authorities to reconsider the location and use of their aerodromes. The aerodromes, 

located in often close proximity to the country’s major population centres soon became 

places of military importance. Significant infrastructure upgrades were required to 

sustain the heavy influx of military flight operations (Donnet, 2012; Lee, 2003).  This 

increased need for aerodrome infrastructure is identified as the first shift from the focus 

on air space to the planning for landside facilities and provisions. 

In 1944, 52 nations met in Chicago, on the request of the President of the USA, 

and the Convention on International Civil Aviation (“Chicago Convention”) took 

place. The Chicago Convention was the most significant development of international 

air law and still remains the fundamental source of international aviation law (Milde, 

2008). One of the most significant outcomes of the Chicago Convention was the 

establishment of the International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) which was 

formed upon the signing in 1944 (Mackenzie, 2010). ICAO is a United Nations agency 

that develops Standards and Recommended Practices for civil aviation in conjunction 

with 191 signatory countries and global industry and aviation organizations 
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(Mackenzie, 2010). These are used by the relevant parties to inform development of 

legally-binding national civil aviation regulations (ICAO, 2011).  

In a move significant for the planning of airports, the Council of the ICAO 

approved the first edition of the ICAO’s Airport Planning Manual in 1967 (“the 

Manual”) (the second edition was published in 1987). The Manual was intended to 

provide guidance to assist airport operators and managers in “planning the expansion 

of existing international airports and the construction of new ones” (ICAO, 1987, p.3). 

The necessity to develop plans for airports was minimal before this time and prior to 

adoption of the Manual; there was minimal guidance for airport authorities to do so. 

The Manual introduced the term ‘master plan’ – a term which remains commonly used 

in airport planning today. The Manual was developed as a response to the realisation 

that the expansion of air transport was, and would continue to have, a major impact 

throughout the world (ICAO, 1987; Mackenzie, 2010). All signatories to the ICAO are 

obliged to apply the ICAO standards to their international airports (Kazda & Caves, 

2007) and since the second edition of the Manual was published in 1987 they have 

adapted the standards to their respective contexts (Commonwealth of Australia, 1996b; 

Düsseldorf Airport, 2017c). 

In the late twentieth century, privatisation of airports was evident globally, 

aligning with broader neoliberal political ideologies as a means to stimulate economics 

(ICAO, 2013). As a result of this transition, there was a marked increase in strategies 

to increase non-aviation revenue streams at airports, representing a shift in the focus 

and role of airports (Freestone, 2011; Hasselbladh & Kallinikos, 2000; Morrison, 

2009). During the increased adoption of privatisation strategies, and following this, a 

number of geopolitical events impacted the aviation industry in the late twentieth 

century and early twenty-first century. These included the gulf crisis, the Asian crisis, 

the world trade centre attack in September 2001, the SARS outbreak spanning from 

2002 to 2004, and the global financial crisis (GFC), beginning in 2007 (Airbus, 2011; 

Davies, 2014). The terrorist attacks of September 2011 had significant impacts on the 

aviation industry and the way in which airports operated (IATA, 2011). The IATA 

(2011) described the attacks as the ‘beginning of the most challenge decade in aviation 

history’. Passenger traffic declined by 2.7% in the following year, airline revenues 

dropped by 14%, airlines lost $24.3 billion in 2001 and 2002, numerous airlines went 

bankrupt, and the oil price increased from 13% of costs (in 2001) to 30% (projected 
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for 2011) (IATA, 2011). One of the most significant impacts however, was the changes 

to airport and aircraft security required post-September 2011, affecting the 

Government funding requirements, airport terminal design, and screening 

requirements and technology (IATA, 2011; Rice, 2011). 

Following this, the GFC was acknowledged to have cost the aviation industry 

two years of growth globally (CAPA, 2009). The aviation industry saw a 14% decrease 

in revenue in 2008 to 2009 (IATA, 2011).  In a European context, 82% of airports 

reported reductions in air traffic in 2009, with the GFC identified to have cost three or 

four years of growth from 2007 to 2009 (CAPA, 2009). Despite these challenges, air 

transport grew at an average growth rate of 4.2% from 1990 to 2010 (Airbus, 2011).  

Aviation is one of the fastest growing industries in the world and passenger 

transport is the major driver of growth at a majority of airports globally. On January 

1, 1914, a sole passenger was flown 23 minutes; the first passenger flight in history. 

One hundred years later, on January 1, 2014, the IATA (2014) estimated 8 million 

people flew, on over 100,000 flights. In 2015, 3.6 billion passengers were transported 

by air (IATA, 2016). In addition to passenger transport, approximately 51.1 million 

tonnes of cargo are transported through airports (in 2015) (IATA, 2016). Airports are 

hubs of economic activity, not all of which is necessary or related to air transport. 

Airports employ a considerable number of people, which emphasises their strategic 

and necessary role within communities, cities, and regions. The IATA estimates that 

the aviation industry supports more than 62.7 million jobs globally and generates $2.7 

trillion in economic activity globally (including direct, indirect, and induced activity) 

(IATA, 2016).  

The context of airport planning is evolving, and the role of airports as economic 

hubs, rather than transport providers, is a reflection of this (Freestone, 2011). 

Concurrently, societal expectations of how a corporation, such as a privatised airport, 

are evolving. Increased expectations of transparency and communication are evident 

in practice and research (Bice, 2014; Healey, 1992). A contemporary history of airport 

planning and ownership is discussed within each case study chapter. 

3.2.1 From local to global   

This transformation of airport regulation and international agreements occurred 

in parallel with a broader globalisation movement which has had, and continues to 
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have, an impact on the aviation industry. Globalisation has occurred in ‘waves’ across 

history for decades (Oman, 1996), some argue even centuries (O'Flynn & Giraldez, 

2006). Since the turn of the twentieth century, four key periods of globalisation have 

occurred. The first occurred in the 50 years leading to World War One which ended 

with a temporary collapse of globalisation soon before the Great Depression. The 

second occurred during the 1950s and 1960s in the post-World War Two economic 

boom period. The third was evident in the diffusion of markets in 1980s and 1990s, 

and most recently in the twenty-first century with the rise of the emerging developing 

economics (Nederveen, 2012; Oman, 1996). The last three phases, occurring since the 

1980s, is the context in which this research is largely focused.  

There are varying perspectives of globalisation, depending on whether a social, 

political, or economic stance is taken. Broadly speaking, ‘globalisation’ is seen as the 

increasing international interdependence of the world economic system and activity 

across national and regional boundaries, market deregulation, and state 

decentralisation (Bell, 1997; Campbell & Pedersen, 2001; Oman, 1996). There are 

some acknowledged ways, or processes, in which globalisation has been evidenced: 

through the increased interlinking of national economies; the movement of tangible 

and intangible goods and services across nations; including migration of people, 

ownership rights, and trade and corporatisation; and the increased integration of 

financial markets (Bell, 1997; Cidell, 2003; Oman, 1996).   

Transportation is a key functional element of globalisation, allowing for the 

movement of trade, goods, and people. This critical role of transport infrastructure is 

described by Goetz and Rodrigue (1999) who state that “one cannot fully appreciate 

how globalization works without understanding how seaports, airports, rail terminals, 

and truck terminals operate as the linchpins of the global economy" (pg. 237). 

Transportation is seen to be shaped by globalisation and to enable it (Cidell, 2006; 

Freestone & Baker, 2011; Goetz & Graham, 2004).  

This ‘death of distance’ is characteristically facilitated by a decrease in 

government regulation to allow for such an increase in movement, or technological 

progress (Cidell, 2003; Oman, 1996). The implementation of such processes is 

typically driven by profit, based on pressures of competition and is evidenced in the 

increasing strategies of privatisation, liberalisation, and deregulation (Oman, 1996). 
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Globalisation and airports 

Air transport is particularly crucial in the effectiveness of increasing trade and 

network flows and are identified as “a prime example of not only how the global can 

affect the local, but the converse as well” (Cidell, 2006, pg. 652). Three aspects of 

globalisation most relevant to air transport are: transnational trade and corporatisation, 

technology progression, and deregulation and liberalisation (Cidell, 2006). The way in 

which airports have been affected, or have enabled globalisation, is apparent in the 

technological progression in aviation during pre and post-war periods, and in the 

deregulation, privatisation, and liberalisation of regulation encompassing the aviation 

industry. Toward the end of the first wave of globalisation, the first passenger aircraft 

was flown – a significant technological advancement. The second period occurred 

during the “golden era” of post-war growth in the 1950s and 1960s. Not only did 

aviation technology make huge advancements during the war, but the post-war period 

saw the beginning of international interdependence of the aviation industry when 

ICAO and IATA were formed (Mackenzie, 2010; Milde, 2008).  

The third wave occurred in the 1980s and 1990s, resulting in deregulation of 

airlines and liberalisation of financial markets which allowed for more foreign 

investment (Cidell, 2006). Deregulation became common place in OECD countries as 

a result of stagflation in the 1970s and 1980s and is referred to as a ‘neoliberal’ 

ideology (Brenner, et al., 2010a). Strategies were mostly focused on financial services, 

transportation, and communications (Oman, 1996). This deregulation and 

liberalisation was one of the most important forces shaping the aviation industry at the 

time. Many national governments sought to deregulate and/or privatise airlines and 

airports in order to increase competition to increase efficiencies and/or reduce the 

budget deficits burdening governments. This was particularly prominent in the US, 

Europe, New Zealand, and Australia (Hakfoort, 1999; ICAO, 2013). The deregulation 

of airlines, beginning in the US in 1978, was a turning point in air transport networks 

globally (Cidell, 2006). The deregulation which occurred, combined with an 

increasing development of ‘open skies’ bilateral agreements, meant that competition 

at airports was increased and cities and regions experienced strong economic growth 

as a result (Cidell, 2006).  

Not only were airlines and aviation agreements changing under this neoliberal 

paradigm shift, but it was during this time that airport governance and ownership 
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evolved significantly. National governments, particularly in Anglo-Saxon 

environments, began deregulating and liberalising their airport assets in the period of 

globalisation in the 1980s and 1990s. In Australia, the Commonwealth government 

divulged their responsibility of the nation’s airports through the long term leasing 

arrangements of the 22 largest airports to private companies while smaller, regional 

airports were transferred to local government authorities (Australian National Audit 

Office, 1999; Kiel, 1991). The Canadian federal government ‘transferred’ 26 of their 

large airports to not-for-profit entities while the smaller airports were transferred to 

local governments or other entities (ICAO, 2013). In Germany, the federal government 

also began the privatisation of their airports in the early 1990s through various models. 

Only five airports have been privatised (ICAO, 2013).  

Today, globalisation and air transport are mutually enabling each other. The 

growth in aviation enables increased movement of goods and people and contributes 

to globalisation, while the deregulation and liberalisation of airline and airspace 

agreements allows for airports to expand their markets. The evolution of airports and 

their role within a globalised society of policies and economic strategies have had an 

evident influence on airport planning, particularly in the countries relevant to this 

research. There have been inevitable impacts on the way in which airports operated, 

which is evident in the increased adoption of commercially driven, non-aviation 

growth strategies apparent in the following decades. The way in which globalisation, 

and the resulting neoliberal strategies of divulgence of nationally significant 

infrastructure assets, has affected airport planning is discussed in the following section.  

3.3 NEOLIBERALISM AND AIRPORT PLANNING 

This section introduces the neoliberal ideology, as shaped by globalisation, and 

how it has impacted airport planning. Sager (2011) articulates that “Neoliberalism is 

arguably the most useful concept available for connecting the political discourses of 

the economising of social life, the reformation of the welfare states, and the complex 

processes of globalisation” (pg. 148). The influences of neoliberalism on airports are 

evident in the models of airport governance being adopted globally, the 

commercialisation strategies of airports, and the increased focus on non-aeronautical 

revenue. An increase in PPPs, loosely defined regulatory structures, and commercial 

property development priorities are ways in which neoliberal planning manifests itself 

at airports.  
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Neoliberalism is directly identified in the literature as an influencing ideology 

on the operation and governance of airports since the 1980s (see for example: Carrión, 

2016; Freestone, 2011; Freestone, et al., 2006; Vasigh & Gorjidooz, 2007). Actually 

existing neoliberalism has been directly applied to the airport context more recently 

by Freestone (2011).  

Within the literature on neoliberalism, and ultimate privatisation of airports, 

there are a number of key themes reviewed with regard to regulatory structures adopted 

in the privatisation process. These include the varying models of governance and 

ownership adopted, the increase in commercialisation strategies, the price regulation 

strategies enforced, and the bearings these elements have on the planning process. 

Each of these themes is briefly discussed in this section. 

The effect of neoliberalism on governance and ownership structures of airports 

has been reviewed at varying scales. Studies on airport ownership and governance can 

be broadly grouped into three geographical regions: Australasia (Forsyth, 2002; 

Freestone, et al., 2006; Hooper, et al., 2000; Lyon & Francis, 2006); Eastern Asia 

(Fang, Tok, & Yang, 2008; Hooper, 2002); and Western Europe (Burghouwt & Huys, 

2003; Freathy & O’Connell, 1999; Villard, 2011). In addition, Gillen (2011), Oum, et 

al. (2006), and Oum, Yan, and Yu (2008) provided reviews of airports in various forms 

of governance/ownership structures around the world. The first section of this 

literature review details the investigation of the actual ownership structures and the 

impacts this has had airport efficiencies and pricing regulation structures.  

There are two types of revenue recognised at airports: aeronautical revenue, 

which relates to services directly linked to passenger and freight throughput and the 

use of those facilities; and non-aeronautical, which relates to non-aircraft related uses 

on the airport site. Though both branches of income are interdependent, non-

aeronautical revenue is becoming an increasing share of airports profits.  

The disjointed planning process surrounding privatised airports is an issue 

predominantly identified in Australian airport literature (Baker & Freestone, 2008), 

but is also identified as in issue internationally (Saldiraner, 2013) and is reviewed in 

the conclusion of this section. 



  

The airport context Page 59 

3.3.1 Models of neoliberal airport governance 

Neoliberalism was predominantly adopted in the neoliberal heartland including 

UK and Australia, but expanding globally, with increasing numbers of privatised 

government and ownership structures (Freestone, 2011; Vasigh & Gorjidooz, 2007). 

Nine categories were identified and they are listed below. Note that the examples do 

not necessarily denote nationwide strategies  

1) Wholly owned and operated by government (US, Singapore, Finland, 

Sweden);  

2) Government owned, privately operated (Chile, US); 

3) PPP with private controlling interest (Denmark, Austria, Switzerland);  

4) PPP with public controlling interest (France, Germany, China, Japan)  

5) Independent not-for-profit airport authority (Canada); 

6) Wholly privatised, for-profit via trade sale with share ownership (Australia, 

New Zealand); 

7) Wholly privatised, for-profit via initial public offering (UK);  

8) Operated and owned by multi-level government authority (The Netherlands, 

Germany); and  

9) Government corporations (Spain) (Gillen, 2011; Oum, et al., 2006). 

Investigations of airport governance/ownership have focused on the effects of 

each structure, particularly on cost efficiencies (see for example: Adler & Liebert, 

2014; Gillen, 2011; Oum, et al., 2006; Oum, et al., 2008; Vogel, 2006). This body of 

research is seemingly inconclusive regarding which models are most efficient, with 

varying results presented below. 

A number of scholars identified airports with majority of fully private 

ownership, or wholly public airports, to be the most cost efficient (Gillen, 2011; 

Hooper, 2002; Oum, et al., 2006; Oum, et al., 2008; Vogel, 2006). Models of mixed 

governance/ownership, particularly those with majority public ownership, were found 

to the least efficient (Adler & Liebert, 2014; Aigner, Lovell, & Schmidt, 1977; Gillen, 

2011; Oum, et al., 2006; Oum, et al., 2008). This aligns with the broader literature 

regarding privatisation which identifies privatisation as overwhelmingly associated 
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with improved financial and operational outcomes and increased performance (Kikeri 

& Nellis, 2002; Megginson & Netter, 2001).  

Generally speaking, privatised airports were found to be profit maximisers, 

while public airports were output maximisers (Gillen, 2011; Oum, et al., 2006; Oum, 

et al., 2008; Vasigh & Gorjidooz, 2007; Vogel, 2006). The presence of fewer 

conflicting objectives is seen as a potential influence on airport efficiency, and the 

most efficient airports were identified to have more entrepreneurial strategies with 

regard to engagement in non-aviation revenue raising (Gillen, 2011; Oum, et al., 2006; 

Oum, et al., 2008).  

In contrast, many authors have determined ownership structure not to be a 

determining factor in an airports efficiency, nor privatisation to be the most efficient 

model (see for example: Adler & Liebert, 2014; Assaf, 2011; Kutlu & McCarthy, 

2016; Vassallo, 2016). Vasigh and Gorjidooz (2007) reviewed the efficiencies of 22 

major airports across the US and Europe and determined that ownership was not the 

deciding factor of efficiency, rather the level of competition, the regulatory control, 

and the choice of the market. Some scholars argue that irrespective of the form of 

ownership structure, an airport is still subject to market forces that determine 

commercial value and competition. The governance and institutional frameworks in 

which the airport operates will determine the way in which the airport can respond to 

these forces (Adler & Liebert, 2014; Gillen, 2011). Similarly, Assaf (2011) identified 

the  pricing regulatory models enforced to be more influential than ownership 

structure. Others found privatisation to have better financial efficiency, but no impact 

on technical efficiency (Parker, 1999; Vasigh & Hamzaee, 1998). 

Airports within PPP models are also considered within the megaproject 

literature, in which megaproject is defined as “multibillion-dollar mega-infrastructure 

projects, usually commissioned by governments and delivered by private enterprise; 

and characterised as uncertain, complex, politically-sensitive and involving a large 

number of partners” (van Marrewijk, Clegg, Pitsis, & Veenswijk, 2008, pg. 591). Case 

studies of airports as megaprojects in the literature include Quito International Airport 

(Carrión, 2016), Denver International Airport (Johnston, 2011; Szyliowicz & Goetz, 

1995), Heathrow International Airport (Davies, Gann, & Douglas, 2009), and 

Montreal International Airport (Edwards, 2016). Airports as megaprojects are directly 

identified as a neoliberal strategy of governments (Carrión, 2016). This literature 
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largely focuses on the complexities of airports as megaprojects, particularly pertaining 

the public perception, the challenges resulting from inequal distribution of power and 

political influences, and the need for entreprenurialship in leadership to ensure their 

effective implementation (Carrión, 2016; Johnston, 2011; Szyliowicz & Goetz, 1995). 

3.3.2 Pricing regulation as a result of neoliberalism  

 Privatised airports typically operate as a natural monopoly given the inherent 

isolation of airports which provides them with strong market power. In order to 

minimise the abuse of this power, price and access regulations are normally enforced 

when airports are privatised, to varying extents (Gillen, 2011). Regulation structures 

can be broadly categorised into four types: single till, dual till, rate of return, and price 

monitoring (Gillen, 2011).  

Pricing regulation in Australia and New Zealand is seen as the frontier of light 

handed regulation (LHR) for airports and has seen a lot of interest in research due to 

the long standing arrangements, as compared to other countries (see for example: 

Arblaster, 2014, 2016; Domney, Wilson, & Er, 2005; Forsyth, 2002; Littlechild, 

2012a; O'Donnell, Glennie, O'Keefe, & Kwon, 2011). Australia and New Zealand 

provide have historically adopted different pricing regulations for their airports, but 

these regulations are more comparable today. While Australia has seen three major 

changes in their regulation, from price capping, to price monitoring, to the now LHR 

(though still price monitoring model), New Zealand has consistently had a LHR 

approach (Arblaster, 2014; Forsyth, 2002; Littlechild, 2012a). Both are now regulated 

by ‘shadow regulation’ which ensures that the threat of regulation remains, though a 

LHR structure remains enforced (Domney, et al., 2005; Gillen, 2011). In addition, they 

are both subject to stringent information disclosure requirements (Arblaster, 2014; 

Domney, et al., 2005; Forsyth, 2002).   

Studies have also reviewed the regulation adopted in a European context (see for 

example: Littlechild, 2012b; Marques & Brochado, 2008). The literature identifies 

varying effects of price regulation at privatised airports, depending on the model 

adopted. Price regulations at privatised airports have the ability to affect airport 

efficiency, the market power of the airport, and the monopolistic behaviour or airport 

operators. Their effectiveness is impacted by the frameworks in place for negotiations 

between airlines and airports, and the genuine credibility of the threat of regulation 

(Arblaster, 2014, 2016; Forsyth, 2002; Littlechild, 2012a, 2012b).  
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3.3.3 Commercialisation as a neoliberal airport planning strategy  

Non-aeronautical commercial development within airport sites is fast becoming 

standard practice at airports globally (Graham, 2009; Sager, 2013; Vasigh & 

Gorjidooz, 2007). Studies have investigated this phenomenon in New Zealand and 

Australia (see for example: Baker & Freestone, 2012; Lyon & Francis, 2006; Stevens, 

Baker, & Freestone, 2007), the United Kingdom (Ison, Merkert, & Mulley, 2014), 

Europe (Cresswell, 2012; Freathy & O’Connell, 1999), and the US (Freestone, 2011; 

Unnikrishnan, 2009). Examples of commercial development at airports include (but 

are not limited to) the development of hotels, air freight facilities, office space, factory 

outlet shopping centres, convention centres, and logistics parks (Cresswell, 2012; 

Freestone, 2011; Jarach, 2001; Morrison, 2009; Sager, 2013). 

The fees and charges related to car parking at airports are one of the most 

lucrative streams of revenue for airports (ACI, 2016; Freestone, 2011). As part of their 

most recent annual review, the ACCC (2017) identified the car parking charges in 

Australia to be high, particularly at Sydney Airport, with a profit margin of 73.1% on 

car parking. These profit margins have increased substantially in the last decade, 

increasing by 36.9% in Sydney, 58.1% at Melbourne, and 79.3% at Brisbane Airport 

(ACCC, 2017). This is a prominent trend globally, with car parking identified as the 

second largest source of non-aeronautical revenue across airports globally (22%), after 

retail concessions (ACI, 2016). 

The increase in non-aeronautical revenue is evident in the airports annual 

revenue shares. Though aeronautical revenue remains the majority of airports revenue, 

non-aeronautical revenue is increasing. In their 2015 review, the ACI (2016) reported 

a 7.4% increase in non-aeronautical revenue (commercial and non-operating activities) 

share across 818 airports globally, increasing to 45% of total airport profits. European 

airports were found to have the high proportion of these revenue shares compared to 

other regions, however emerging markets in the Asia-Pacific, the Middle East and 

Latin America-Caribbean have seen the highest growth in commercial revenue (ACI, 

2016). A majority of this commercial development is surplus to the core aviation needs 

of the airport where the intended consumer or user it not the airport passengers, but 

rather the wider community and industry across the city or region (Freestone, 2011).  

The strategies detailed above represent the commercialisation of airports and the 

effect this has within the airport site. This is one division of the literature in this theme, 
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the second focuses on the effects of commercial development on the airport and its 

surrounding urban area, with the view of airports as hub of economic development. 

Many scholars have developed conceptual and theoretical models in an attempt to 

explain or predict airports as activity centres, and the potential for this to impact areas 

outside of the airport fence. The prominent models include the ‘Airfront’, ‘Airport 

City’, ‘Aerotropolis’, and ‘Airea’ models. 

The ‘Airfront’ model was developed by Blanton (2004) and is described as the 

“myriad commercial, industrial, and transportation facilities and services 

intrinsically tied to the airport” (pg. 34). The concept is focused on facilities and 

business which are located on the airport fringe, not in the airport site. Within this 

model, it is argued that more should be done to effectively leverage the airport and 

integrate it within broader regional land use planning and transportation policy 

(Blanton, 2004). Blanton (2004) implores planners and policy makers to better 

integrate these ‘Airfront’ businesses to achieve mutually beneficial regional and local 

economic and environmental objectives, for both the airport and the region.  

The ‘Airport City’ concept was developed by Güller and Güller (2003). They 

argued the airports role has evolved from ‘traffic machines in the periphery’ to hubs 

for transport networks, particularly rail, and are substantial development ‘poles’ within 

their cities which have the potential to shape metropolitan transformation and create 

regional accessibility (Güller & Güller, 2003). The ‘Airport City’ can be defined as a 

centre for airport-related and other commercial and business activities on and around 

the airport site. An ‘Airport City’ requires features typical to a city, including density, 

services, environment, and access quality. The ‘Airport City’ should be connected 

through multi-model interchange connections and take advantage of the economic 

advantages of the airport as part of a broader regional strategy (Güller & Güller, 2003).  

 ‘Aerotropolis’ is a model of airport development which has garnered significant 

attention in both research and practice. The model was developed by Kasarda (2001) 

and maintains that airports should be developed as metropolitan region in themselves 

which connect the airports commercial, logistics, and aeronautical development with 

clusters of aviation-oriented business which feed off their proximity to the airport 

(Kasarda, 2006, 2015). The ‘Aerotropolis’ describes a broader area with a central focal 

point, similar to a tradition metropolis area. The airport should be at the centre of the 

‘Aerotropolis’ area, connected to outlying areas of aviation-oriented businesses and 
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their associated residential developments which radiated outward from the airport 

(Kasarda, 2006).  

The ‘Airea’ model was developed by Schlaack (2010). The ‘Airea’ model is 

concerned with fragmented islands of development which are influenced by the 

airport, or influence the airport directly (Schlaack, 2010). She developed a conceptual 

framework which establishes typologies for the analysis of the function, interaction, 

and integration of the interaction between the airport and city region in order to better 

understand the process of airport related development (Schlaack, 2010).  

3.3.4 Impacts of neoliberalism on the airport planning process 

Commercialisation and privatisation and the planning processes are intrinsically 

linked. The ownership and governance structures of metropolitan airports are 

identified by scholars to have directly caused uncertain circumstances for planning, 

particularly in Australia (Baker & Freestone, 2012; Freestone, 2009; Freestone, et al., 

2011; Stevens & Baker, 2013). This has been identified as a global issue, with 

investigations based in Amsterdam, the United Kingdom, and America concluding 

similar issues (Humphreys, et al., 2007; Schalk & Ward, 2010; Wijk, Brattinga, & 

Bontje, 2011).  

The Australian airport planning system is widely cited as an example of 

privatisation of airports, often in terms of how it can be improved and with reference 

to ‘light-handed’ regulation (Freestone, 2009; Freestone & Wiesel, 2015; O'Donnell, 

et al., 2011). Within Australia, 22 of the major airports were privatised during a five 

year period between 1997 and 2002 (Australian National Audit Office, 1999). As part 

of this privatisation, the Commonwealth government developed a structure for 

planning regulations which ensures that the airports are not directly impacted by the 

local government planning authorities in which they operate. This setting, and the 

impacts this has on planning and the community at large has been reviewed in the 

literature (see for example: Baker & Freestone, 2012; Baker, Freestone, & Nicholas, 

2007; Baker & Freestone, 2008; Freestone, 2011; Freestone & Baker, 2010; Freestone, 

et al., 2006; Stevens, et al., 2007; Stevens, Baker, & Freestone, 2010; Stevens & 

Walker, 2008).  

The Australian model is seen to facilitate, if not encourage, commercial 

development at airports. The development of airport landside commercial properties 
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created strained relationships between the airport and the local and state planning 

authorities in the early years of privatisation (Baker & Freestone, 2012; Freestone, et 

al., 2006). The exclusion of the airport from the surrounding planning framework has 

allowed airports to impact the infrastructure in adjoining land (i.e. traffic flow) without 

contribution to infrastructure costs (Freestone, et al., 2006). In addition, public 

perception of airports in Australia is seen to be negatively affected by this planning 

and regulatory model, occasionally enabled by the media (Baker & Freestone, 2012; 

Freestone, et al., 2006). 

Across broader contexts, problems arising from the planning process highlighted 

in the literature include land use conflicts, both within and outside the ‘airport fence’ 

(Freestone, et al., 2011; Schalk & Ward, 2010; Stevens & Baker, 2013); the difficulty 

in provision of infrastructure provision in a fragmented planning processed (Baker & 

Freestone, 2012); and the need for a more community considerate planning process  

(Hill & May, 2006).  

Considering the significant effects airports have on the economy, land use, 

infrastructure development and the community, planning for airports should be 

considerate of the surrounding planning efforts and guidelines. Despite this, the 

process is often in isolation from the surrounding planning context (de Barros, 2013; 

Horonjeff, McKelvey, Sproule, & Young, 2010). Stakeholder engagement within 

planning processes is also identified to be directly impacted by the governance and 

regulatory structures seen in neoliberal airport planning models. A review of this body 

of literature is detailed in the following section. 

3.3.5 Summary 

Neoliberal ideologies are evident across airport contexts globally. This has had 

a measureable influence of airport planning and stakeholder engagement practices 

globally, as outlined in the literature. This is identified as a key aspect of evaluative 

comparison in this research and the use of this in the conceptual framework is 

presented in section 3.6. 

3.4 STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT AND AIRPORT PLANNING  

Airports are impacted by the twenty-first century shift in societal expectations 

of corporations from both a planning and business management perspective. The 

business management literature is considered pertinent, given the established 
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neoliberal setting for airports and the impact business management has on airport 

operations and culture. Urban planning theories of stakeholder engagement are 

relevant for this research because airports operate within a city planning framework 

(to varying extents), in addition to the tradition planning processes undertaken at 

airports. Further, the literature surrounding stakeholder engagement specifically 

within airport planning processes is reviewed. Margerum (2002) describes 

collaborative decision making as: 

 “a process of shared decision making - usually through a group of 

stakeholders prepared to share information and build consensus… The 

participants in the process typically involve people with a particular 

interest or stake in the outcome. These stakeholders may include 

representatives of government, interest groups, and major sectors of the 

community. In addition to stakeholders, the public is also involved because 

of their interests - although these interests may be less well defined” (pg. 

238).  

This summative description closely aligns with the definition of ‘stakeholder’ as 

adopted for this research. Airport operations are impacted by the government, the 

pressures of community sectors, and political or economic interest groups. 

Research investigating airport planning and stakeholder engagement is generally 

concentrated on the conflict arising from noise pollution, opposition to commercial 

development at airports, and land use conflicts (see for example: Frair, 1984; 

Freestone, 2009; Suau-Sanchez, Pallares-Barbera, & Paül, 2011).  

A need to improve stakeholder engagement to establish an ongoing dialogue 

with the stakeholders and enhance collaboration is often identified (see for example: 

Amaeshi & Crane, 2006; Hooper & Rawson, 2012; Horonjeff, et al., 2010; Suau-

Sanchez, et al., 2011). Privatised airports have been particularly criticised for lacking 

stakeholder engagement strategies and for being ‘tokenistic’ in their engagement (Hill 

& May, 2006; Hooper & Rawson, 2012).  

The following section reviews literature regarding stakeholder engagement with 

the community, the way in which aircraft noise is managed through engagement, and 

the integration challenges which have evolved from stakeholder engagement 

challenges with government agencies. 
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3.4.1 Stakeholder engagement with the community  

Community participation is a concept that has been well developed in the urban 

planning literature, as detailed in section 2.3.2, but is less prevalent in airport planning 

literature. Privatised airports are often criticised for lacking community engagement 

within their process (May & Hill, 2006), but overall community participation within 

the airport planning process has received minimal research (Hill & May, 2006; May 

& Hill, 2006; Schalk, 2010). The research typically associates community involvement 

with sustainable airport planning, particularly with reference to the social and 

environmental effects of airports (Freestone, 2009; Hooper & Rawson, 2012). Issues 

of noise levels, air quality, traffic congestion, the scale and nature of commercial 

development at airports, and public safety are also cited (Freestone, 2009, 2011). Noise 

pollution is a prominent focus within this discourse and a review of this literature is 

presented in the following section.   

3.4.2 Managing aircraft noise through stakeholder engagement 

The literature on aircraft noise is broad and wide ranging. The acknowledgement 

that aircraft noise can impede airport growth and expansion is  commonly accepted 

(see for example: Frair, 1984; Ganic, Dobrota, & Babic, 2016; Gasco, Asensio, & de 

Arcas, 2017; Goldschagg, 2013; Kiani Sadr, Nassiri, Hosseini, Monavari, & 

Gharagozlou, 2014; Netjasov, 2012; Oosterlunck & Swyngedouw, 2010; Phun, Hirata, 

& Yai, 2016; Zass, 2006). In response to the challenges airports face around aircraft 

noise, many aspects of managing aircraft noise to mitigate these negative impacts are 

examined in the literature, including the adoption of novel noise monitoring systems 

(Boons, Van Buuren, & Teisman, 2010), the correlation between noise abatement 

measures and the characteristics of airports (Ganic, et al., 2016; Ganic, Netjasov, & 

Babic, 2015), regulatory structures for noise reduction and management (Ganic, et al., 

2015; Gasco, et al., 2017; Netjasov, 2012), the increased impacts of noise pollution 

depending on land uses around airports (Kiani Sadr, et al., 2014), and the social cost 

of aircraft noise as measured through airport charges and insulation measures (Lu, 

2014; Püschel & Evangelinos, 2012; Wolfe, Malina, Barrett, & Waitz, 2016).  

Additionally, the health impacts of aircraft noise are widely recognised in the 

literature. Those reviewed include hearing loss, cardiovascular disease, and sleep 

disturbance (see for example: Davies & Kamp, 2012; Ganic, et al., 2016; Hansell A et 

al., 2014; Janssen, Centen, Vos, & van Kamp, 2014; Ozkurt, Hamamci, & Sari, 2015). 
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Noise is also often seen as part of the literature on sustainable airport planning, 

pertaining to the environmental and quality of life (social) aspects of sustainability 

(Boons, et al., 2010; Iglesias-Merchan, Diaz-Balteiro, & Soliño, 2015). Though all this 

research is valuable, this study is concerned with how the planning processes at the 

airport manage aircraft noise challenges with their stakeholders.  

A review of the literature on stakeholder engagement and aircraft noise at 

airports reveals that it is largely focused on the community as the key stakeholder. As 

described by Boons, et al. (2010) “noise pollution is a classical negative impact of 

airports on local inhabitants” (pg. 308). Within this discourse, scholars have 

researched aspects such as: how the community reacts to noise, how noise is perceived, 

how community involvement with environmental airport policies can mitigate 

conflict, the varying levels of acceptance based on social norms in each context (see 

for example: Bitebekezi, 2007; Frair, 1984; Garcı́a, Faus, & Garcı́a, 1993; Suau-

Sanchez, et al., 2011; Taylor, Hall, & Birnie, 1981).  

Much of this literature is focused on the level of ‘annoyance’ that communities 

are willing to accept. As correlating with the broader urban planning stakeholder 

engagement literature outlined earlier, engagement with the community is also seen as 

a means of mitigation response, annoyance and complaints (Asensio, de Arcas, López, 

Pavón, & Gascó, 2015). This reflected in the growing body of publishing guidelines, 

and manuals which investigate community engagement within this context at a global 

scale (ACI, 2015b; DIRD, 2011a; Eurocontrol, 2015). These protocols provide 

guidelines to improve transparency and trust between the community and the airport.  

A lack of trust and ‘voice’ for resident representation are identified in the 

literature as challenges. Non-acoustic noise management strategies, such as improved 

accessibility and transparency of information, various types of engagement strategies, 

and improved awareness of the noise source, are identified to mitigate this community 

annoyance (Asensio, et al., 2015; Phun, et al., 2016; Suau-Sanchez, et al., 2011; 

Vogiatzis, 2012). In addition, Phun, et al. (2016) establish that the more information 

provided to the community, the higher the level of tolerance  became, particularly 

when residents were provided with information on future aircraft movements. 

However, they emphasise that “extensive information can sometimes lead to 

misunderstanding, whereas limited information can result in unrealistic expectations” 

(pg. 8). The socio-demographic profile of residents can also affect the level of 
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annoyance, and Garcı́a, et al. (1993) found that annoyance decreases with age and 

increased with education level.   

In their 2017 study, (Gasco, et al.) reviewed the noise metrics and 

communicative tools adopted across Australian, America, and European airports. They 

identified that key issues within communicating aircraft noise to the public, correlated 

by other authors. The main issues are: the lack of standardisation across regions and 

cities, the feedback and complaints systems in place not proactively engaging social 

media platforms, the noise measurement points being too dispersed, and noise 

information that is reported in an overly technical manner (Gasco, et al., 2017; 

Goldschagg, 2013; Veenman & Liefferink, 2013). Wolfe, et al. (2016) ascertain that: 

“Aviation noise land-use policies provide other ancillary benefits not 

accounted for in this analysis. Improved airport community relationships, 

a reduction of time and resources spent fielding and addressing noise 

complaints, improved flexibility in airport expansion, and improved 

flexibility in operational constraints are all additional potential benefits of 

effective noise land-use policies” (pg. 153). 

The balance of airport growth and noise disturbance will continue to plague 

airport operators. Noise is seen as a global challenge and as such is adopted as the 

focus of stakeholder engagement in this study given the inherent applicability to each 

case study.  

3.4.3 Stakeholder engagement and integration 

The central focus on the community in the literature has resulted in a minimal 

consideration of other stakeholders (i.e. government departments, industry bodies), 

despite their influence in the airport planning process. Literature pertaining to land use, 

and resulting planning instruments and strategies, highlights the need for fruitful 

stakeholder engagement with stakeholders outside the community realm (see for 

example: Devine, Barnes, & Donnet, 2013; Kiani Sadr, et al., 2014; May & Hill, 2006; 

Netjasov, 2012; Zass, 2006).  

There are two key ways in which airports affect land use at a city or regional 

scale – noise contour impacts, and the requirement for airspace to be free of obstacles 

(de Barros, 2013; Ward, 2010). The literature argues for the adoption of appropriate 

land use policies in vicinities nearing airports, which allow for long term airport 
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development, in order to mitigate noise annoyance (Kiani Sadr, et al., 2014; May & 

Hill, 2006; Vogiatzis, 2012; Ward, 2010). With regard to airspace design, airports are 

required to work with varying levels of government in order to identify areas of the 

city which should have height restrictions imposed (de Barros, 2013; Ward, 2010). 

At a more airport-centric scale, the conflicts which occur directly on the airport 

boundary are also a challenge identified in the literature (Freestone & Baker, 2010; 

May & Hill, 2006). This literature is concerned with the airport taking the ‘city centre’ 

away from the city through commercial development, the traffic congestion impacts 

and the incompatible land uses adjacent airport land (Freestone & Baker, 2010; May 

& Hill, 2006; Stevens, et al., 2010). Typically, compatible uses are those which with a 

minimal population, for example agriculture and open space (Ward, 2010). Land use 

compatibility around airports requires collaboration between airports and planning 

authorities to enforce effective polices and encourage or improve integration and 

improves the liveability of surrounding communities (Ward, 2010).  

The lack of sufficient engagement between the airport and the relevant 

government departments is evidenced by the lack of coordination between planning 

strategies of the airport and its city. This is identified as something which is can be 

improved through appropriate engagement and open communication, either within or 

outside of regulatory requirements (Baker & Freestone, 2012; Freestone, 2009; 

Freestone, et al., 2011; Hooper & Rawson, 2012).  

Airports must not only consider government departments in their engagement 

and planning, but also their political context and potential impacts. Oosterlunck and 

Swyngedouw (2010) identify the ‘political quandary’ which can occur at airports. In 

the case of Brussels Airport, they argue that the ambition to reach consensus ultimately 

backfired in Brussels, where a political stalemate resulted in entrenching differences 

and positions and antagonistic conflict (Oosterlunck & Swyngedouw, 2010). 

The literature identifies conflict within the planning process at all levels of 

government. Scholars argue that establishing a continuing dialogue with all 

stakeholders, including the community, relevant national, state, and local agencies, and 

NGOs, is crucial if there is to be comprehensive integration between airport plans and 

local plans (Hooper & Rawson, 2012; Horonjeff, et al., 2010; Suau-Sanchez, et al., 

2011). 
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3.4.4 Summary 

Airports are subject to diverse stakeholder expectations and are affected by 

changing societal expectations. The way this context influences airport planning and 

stakeholder engagement is a core component of the comparative analysis for this 

research and has been incorporated in the development of the conceptual framework 

of this research is outlined within section 3.6. 

3.5 HISTORICAL INSTITUTIONALISM AND AIRPORT PLANNING 

Airports operate within complex institutional settings which are subject to 

external and internal forces of change and regulation. The way in which airports have 

responded to this throughout their evolution and how this has impacted their planning 

and stakeholder engagement strategies is the focus of this research. New 

institutionalism is seen as a relevant theory in which to conduct a comparative study 

of the case study airports due to its acknowledgement of both endogenous and 

exogenous forces and its existing and growing alignment with planning theory.  

This section specifically addresses the relevant of historical institutionalism in 

and airport planning context. Airport planning occurs within complex multi 

stakeholder environments which vary from airport to airport. An understanding of the 

airports history, the broader social, cultural, economic, and political context is critical 

in order to fully understand why airports in certain contexts change and evolve and 

how this impacts decisions and actors’ behaviour. 

HI is used in this research as a heuristic method and is not focused on ‘theory-

building’ as is more aligned with SI.  The consideration of ‘culture’ within SI is also 

seen as important given the international context. The definition of ‘culture’ adopted 

in this research is the anthropological perspective of Healey (2006a) who describes 

culture as “the systems of meaning and frames of reference through which people in 

social situations shape their institutional practices” (pg. 37). For the purposes of this 

research, ‘culture’ is seen to be an inherent characteristic of the actors within the 

institutions being reviewed.   

Elements of historical institutionalism seen as pertinent include the relevance of 

context, the ways in which institutional evolution and change occur, and 

acknowledgement of the role of individuals (though this is not seen as a core 

component of this research). Additionally, the distribution of power as a component 
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of HI within this setting is essential. As such, HI is seen as the most appropriate lens 

of new institutionalism for a comparative analysis of airport planning. The key 

elements of context, power, and institutional change are described here along with 

further explanation of the use of HI in this research.  

3.5.1 The relevance of context 

At the core of this research is the comparison of three airports across three 

continents. Context is a fundamental element of this comparative analysis and is 

relevant not only methodologically, but also conceptually. The recognition that 

planning and political events happen within a historical context provides insights to 

why change in airport planning institutions occurs differently within the varied 

contexts and times. Airport institutions are seen not as the sole cause for change, but 

as a reflection of their broader context which impacts the way in which institutions 

evolve and change. The historical evolution of context is particularly relevant in HI 

and in this research.  

3.5.2 Distribution of power 

HI categorises institutions as “distributional instruments laden with power 

relations” (Mahoney & Thelen, 2010, pg. 8) which is most commonly recognised 

within political structures. Airports operate within a political context, particularly 

those airports which are significant to their region or state. The power within airport 

planning institutions is seen as unequally distributed, as a result of both implicit and 

explicit actions taken within the institutional environment. As the literature suggests, 

the exogenous ideologies of neoliberalism and the practice of deliberative democracy 

impact the power structures within airport planning.  

3.5.3 Institutional evolution and change 

This research is particularly interested in how airports have evolved over time 

and how their institutions have changed within a neoliberal context and changing 

public expectations. The way in which the institutions evolve around the airports in 

this study directly impacts the current planning processes and stakeholder engagement 

strategies. Other branches of NI (for example RI and SI) tend to allow for evaluation 

of institutions in a set time or place. They have a certain level of acknowledgement of 

history but do not see it as a focal point of analysis. As such, the historical evolution 

and context is seen as a pertinent inclusion for evaluation in this research. 
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Historical institutionalists see path dependency as being established during the 

formative period of institutions. This path is typically followed, but is interrupted by 

‘critical junctures’ and various reasons for incremental change. HI also acknowledges 

that pressures for change, whether exogenous or endogenous, typically lead to the 

adaptation of new institutions rather than the creation of new ones. This dissertation is 

concerned with how airports have evolved and in particularly how they have adjusted 

to the neoliberal ideologies imposed on them from the 1990s. HI allows for evaluation 

of both the critical junctures in the formative years (i.e. privatisation) and incremental 

change which have occurred in this evolution whilst the institutional frameworks adapt 

(i.e. legislative review). 

3.5.4 Individuals and institutions 

The research questions and objectives developed for this thesis are aligned with 

the HI focus on institutions rather than individuals. It is however acknowledged that 

actors are essential in implementing or actioning institutional change and evolution. 

There is recognition in HI that actors can learn from experience and that their 

expectations are moulded by their past and events. This links back to the focus on 

context in HI analysis. A deeper understanding of an actors’ cultural, economic, social, 

cultural, and political context allows for a richer and more accurate analysis as to why 

institutions change and persist over time as compared to if these variables were seen 

to be outside the temporal dimension (Steinmo, 2008).  

Though a focus on actors is beneficial in understanding and perhaps predicting 

within these decision making processes and outcomes, the scope of this research is 

focused on the airport planning processes adopted by the airports within their 

institutional environments. It is designed to establish an understanding of the 

institutions, rather than focused on one particularly organisation or stakeholder group 

within. Therefore the level of analysis is more closely aligned with the HI emphasis 

on institutions, rather than individuals as in RI and SI. 

3.5.5 Epistemology of historical institutional evaluation 

Suddaby, Foster, and Mills (2013) describe the epistemological approach of 

historical institutional evaluation as having four key components. These are seen as 

particularly relevant to the approach adopted in this research. First, historical 

institutional analysis does not attempt to make universal truth claims but 
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acknowledges institutional analysis to be localised. This is not to say that some 

principles cannot be generalised, but that universal truth claims are not typical of 

historical institutional analysis (Suddaby, et al., 2013). Historical institutionalists are 

willing to accept their analysis of institutions may not result in universal theories, as 

they have strengths in providing a high degree of conceptual validity and through 

selective cases can provide a deeper understanding of causal relationships (Thelen, 

2002). Given the disparate case study contexts in this dissertation, minimal claims to 

generalisation are made in this research. Research generalisability is further detailed 

in section 4.6. 

Secondly, historical institutional studies view causality as a result of contextual 

complexities. In order to establish causality, a correlation between variables must be 

demonstrated. In order to do this not only is the correlation link necessary but also a 

mechanism or theoretical account showing why this relationship exists (Thelen, 2002).  

It is argued that sequence analysis is pertinent in achieving this as events acquire 

different meanings over time and cannot be described by any singular or unitary view 

of causality (Suddaby, et al., 2013; Thelen, 2002). This research has been designed to 

account for perceptions of all relevant stakeholder groups, combined with an 

acknowledgement of the sequence of events, in an attempt to maximise accuracy of 

constructing narrative around causality.  

Third, historians are motivated by empirical phenomena, as opposed to gaps in 

theory. Social science is particularly criticised by Selznick (1996) in this respect. He, 

supporting with economist John Dewey, states that “social science should be guided 

by problems of life and practice rather than by intellectually self-generated 

conceptions and techniques” (Selznick, 1996, pg. 1). The contribution this 

comparative analysis is a both to theory and empirical fields. Though not strictly 

empirical, this study has been designed to account for the realities of airport planning 

in an inductive research design, rather than a normative, deductive approach typical of 

planning research.  

Last is the consideration of the explanation of institutions. Suddaby, et al. (2013) 

defends the use of endogenous explanations for institutions in classical institutional 

analysis, as opposed to the exogenous focus in NI scholarship. In this respect, the 

research adopts both exogenous and endogenous focus, as reflected in the more recent 

HI scholarship. 
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3.5.6 Summary 

Historical institutionalism emphasises institutions as a network phenomenon, 

which is how the airport institutional environment is examined in this research. For the 

purpose of this research, airport institutions (or institutional environments) are 

understood as the rules and procedures, both formal and informal, in which the 

interlinked organisations (stakeholders) operate and the norms and values of 

individuals are constructed. The way in which historical institutionalism is 

incorporated within this research is presented in the conceptual framework in the 

following section.  

3.6 CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

The conceptual framework presented here provides a lens for comparative 

evaluation of airports, incorporating the historical evolution and acknowledging the 

contemporary context as influenced by neoliberalism and deliberative democracy. 

An understanding of institutional change is integral to this research as it allows 

for a more in depth understanding of the evolution which occurred across each case 

study and helps to understand why airport planning and stakeholder engagement 

processes are in place as they are today. Historically, sociological institutionalism has 

been used to provide a way in which to improve the value of planning practice, for 

example place-conscious collaborative planning (González & Healey, 2005; Healey, 

2006a; Healey, 2006b). This normative understanding of institutions intends on 

deliberatively creating and changing institutions, structures, and designs (Alexander, 

2005). This study is less concerned in providing a framework for improvement, but 

rather to describe these processes through the lens of their historical evolution and 

particular context. Alexander (2005) describes this as a ‘positive understanding’ of 

institutional transformation. This descriptive-exploratory method is built based on 

experience, empirical observation, and analysis to enable more effective action in 

institutional contexts and is commonly employed in historical institutionalism 

evaluation.   

Acknowledgement of the airport’s changing role allows for an understanding of 

the influences of globalisation and neoliberalism. The increased adoption of 

privatisation and deregulation strategies globally has impacted the way airports are 
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governed and owned, the various commercialisation strategies adopted, and level to 

which airport planning processes have become fragmented.  

This research adopts the view of actually existing neoliberalism as an open-

ended progression with path dependent processes and strategies, rather than a 

hegemonic system. It is important to note that neoliberalism is wide spread but cannot 

exist separately to the institutional differences and other, often contradictory, specific 

histories of each context in which is exists (Peck, et al., 2013). Indeed, neoliberalism 

is described by Campbell and Pedersen (2001) as “a political project concerned with 

institutional changes on a scale not seen since the immediate aftermath of the World 

War Two” (pg. 1). This evolution has impacted each airport differently and is 

recognised as actually existing neoliberalism which influences each case study airport 

today. 

Conversely, the changing expectations of society are seen to impact the airport 

planning processes through the increased expectation of transparent and open 

communication. The changing role of airports and the subsequent increasingly 

common trend to privatise or commercialise airports is significant for contemporary 

airport planning processes. This progression has resulted in a number of airports is 

implementing strategies in which they operate more like a corporations with the 

priority of revenue raising. This is also often the case for airports operated within 

government bodies or under management authorities, in which they are operated as 

independent business units. These models of airport ownership and/or management 

face an extra challenge of being under significant pressure from the public and political 

realm given their role as a nationally significant piece of urban infrastructure.  

Spatially, airports are often located within an urban fabric that has encroached 

up to the airport boundaries over time. This has resulted in stakeholder conflicts 

associated with noise, traffic congestion, land use conflict, public safety, air quality, 

and infrastructure provision. An airport may not have legal obligation to act 

responsibly, but as the literature suggests, incorporating these practices will assist in 

reducing stakeholder issues and result in short and long term benefits - not only 

financially, but the social and environmental reputation too. This broader 

communicative setting has highlighted the challenges faced by airports, particularly 

privatised airports, in implementing planning and stakeholder engagement strategies 

which are accepted by their stakeholders.  



  

The airport context Page 77 

These two inherently opposing powers have resulted in challenges for airports. 

From the point of view of communicative planning theory, “privatisation is unwanted 

to the extent that transparency becomes restricted, thereby eroding the basis for 

informed conversation about future collective action” (Sager, 2011, pg. 181). The 

relationship between neoliberalism and deliberative democracy is explored in the 

planning literature, however there is a marked lack of investigation on how this 

dynamic impacts airport planning and stakeholder engagement. It is largely assumed 

that the two ideologies cannot be complementary; however in depth analysis of this 

context remains missing. This research addresses this gap through the establishment 

of an conceptual framework which relates the relationships of these aspects in the 

context of airports.  

Neoliberalism and new institutionalism are increasingly tied in the literature 

(Campbell & Pedersen, 2001; Geddes, 2006). As described by Heynen, et al. (2007), 

“neoliberalism has come to occupy this dominant ideological position not primarily 

through any ‘inherent’ power of the ideas themselves, but rather through political 

mechanisms and institutions that propel them to travel and become entrenched” (pg. 

7). Western (2001) further ascertains that “capital ownership expresses a power 

relationship that is largely unalterable by institutional mediation” (pg. 90). Historical 

institutionalism is seen to closely align with the concept of actually existing 

neoliberalism outlined in section 2.2.2. Both actually existing neoliberalism and 

historical institutionalism acknowledge path dependency and see institutions as 

historically and geography contingent (Hall & Taylor, 1996; Peck, et al., 2009, 2013).  

3.6.1 Summary 

The airport ‘context’ can be viewed as being influenced by both neoliberalism 

and deliberative democracy. Neoliberalism impacts the regulatory framework and 

ownership structures at airports, evidenced through privatisation and subsequent ‘light 

handed’ regulation. Neoliberalism also influences deliberative democracy insofar as it 

acts virtually as a barrier to successful, power neutral engagement. Deliberative 

democracy is seen to impact airport planning through the regulatory framework, and 

also the motivation and strategies of the stakeholder engagement strategies employed 

at the airports. Although both neoliberalism and deliberative democracy have been 

extensively explored in the literature, both individually and in conjunction, there has 

been minimal application of these to an airport planning context. To date, there is no 
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evidence of HI being incorporated within the airport planning and engagement 

literature. This research sees the airport ‘context’ as evolving over time, with ever-

present influence of power, as a result of either exogenous or endogenous change. For 

these reasons, HI is seen as a valuable comparative lens within this framework. 

The seemingly inevitable influence of power in collaborative planning is seen as 

a weakness of communicative planning literature, but it seen as pertinent within the 

neoliberal literature. This research acknowledges the role of power, and assumes an 

unequal distribution as a result of neoliberal influences and regulatory structures. This 

aligns with the research on airports as megaprojects and historical institutionalism 

allows for this incorporation in the conceptual framework. Though not directly 

depicted in the framework diagram, power is seen as an ongoing influence on the 

airport planning process throughout institutional evolution and change. 

The conceptual framework presented in Figure 3-1 establishes the contradictory 

influences of deliberative democracy and neoliberalism, in addition to acknowledging 

the historical evolution and institutional change and power.  
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There are three components connecting the conceptual framework which centre 

this research.  The ‘airport origins’ outlines the airport governance, airport planning 

process, and stakeholder engagement strategies in place within an airport context when 

established. The ‘institutional stability and change’, as adopted from HI, reflects the 

paths in which the airport institution can change and evolve including the elements 

which caused incremental change, affected path dependency, and resulted in critical 

junctures. The ‘contemporary airport context’ reflects the state of the airport context 

after this evolution, and acknowledges the role that deliberative democracy and 

neoliberalism have on this contemporary context.  The ‘institutional evolution’ is a 

continual influence on the airport context and is reflected in the framework as 

representative of the continual influence of power, exogenous and endogenous change, 

and institutional stability and change.  

Figure 3-1: Conceptual framework 
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Chapter 4: Research design and methods 

4.1 INTRODUCTION 

This research aims to compare international airport planning and stakeholder 

engagement processes within contrasting institutional arrangements in order to 

understand the way in which airports respond to complex, multifaceted contexts, 

heavily influenced by external influences. The way in which these influences filter 

down to operational airport planning and stakeholder engagement processes is the 

focus of this research. This chapter outlines the research design and methods adopted 

to achieve this aim.  

Following the introduction, section 4.2 presents the data required to answer the 

research questions and objectives and the methods required to analysis the appropriate 

data. Section 4.3 describes the mixed methods methodology adopted for this research, 

including qualitative and quantitative inquiry and the mixed methods design selected 

for this study. This section also outlines deductive and inductive types of research and 

those adopted in this study. Section 4.4 presents the data collection process for the 

qualitative and quantitative data, including policy and practice review processes, semi-

structured interview data collection, and the questionnaire survey collection processes 

employed. Section 4.5 describes the analysis process utilised for the policy and 

practice review, the content analysis and coding techniques for qualitative data 

analysis, and the statistical analysis techniques employed for the quantitative analysis. 

Tests of research quality are described in section 4.6 and ethics considerations and 

approvals are outlined in section 4.7. A summary of the research design and methods 

is provided in section 4.8.  A representation of the analytical framework employed for 

this study is depicted in Figure 4-1. 
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Figure 4-1: Analytical framework 



  

Research design and methods Page 82 

4.2 DATA REQUIREMENTS 

This research requires both primary and secondary data to answer the research 

questions and objectives and provide an international comparison. Table 4-1 outlines 

the data requirements for each question as well as the appropriate methods as identified 

in the literature review.  

 

Table 4-1: Research data requirements and methods 

Research questions and 

objectives 
Data requirements Method Citation 

Chapter 

addressed 

1. How does airport planning integrate stakeholder engagement? 

a. Determine the 

historical context of 

airports and how this 

impacts airport 

planning and 

stakeholder 

engagement. 

Policy documents, 

understanding of 

historic regulation, 

understanding of non-

public regulations 

Case study, 

document review  

and semi-

structured 

interviews  

(Freestone, 

2011; 

Freestone & 

Baker, 2010) 

Chapter 5, 6, 

7, and 8. 

b. Determine the 

governance and 

regulatory 

frameworks defining 

airport planning and 

stakeholder 

engagement 

processes. 

Stakeholder 

perceptions of 

influences, broader 

understanding of 

perceptions  

Case study, semi-

structured 

interviews, online 

survey 

(Amaeshi & 

Crane, 2006; 

Baker & 

Freestone, 

2008; Donnet, 

2012) 

Chapter 5, 6, 

and 7. 

c. Evaluate the cultural 

and contextual 

impacts on airport 

planning and 

stakeholder 

engagement. 

Stakeholder 

perceptions of 

influences, broader 

understanding of 

perceptions 

Case study, semi-

structured 

interviews, online 

survey 

(Amaeshi & 

Crane, 2006; 

Freestone & 

Baker, 2010; 

Hooper & 

Rawson, 

2012) 

Chapter 5, 6, 

7, and 8. 

2. How do airport operators engage with their external stakeholders? 

a. Identify mechanisms 

of stakeholder 

engagement 

employed by 

airports. 

Policy documents, 

stakeholder perceptions 

of influences, 

operational 

understanding of 

mechanisms 

Case study, 

document review, 

thematic content 

analysis, and 

descriptive 

statistics 

(Dhakal, 

Mahmood, 

Wiewiora, 

Brown, & 

Keast; Hooper 

& Rawson, 

2012; Kivits, 

2013) 

Chapter 5, 6, 

and 7. 

b. Understand the 

operational drivers 

for stakeholder 

engagement. 

Policy documents, 

stakeholder perceptions 

of influences, 

understanding of 

operational drivers 

Case study, 

document review, 

semi-structured 

interviews, online 

survey 

(Hooper & 

Rawson, 

2012; Kivits, 

2013) 

Chapter 5, 6, 

7, and 9. 
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4.3 METHODOLOGY 

The data requirements for this research require both qualitative and quantitative 

data to answer the research questions; this is often referred to as a mixed methods 

approach. Mixed method research is recognised as providing a comprehensive 

technique for research in social sciences through the combination of thematic and 

statistical data (Jogulu & Pansiri, 2011). The central premise of using mixed methods 

research is that the combination of data provides better understanding through a 

process of triangulation (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007; Johnson, Onwuegbuzie, & 

Turner, 2007). Data triangulation seeks to converge or corroborate results from 

different methods studying the same phenomenon (Greene, Caracelli, & Graham, 

1989). This research employs both data triangulation (using a variety of sources) and 

theory triangulation (the use of multiple theories to interpret the research problem and 

results) (Johnson, et al., 2007). More specifically, consequential triangulation (or 

sequential exploration) is employed in this study, which is when the results from the 

initial approach are necessary for planning for the next (Johnson, et al., 2007; Morse, 

1991). Mixed methods combine methodologies from both qualitative and quantitative 

inquiry. A brief overview of these inquiry methodologies is described here. 

Qualitative inquiry 

Qualitative research allows researchers to study the meaning of people’s lives, 

in real-world conditions. Strengths of qualitative inquiry include the ability to identify 

the views and perspectives of the individuals in the study; to sufficiently consider 

contextual conditions; to contribute insights into explaining social behaviour; and the 

use of multiple sources of evidence, rather than one alone (Yin, 2011b).   

There are many different types of qualitative research, originating in various 

disciplines, however, five key types of qualitative research are often identified 

(Creswell, 2012; Hancock & Algozzine, 2015): 

1. Phenomenological studies (exploring the meaning of lived experiences 

around a specific issue); 

2. Ethnographic studies (investigating cultural or social groups to explore 

believes, values and attitudes that structure behaviour within the group); 

3. Grounded-theory research (a researcher seeking to create a theory that 

explains a process or interaction);  
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4. Biographical (or narrative) studies (investigating a single individual and 

their experiences); and 

5. Case studies (intensive analysis and description of unit or system bounded 

by space and time). 

A qualitative approach allows for exploration of a wide range of factors 

influencing the research topic, which is particularly advantageous when little is known 

about an issue (Hancock & Algozzine, 2015). The qualitative methods and analysis 

applied in this study are outlined in section 4.4 and 4.5. 

Quantitative inquiry 

Quantitative inquiry allows researchers to generalise numerical data across 

groups of people to explain a particular phenomenon (Babbie, 2015). Ultimately, the 

goal of quantitative research is to determine the relationship between an independent 

variable and a dependent, or outcome, variable. Quantitative inquiry can be conducted 

through two methodologically different approaches: descriptive, or experimental 

(Davies & Hughes, 2014). Descriptive research establishes associations between 

variables and an experimental research project establishes causality (Babbie, 2015).  

Some strengths of quantitative research methods include a greater level of 

objectivity, the application of well-established standards, the ability to gather and use 

vast sources of information and make comparisons over time, limitation of personal 

bias as a result of distance from data, and the inclusion of a greater number of subject 

to enable more generalisation of the results (Babbie, 2015). This research employs 

descriptive quantitative methods. The methods and analysis of this methodology are 

outlined in section 4.4 and 4.5. 

Mixed method design 

This research utilises a sequential exploratory mixed methods research design, 

consisting of two phases: qualitative followed by quantitative (Creswell & Plano 

Clark, 2007). The primary purpose of the sequential exploratory strategy is to explore 

a phenomenon and expand on qualitative findings, rather than explaining and 

interpreting relationships (Creswell, 2013). This approach sees priority given to the 

first phase of data collection. Qualitative data is collected and analysed first, and these 

results then inform the collection of quantitative data. The quantitative data is 

connected to the results of the first phase through multiple associates between variables 
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and is intended to help support and interpret the qualitative results found in the first 

phase (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007; Fetters, Curry, & Creswell, 2013). The 

qualitative and quantitative phases are then integrated during the interpretation and 

analysis phase.  

The sequential exploratory strategy is suitable for this research because the 

qualitative data analysis provides a general understanding of the research problem 

(within each airport) and the proceeding quantitative data analysis refines and explains 

the qualitative research by exploring the research problem in a broader context 

(Biddix, n.d.; Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007). 

4.3.1 Deductive and inductive research 

Research can be conducted either deductively or inductively. The two concepts 

differ in their treatment of shifting between data and concepts. Inductive research 

allows the data lead to emergence of concepts, while deductive research identifies 

concepts (be it initial ‘categories’ or more detailed concepts), and leads to a definition 

of data needed to be collected (Yin, 2011b). Deductive approaches typically focus on 

causality, while inductive approaches focus on exploring new phenomena (Yin, 

2011b). This research employs both deductive and inductive research methods, as 

aligned with a sequential exploratory research strategy. The combination of both 

inductive and deductive methods is recognised to align with mixed methods research 

as it allows the researcher to move back and forth between the theory and data to 

identify useful associations (Brannen & Moss, 2012).  

Inductive methods were employed at the beginning of the research. Due to the 

sparse literature on the topics in the focus of this research, the conceptual framework 

was developed based on a review of a neoliberalism, deliberative democracy, and 

historical institutionalism literature, and their application to airport planning. Based on 

this inductive logic, the qualitative data design was established. Initially, a descriptive 

coding process was undertaken. This was followed by pattern coding processes based 

on the implicit themes identified in the first round of coding. The coding and analysis 

strategy employed in this research is further detailed in section 4.5. After this stage in 

the research, deductive approaches were adopted. Based on initial findings and 

analysis from the interview data, the survey was developed deductively in order to 

triangulate and quantify the qualitative findings of the research.  
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4.4 DATA COLLECTION 

Mixed method approaches require the collection of quantitative and qualitative 

data and this research requires primary and secondary data, as outlined earlier. Primary 

data includes both interviews and questionnaire data, and secondary data includes 

policy and practice documents relevant to the answer the research questions. To 

answer the research questions and address the research aim, case study methods are 

required. The selection of case studies is outlined in this section, followed by the 

process of data collection for both primary (interview and survey) and secondary 

(document) data requirements. 

4.4.1 Case study research method and analysis 

The case study method is considered appropriate when: attempting to define 

topics broadly, not narrowly; to cover contextual conditions and not just the 

phenomenon of study; and topics that rely on multiple sources of evidence (Yin, 

2011a). Context is not only a characteristic fundamental to airport planning, but is also 

a key element of qualitative studies and stakeholder engagement research (Hemmati, 

2002; Yang, 1992). 

Case studies allow for the review of embedded casual mechanisms that produce 

institutional effects on organisations; sufficient review of institutional change, both 

incrementally and as a result of extreme events; and case studies have also been used 

to analyse the role of power in institutionalised environments (Mills, et al., 2009). Case 

study research is also ideally suited for the study of institutions as it helps to emphasise 

the critical importance of local and historical context; provide mechanisms for 

understanding complex causality; provide windows into internal mechanisms of 

institutions during change; and they provide tools for understanding the habitual 

reproduction of social order and power (Mills, et al., 2009).  

A combination of descriptive and explanatory case study methods has been 

utilised in this research. Descriptive case studies allow for a comprehensive description 

of the planning process within comparative governance contexts, while explanatory 

case study research identifies cause and effect relationships (Yin, 2011a). The essence 

of this research is to conduct a comparative analysis of international case studies. In 

order to answer the research questions, the combination of descriptive and explanatory 

case study techniques allow for an in depth understanding of the airport context and 
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complexities, and to provide an understanding of the influences and drivers within the 

airport planning and stakeholder engagement processes.  

Multiple case study  

In order to conduct an international comparison, multiple case studies are 

essential. A multiple case study approach requires that the cases complement each 

other – either directly or predictably different (Yin, 2011a). Multiple case study 

research is considered to be more robust than single case study approaches (Yin, 2009). 

Comparative analysis is a core component within HI studies and this is allowed 

through a multiple case study approach (Boychuk, 2016; Suddaby, et al., 2013; Thelen, 

2002). 

Selection of case studies to collect required datasets 

The case studies for this research were selected based on data requirements 

required to answer the research questions and identified methodological approaches, 

as well as identified gaps in the literature. Based on the characteristics of case study 

research, the criteria for case study selection were established (Table 4-2). 

 

Table 4-2: Case study criteria 

Characteristic Literature gap 
Research question and objectives 

addressed 

International 

airports in 

varying 

democratic 

contexts 

• Current literature does not 

represent a wide range of airport 

contexts impacted by the external 

factors of deliberative democracy 

and neoliberalism.  

• There is minimal international 

comparative investigation in 

current literature. 

N/A – core criterion 

Comparable 

passenger and 

aircraft traffic 

movements 

Develop a base point for evaluation to 

make comparisons valid. 
N/A – core criterion 

Varying 

governance 

structures 

There is acknowledgement within the 

literature of the impact of the governance 

context on airport planning process but 

research remains minimal. 

• Determine the historical context of 

airports and how this impacts airport 

planning and stakeholder 

engagement; and 

• Determine the governance and 

regulatory frameworks defining 

airport planning and stakeholder 

engagement processes. 
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Varying planning 

regulations and 

processes 

There is minimal research comparing 

contrasting planning regulations and 

process, particular in an international 

context. 

• Determine the governance and 

regulatory frameworks defining 

airport planning and stakeholder 

engagement processes. 

Varying 

stakeholder 

engagement 

strategies and 

mechanisms 

There is minimal research comparing 

stakeholder engagement process, 

particular in an international context. 

• Determine the governance and 

regulatory frameworks defining 

airport planning and stakeholder 

engagement processes; and 

• Identify mechanisms of stakeholder 

engagement employed by airports; 

Varying cultural 

and socio-

political contexts 

There is minimal research comparing 

airports in varying cultural and socio-

political contexts, particular in an 

international context. 

• Evaluate the cultural and contextual 

impacts on airport planning and 

stakeholder engagement; and 

• Understand the operational drivers 

for stakeholder engagement. 

 

The language skills of the researcher limited the potential contexts to countries 

which speak English either as a first or second language. Based on the criteria outlined 

in the table above, the potential international contexts were narrowed down to 

countries operating in a democratic context seen to be influenced by neoliberal 

ideologies. As a result, potential case study contexts were required to be in Australasia, 

North America, and some European countries (Brenner & Theodore, 2002). Airports 

within these regions were assessed using the following criteria.  

 

Australia was identified as an appropriate case study country in Australasia given 

the focus in the literature on the neoliberal influences on airport planning in Australia. 

Within North America, Canada was identified as a suitable country context given that 

airport ownership in US is predominantly within local government, minimising 

neoliberal influence on governance. Within Europe, Germany was identified as an 

appropriate case study country due to the prominence of English and the varying 

models of airport governance across the country. 

Case studies were required to have comparable movements in order to establish 

a common criterion. The passenger movements of the airports across the three 

countries were identified and tiers of comparable movement numbers were established 

for each.  

Following this delineation, the research required airports which had comparable 

passenger movements, operating within contrasting governance structures. Brisbane 
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International Airport was identified as a base case study in Australia given the existing 

local context knowledge and the model of privatised governance in place at the airport. 

Within this bracket of comparable passenger movements, Düsseldorf Airport in 

Germany was identified to have a contrasting ownership structure. Vancouver 

International Airport was identified to have both comparable passenger movements, 

and a contrasting governance structure to both Brisbane and Düsseldorf airports.  

Each airport selected provided a case study context which allowed for the 

response to each research question, across an international comparative context.  

Contextual background of selected cases 

All three case studies provide both international and domestic services. They 

also operate within different ownership, governance, and planning frameworks and 

have comparable passenger and aircraft movements. Figure 4-2 illustrates a 

comparison of the ownership structures of the selected case studies. 

Passenger movements at Brisbane airport totalled over 22.4 million in FYE 

2016, Düsseldorf processed over 23.5 million, and Vancouver almost 20.4 in the CY 

2016, as seen in Figure 4-3 (BAC, 2017g; Düsseldorf Airport, 2017d; VAA, 2017c). 

Figure 4-2: Ownership structures of case study airports  

(BAC, 2017f; Düsseldorf Airport, 2017c; VAA, 2017d) 
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The selected airports also have comparable annual aircraft movements. Brisbane 

had over 192,000 movements in FYE 2016, Düsseldorf had 217,574, and Vancouver 

had the highest with 319,593, as seen in Figure 4-4 (Airservices Australia, 2014b; 

Düsseldorf Airport, 2017d; VAA, 2017c). 

Figure 4-3: Case study airport passenger movements (2016 reporting period) 

(BAC, 2017g; Düsseldorf Airport, 2017d; VAA, 2017c) 
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Figure 4-4: Case study airport aircraft movements (as of 2016 reporting period) 

(Airservices Australia, 2014b; Düsseldorf Airport, 2017d; VAA, 2017c) 
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Further detail of each case study governance structure and planning and 

regulatory framework is described in chapters 5, 6, and 7. 

4.4.2 Policy and practice review 

Policy and practice review is commonly used in conjunction with interviews for 

case study research. Policy and practice documents provide the researcher with 

important information from multiple sources which, when combined with other data, 

can be summarised and interpreted to thoroughly address the research questions and 

objectives (Hancock & Algozzine, 2015). A review of relevant policy and practice 

documents was conducted to corroborate the interview data and address the research 

problem and questions. The document review assisted in establishing historical 

context, regulatory and legislative frameworks, and content of relevant planning 

documents which are key components of the conceptual framework for this research. 

The details of regulatory structures were not expected to be gained entirely from 

the interview participants. The review of these documents, in conjunction with 

interviews, allowed for a thorough and objective understanding of each case studies 

regulatory context.  

Document review allowed for the exploration of documents and historical 

moments which interview participants were not privy to or did not have significant 

knowledge of.  This allowed for understanding any impact the historical evolution of 

context might have had on the current planning and stakeholder engagement processes 

at each airport. 

The airport planning documents are central to this research. Review of these 

documents established an understanding of the context of the interview participant’s 

perspective. They also identified the way in which the outcomes of planning and 

stakeholder engagement process were materialised.  

Identification of relevant documents 

Documents relevant to each case study were selected based on a simple process. 

Potentially relevant documents were identified for each case study through a review 

of stakeholder group websites and publication databases. The relevance of these 

documents was then confirmed by interview participants, experts in the field, or those 

within professional networks. The selection of documents was based loosely on the 

criteria presented in Table 4-3. 
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Table 4-3: Policy and practice document selection criteria 

Type of document Selection criteria 

Regulation/legislation 

• Regulation pertaining directly to the approval of airport planning at 

the case study airports; and 

• Regulation pertaining directly to the approval of aircraft noise 

contours and/or abatement measures at the case study airports. 

Planning instruments 

and/or policies 

• Planning policies and/or instruments which include the case study 

airport site within all or part of its boundaries (whether or not the 

planning policy regulates the airport site); 

• Planning policies and/or instruments of nearby/adjoining 

governments which are affected by case study airports aircraft noise 

and/or abatement measures; and 

• Strategic level Planning policies and/or instruments which 

specifically mention a case study airport. 

Airport planning 

document and/or 

strategy 

• The master plan (or comparable document) from each case study 

airport; and 

• Significant planning or project document or strategy of the airport. 

Stakeholder 

engagement 

documentation 

• Documents pertaining to airport stakeholder engagement strategies 

and processes; and 

• Reporting documentation of stakeholder engagement. 

Noise management 

policies and planning 

instruments 

• Non-technical strategies of the airport for aircraft noise 

management; and 

• Planning instruments of government pertaining to case study airport 

noise management. 

 

4.4.3 Semi-structured interviews 

This research adopted the method of semi-structured interview to utilise both 

descriptive and instrumental stakeholder analysis techniques. Semi-structured 

interviews are well suited to case study research and also allows for inevitable 

difficulties faced in different country contexts (Hancock & Algozzine, 2015). The 

following sections describe the interview participant selection process, the participant 

requirement and interview process, and detail of how the data was processed. 

Identification of participants from the case studies 

Prior to identifying interview participants, relevant stakeholder organisations 

had to be identified. It was imperative that the perspective of each stakeholder group 

was considered in this research. The identification of stakeholders can be either 

identified empirically through discussion of who management considers a stakeholder, 

or as represented in literature concerning airport stakeholders (Sachs & Rühli, 2011). 

The identification process was entirely contextual and as such this research employed 
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a combination of both methods in order to address the intricacies of stakeholder 

engagement in airport planning in each case study.  

Identification was initially established through document analysis, professional 

networks and involvement in related research. It was further supplemented through 

employing the snowball method. Stakeholder groups were selected to ensure 

representation of all relevant groups in the airport planning processes at each case 

study airport, representing the institutional environment of the case study airports.  

In addition to the airport, four key stakeholder groups were identified and 

presented in this study: the airport planning regulating bodies, all relevant government 

departments, the community, and the industry bodies. Table 4-4 presents the 

stakeholder groups identified and justification criterion for each group. 

Table 4-4: Stakeholder group selection criteria 

Stakeholder group Identification criterion Notes 

Airport regulating 

bodies  
• Airport planning regulatory 

responsibilities as defined by law. 

• This research focused on 

regulating bodies pertaining to 

airport planning, engagement, and 

noise management. 

Government 

departments  

• Locality (i.e. adjoining or nearby 

local government areas);  

• Their involvement in noise 

matters; and  

• Whether they are engaged by the 

airport as part of regulatory or 

non-regulatory requirements.  

• The level of government in which 

this role fell varied across each 

case study and differed depending 

on the aspect of airport planning. 

• Based on the above criteria, not all 

levels of government are relevant 

to each airport’s planning process 

and as such some were excluded. 

Community 

• Those who have regular contact 

with the airport;  

• Those who are impacted by 

aircraft noise and flight paths; and  

• Preferably a group which 

represents a number of 

community members. 

• It is important to acknowledge 

that these groups tend to be 

formed when protesting an aspect 

of airport planning and as such 

provided an inherently bias 

perspective. 

Industry 

• Their ongoing involvement in the 

airport planning process;  

• Their relationship with other 

stakeholder groups involved; 

and/or  

• The involvement of their members 

within the airport planning 

process. 

• Industry bodies were typically 

representative of those impacted 

by land use planning. Bodies such 

as airlines were not interviewed 

due to the spatial focus of this 

research. 
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Participant recruitment and interviews 

Once the relevant organisations were recognised, interview participants were 

identified. Table 4-5 presents the stakeholder group and selection criteria for 

participants within the groups employed. 

Table 4-5: Participant selection criteria 

Stakeholder group Selection criterion 

Airport  

Participants were sought from each case study airport who are (or were 

historically) involved in:  

• Strategic and/or master planning for the airport; collaboration 

with other stakeholder groups;  

• Planning for noise impact and abatement; and/or  

• Management roles overseeing these responsibilities. 

Airport regulating body 

Within the identified regulatory bodies, participants were selected who 

are (or were historically) involved in:  

• Approving the airport master plan (or comparable document);  

• Approving or designing changes to noise contours or flight paths; 

and/or 

• Involvement in stakeholder engagement processes or review. 

Government departments  

Government interview participants were selected based on their: 

• Historical involvement in the airport’s planning processes; 

• Their formal/informal relationship with the airport as a means of 

contact between the groups; and/or 

• Involvement in formal and/or informal stakeholder engagement 

processes. 

Community 

Interview participants within varying levels of government were selected 

based on their:  

• Involvement in the noise committees;  

• Representative of the organisation when engaged by the airport. 

Industry 

Industry body participants were identified based on: 

• Their area of expertise and knowledge relevant to the airport (i.e. 

economic development, real estate, commercial development). 

 

In most cases there was no existing relationship with the participants, therefore 

respondents were identified and recruited using a combination of techniques  After the 

stakeholder group organisation was identified within the case study context, contact 

was made either via their website, or based on a LinkedIn search of those who work at 

that organisation. If contacted via email, the organisation was asked to nominate 

potential participants. If contacted via LinkedIn, individuals were asked if they believe 
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they would be relevant participants or if they could recommend someone who was 

better suited.    

Once a direct email was provided, communication was established using the 

approved Research Recruitment Email (Appendix B) which introduced the researcher, 

an overview of the research topic, an overview of what would be provided of 

participants, and ethics approval information. If the participant responded that they 

were willing to participate, participants were sent the Participation Information Sheet 

and Consent Form (Appendix C). This sheet provided further information on the 

research project, an example of questions which may be asked, and more details about 

the scope and conditions of participation. This was followed by further email or phone 

correspondence with participants to arrange and schedule an interview. Some 

organisations and individuals responded promptly and others responded after follow 

up emails were sent. 

Following the participant selection and request process, a total of 47 interviews 

were conducted. Efforts were made to conduct interviews one-on-one basis, however 

some participants invited colleagues to join the interview. This was particularly 

common in Germany, where interview participants were often insecure about English 

language skills or their perceived level of appropriate knowledge. Additionally, some 

participants were interviewed more than once. This resulted in representation of 62 

participants within 47 interviews, across three case studies. Across the three case study 

contexts, 15 participants did not respond to the request and 16 declined to participate, 

either referring another colleague instead or providing a reason for not being involved. 

Informal discussions with key actors were also undertaken during the scoping of this 

research. Table 4-6 provides a breakdown of the participants and interviews for each 

case study4. 

 

 

                                                      

 

4 No (non-regulating) federal government stakeholders were interviewed in this study. 
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Table 4-6: Participant and interview summary 

Stakeholder 

group 

Brisbane Düsseldorf Vancouver 

Participants Interviews Participants Interviews Participants Interviews 

Airport 7 6 7 4 11 6 

Regulating 

body 
3 3 3 2 1 1 

State 

government 
5 3 1 1 - - 

Regional 

government 
- - 1 1 3 1 

Local 

government 
2 2 4^ 4^ 5^ 4^ 

Community 2 2 1 1 0 0 

Industry 1 1 1 1 2 2 

Other* - - - - 2 2 

Subtotal 20 17 18 14 24 16 

TOTAL 

PARTICIPANTS 62 

INTERVIEWS 47 

^ Includes local governments adjoining, near to, or inclusive of the airport  

* Former senior managers at Airport Authority 

 

Though consideration was given in order to reduce the airport-centricity of this 

research, the participants were predominately airport representatives. The division of 

participant from each stakeholder group is presented graphically in Figure 4-6 for both 

the case studies and overall. Figure 4-5 depicts the representation of stakeholder 

groups across the interviews. 
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Semi-structured interview process 

Using the semi-structured interview approach, loosely defined interview 

questions were developed based on the conceptual framework, literature review, and 

research question and objectives. Semi-structured interviews allowed the participants 

to speak freely and define any issues or areas of importance from their perspective, 

rather than the researchers (Hancock & Algozzine, 2015). Follow up questions were 
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Figure 4-5: Interview stakeholder group representation 

6

4

6

16

2

1

3

1

1

2

4

2

4

4

10

1

1

2

3

1

4

3

2

1 2

2

Brisbane

Düsseldorf

Vancouver

Total

Interview stakeholder group breakdown

Airport Community Industry

Local Government Regional Government State Government

Regulating body Other



  

Research design and methods Page 98 

often asked based on the interviewees’ response which were not predetermined but 

allowed the researcher to probe more deeply into issues highlighted by interviewees.  

The use of semi-structured interviews also helped to alleviate some of the 

challenges faced in this research due to language barriers. If the participant had 

difficulty in expressing themselves accurately in English, the researcher was able to 

ask follow up questions asked in order to get an elaborated response in order to 

understand the respondent’s intentions completely. In addition, if the participant had 

difficulty expressing their intended response in English, they were able to respond in 

their native language (German) which was later translated into English by bilingual 

colleagues. Further, terminology used in each context varied, particularly terms which 

were translated. The ability to expand and clarify concepts or terminology was 

imperative to the international context of this research.  

Relevant up-to-date topics were identified for each case study. Combined with 

broad open-ended interview questions, an interview guide was developed. The 

interview questions developed to prompt were adapted depending on the stakeholder 

group (interview questions are presented in Appendix D). Generally speaking, 

questions were asked that established the participants role and involvement in the 

airport planning or engagement practices, the stage of the planning process they are 

involved in, the level of integration with relevant government bodies or other 

stakeholder groups, the interpretation of integration and understanding of policies to 

encourage integration, the understanding of what stakeholder engagement means, the 

perception of the airports engagement processes, and identification of challenges 

encountered within the airport planning process. 

The interview questions were developed to gain an understanding of each airport 

planning process and the perceptions of each external stakeholder group within this 

process. More specifically, the questions were designed to understand the influence of 

privatisation and motivations for engagement on planning and stakeholder engagement 

strategies. Importantly, questions were developed in a way that did not require the 

specific use of the terms ‘neoliberalism’ and ‘deliberative democracy’. This was 

intentional strategy was adopted for a number of reasons.  

First, there was a risk that representatives from varying contexts would have 

different interpretations of both neoliberalism and deliberative democracy. Or, as was 

the case in Germany, there was no direct commonly accepted translation. Second, the 
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impacts of neoliberalism and deliberative democracy as practiced through the airports 

planning process is the focus of this research, rather than the high level political 

ideologies which neoliberalism refers to. In addition, neoliberalism typically has a 

negative connotation which would create bias within responses. Deliberative 

democracy is an academic concept which was also not discussed directly with the 

participants where possible. The term ‘democracy’ inherently lends itself toward high-

level political connotations, whereas this research is focused on the way this theory 

does, or does not have, an influence through operational means. The deliberative 

democracy theory was presented in terms of stakeholder engagement and the 

neoliberalism terminology was reflected in the discussion of ownership and 

governance structures. If the terms were specifically raised, it was within the context 

of explanation of the research with every effort made to eliminate preconceived ideas. 

The interview process produced 47 hours and 49 minutes of interview material 

recorded using a Dictaphone. One participant within each case study (from varying 

stakeholder groups) wished not to be recorded. Across the case studies and stakeholder 

groups, interviews ranged in length from 24 minutes to two hours and two minutes. 

Table 4-7, below, presents the summary of interview data for each case study. 

Table 4-7: Summary of interview data  

Case study  Participants Interviews Average length Total length 

Brisbane 20 17 58 minutes 15 hours 21 minutes 

Düsseldorf 18 14 1 hour 8 minutes 14 hours 50 minutes 

Vancouver  24 16 1 hour 11 minutes 17 hours 38 minutes 

TOTAL 62 47 1 hour 6 minutes 47 hours 49 minutes 

 

Each interview has been allocated an identifier and participant category. They 

are identified by the first letter of the case study airport code and a number (i.e. B1, 

B2, D7, Y5). The full list of identifiers and categories for each airport case study can 

be found in Appendix E.  

4.4.4 Questionnaire survey 

An online survey was conducted to expand the generalisability of the research, 

establish stronger validity, and to evaluate the research problem in a broader context 

(Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007). This survey only provides airport-centric 
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generalisability and validity. It was not feasible within the scope of this research to 

distribute a survey to all stakeholder groups involved. Additionally, the lack of direct 

comparison of roles and responsibilities across external stakeholder groups in each 

case study would have limited the use of the survey and relevancy of data. The process 

of participant identification and survey distribution, survey design and pre-testing, and 

the processing of the survey data are detailed below.  

Survey participants and conducting the surveys 

The survey was distributed to the top 12 airports within each case study country, 

including to the case study airports. In reviewing passenger movements for all airports 

in Australia, Germany, and Canada, there was an evident correlation between the 

services offered, level of planning and engagement required, and the passenger 

movements. Typically, airports within the top six to eight processed above five million 

passengers and were identified as large, nationally significant airports. For each case 

study country, airports within the top nine to 12 evidently correlated with a significant 

decrease in passenger movements, however remained regionally significant or 

secondary airports. In order to limit the selected airports to those that process over one 

million passengers annually (based on data available) the number of airports was 

limited to twelve. Airports with passenger movements fewer than one million were not 

considered to have comparable planning and regulatory requirements as the case study 

airports, for the purposes of data triangulation.  

The top twelve airports were identified by reviewing the passenger movements 

for each country. Australian airport numbers were gathered from DIRD (2017), ACI 

(2015a) for Germany, and Statistics Canada (2015) for Canada3F

5. Data from 2015 was 

used as the survey was developed in late 2016 and required full year of passenger 

movement reporting. The top twelve airports identified for each country are listed in 

Table 4-8. 

 

                                                      

 

5 Data for Billy Bishop Toronto City Airport taken from 2011 master plan. 
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Table 4-8: Top twelve airports in Australia, Germany, and Canada 

No. Australia Germany Canada 

1 Sydney Airport Frankfurt Airport 
Toronto Pearson International 

Airport 

2 Melbourne Airport Munich Airport Vancouver International Airport  

3 Brisbane Airport Düsseldorf Airport 
Montréal–Pierre Elliott Trudeau 

International Airport 

4 Perth Airport Berlin Tegel Airport Calgary International Airport  

5 Adelaide Airport Hamburg Airport Edmonton International Airport 

6 Gold Coast Airport Stuttgart Airport 
Ottawa Macdonald–Cartier 

International Airport 

7 Cairns Airport Cologne/Bonn Airport Winnipeg International Airport 

8 Canberra Airport Berlin Schönefeld Airport 
Halifax Stanfield International 

Airport  

9 Hobart Airport Basel-Mulhouse-Freiburg Victoria International Airport 

10 
Darwin International 

Airport 
Hanover Airport Billy Bishop Toronto City Airport  

11 Townsville Airport Nuremburg Airport Kelowna International Airport  

12 Launceston Airport Bremen Airport Québec City International Airport 
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The passenger movements for the top twelve airports are depicted in Figure 4-7, 

with the case study airports highlighted in yellow. 

Once appropriate airports were identified, departments dealing with the airports 

strategic planning, aircraft noise contour and noise abatement measures, and 

community or stakeholder engagement were targeted. Interview participants from the 

case studies were asked to complete the survey (agreed during the interview). Within 

Australia, professional networks were also utilised to identify relevant participants. If 

no existing relationship existed, the LinkedIn search tool was used to identify 

employees at the identified airports. A connection request was sent to those identified 

as relevant, including a short summary of the research and introduction. If the LinkedIn 

connection was accepted, a link to the survey was provided with a broad description 

of the research and the purpose of the survey. Each participant was also asked to 

distribute the survey to a person they may find relevant.  

Survey design and pre-testing  

A thorough development process was undertaken prior to distribution of the 

survey, including multiple rounds of revisions and translation of the survey. An initial 

draft survey was developed by the researcher and sent to the supervisory team for 
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review. Concurrently, a Key Survey6 account was requested, created, and activated. A 

revised draft of the survey was sent to colleagues in Germany to be translated into 

German and the English and German translations were input into Key Survey. The 

survey website was designed using the logic, formatting, messages, and plugins 

features of Key Survey and was distributed to internal and external colleagues for pre-

testing. Minor amendments were made based on pre-testing and the survey was then 

launched officially on the 21st of November 2016. The survey was distributed to 

participants either through direct email or LinkedIn (as outlined above). Given the low 

response rate from German participants, follow up emails and LinkedIn messages were 

sent to those who had not yet responded. The survey was closed on 19 May 2017. 

Appendix F contains a copy of the survey. 

Overview of survey data respondents 

A total of 126 survey invitations were directly distributed to participants across 

Australia, Germany, and Canada. This does not include any referral or forwarding to 

further respondents as this initiated by survey respondents. A total of 44 surveys were 

completed, 18 from Australia, 6 from Germany, and 20 from Canada. Table 4-9 

presents survey distribution and the rate of response. 

Table 4-9: Survey responses 

Airport 
No. of 

invitations sent  

No. of responses 

received 
Rate of response 

Australia 39 18 46% 

Germany 33 6 18% 

Canada 54 20 37% 

TOTAL 126 44 35% 

 

The operational areas of each respondent varied, including high level strategic 

planning, to operational planning (Table 4-10). Respondents were given the option to 

                                                      

 

6 QUT online survey platform – see https://survey.qut.edu.au/site/  

https://survey.qut.edu.au/site/
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select more than one operational area and table below represents an average of 

approximately 3.1 operational areas per respondent. 

Table 4-10: Operational area of respondents 

Operational area of respondents 
No. of 

respondents 

Airport planning (landside) 18 

Aviation planning (airside) 15 

Commercial development 14 

Strategic planning 22 

Master planning 17 

Economic development 10 

Corporate relations/external affairs (government and industry agencies) 10 

Community relations/community engagement/neighbourhood engagement 12 

Operations 8 

Other 10 

 

Respondents were involved across a wide range of planning activities in the 

relevant airports, summarised in Table 4-11.  Respondents were given the option to 

select more than one planning activity and table below represents an average of 

approximately 3.7 planning activities per respondent. 

Table 4-11: Planning activities of survey respondents 

Planning activities respondents involved in 
No. of 

respondents 

Preliminary/initial planning (for example: preliminary consultation, preparation of 

airport plan structure, content identification, preparation of draft plan for public 

comment) 

31 

Plan making (for example: production of the final airport master plan, marketing of 

the plan, distributing of the plan) 
27 

Implementation (for example: ensuring the airport plan is realised on the ground, 

ensuring milestones are met on time and in budget, ensuring goals and objectives 

of airport plan are achieved) 

23 

Writing and submission of development application proposals (for development 

within the airport site on landside) 
18 

Assessment of development proposals submitted (for development within the 

airport site) 
21 
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Construction project management (for example: new runway project, commercial 

development) 
16 

Planning project management (for example: management of master plan 

production) 
22 

Other 4 

 

The ownership structure of the airports varies. A majority of respondents 

represented fully privatised airports (39%), followed closely by non-for-profit airports 

(36%). PPP and government owned incorporated organisations are represented, but 

only a small number. Table 4-12 presents an overview of respondent’s airport 

ownership structures. 

Table 4-12: Survey respondent airport ownership structures 

Ownerships structures 
No. of 

airports 

100% public (government) owned and operated 0 

100% privately owned and operated (with shareholders) 17 

Public-private-partnership 4 

Not-for-profit organisation 16 

Government owned incorporated organisation 4 

Unsure 0 

Other 3 

 

The tenure status of the airports varied. Majority (86%) of airports were 

identified to be leasehold, while only two were freehold. Two respondents described 

other models: a combination of leasehold and freehold, and a combination of city, 

federal government, and port lands.  One respondent was unsure, and one respondent 

did not understand the question. Notably, there are no 100% publically owned and 

operated airports.  

4.5 DATA ANALYSIS 

This study employed widely accepted methods of analysis for both the 

qualitative and quantitative components of the mixed method data collection. The 

outcome of the policy and practice review is presented here, followed by a summary 
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of the qualitative analysis of interview data, outlining techniques of cross-case 

analysis, content analysis, and the process of coding undertaken, including the 

software used. The quantitative data analysis process is then presented, including detail 

of the statistical analysis method adopted and the applied survey analysis techniques.  

4.5.1 Policy and practice review 

The conceptual framework presented in chapter 3 establishes the neoliberal and 

deliberate democracy influences on airports globally, in addition to acknowledging the 

historical evolution of this context. The way in which this context has impacted the 

regulatory and governance contexts of the selected case study airports is central to the 

research aim and questions and required a thorough policy review. 

The policy review process included a variety of document types, including 

federal laws, policy documents at varying levels of government, strategic documents, 

planning documents, and information engagement strategies. A timeframe was not 

placed on document selection given the critical importance of the history of each case 

study. As such, documents analysed dated from 1965 – 20177. In addition to significant 

documentation, various websites provided substantial amounts of information which 

are not listed within this document analysis section. Several documents were analysed 

in this review which included regulation and legislation, planning instruments and/or 

policies, airport planning document and/or strategies, stakeholder engagement 

documentation, and noise management policies and planning instruments. The key 

documents reviewed for each case study, including the type of document, the 

publisher, the title, and the year published are presented in Appendix G. An overview 

of the number of documents for each case study reviewed is presented in Table 4-7. 

 

 

 

                                                      

 

7 Document review was stopped in April 2017 due to research timeframes. 
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Table 4-13: Overview of policy and practice review documents 

Type of document Brisbane  Düsseldorf Vancouver 

Regulation/legislation 10 8 9 

Planning instruments and/or policies 4 4 4 

Airport planning document and/or strategy 3 1 1 

Stakeholder engagement documentation 1 0 0 

Noise management policies and planning 

instruments 
1 1 1 

 

4.5.2 Qualitative analysis of interview data 

Cross-case analysis examines themes, similarities, and differences across case 

studies, particularly in qualitative research (Khan & VanWynsberghe, 2008; Mathison, 

2005). Khan and VanWynsberghe (2008) maintain that cross-case analysis provides 

the opportunity for researchers to delineate factors that may have led to outcomes of a 

case, seek or construct explanations as to why cases may vary, or to further articulate 

hypothesis of theories discovered. Cross-case analysis also allows for comparison of 

cases from one or more settings which provides opportunity to learn from different 

cases (Khan & VanWynsberghe, 2008). A cross-case analysis is often used as a 

secondary level of analysis within case study research and is a means of aggregating 

and generalising results (Mathison, 2005). This research employs a comparative cross-

case analysis approach across three case studies using content analysis methods. These 

are detailed below. 

Content analysis 

Content analysis is a widely adopted methodology in qualitative research. The 

central purpose of content analysis is to objectively and systematically detect, record, 

and analyse text (Sproule, 2006). Sproule (2006) describes a nine stage process in 

achieving effective content analysis. The researcher must identify the rationale for the 

study and the appropriate level of analysis; identify sample texts and the appropriate 

units of analysis; decide on the parameters of the analysis; decide how to measure, or 

operationalise, the codes; establish the level of generalisation among the concepts 

coded; develop rules for coding; decide what to do with surplus information; perform 

the coding and analysis; and finally, interpret the results (Sproule, 2006). 
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Content analysis requires that text be broken down into clearly defined and well 

established categories (the process of coding). Coding is essentially a process of 

‘selective reduction’ and can be either implicit coding (relying on judgement calls to 

identify underlying meaning of the content), or explicit coding (coding of easily 

identifiable context) (Sproule, 2006).  

Coding identifies text which exemplifies the same theoretical or descriptive 

ideas and establishes a framework to present it (Gibbs, 2007). The process of 

qualitative coding can occur either inductively through themes that emerge from the 

data, or using priori codes which are based on framing of earlier research or literature 

(Willis, 2006). These techniques are often combined, as is the case in this research 

(Willis, 2006). 

There are a number of approaches which can be taken when analysing the data 

resulting from the coding process, such as narrative analysis, thematic analysis, and 

discourse analysis (Willis, 2006). Each approach has specific purposes and 

methodological priorities. Narrative analysis is concerned with peoples experiences 

through a conversational methodology; thematic analysis is concerned with the 

identification of central themes within the data; and discourse analysis is centred on 

the way in which language is constituted and how this may impact social meanings 

(Creswell, 2013).  

The way in which the results are presented also requires consideration. 

Qualitative research can be presented in a number of ways, either textually or 

graphically. Interview based research is typically presented to reflect a summary of a 

description of themes which were coded, often supported by quotes or paraphrasing of 

data from interview participants (Yin, 2015). Data can also be presented using tables, 

through graphics such as mapping or diagrammatic charts, or pictures (Yin, 2015). 

This research applies thematic content analysis methods to analyse interview 

transcripts. The coding framework developed is based on priori codes established from 

the research questions and literature review, as well as inductive codes which emerged 

during the data analysis. The combination of coding techniques established an 

objective grounding, based on the conceptual framework of the research, without 

influence of interpretations which are not empirically founded in data. Thematic 

analysis is one of the most commonly adopted analysis techniques for research 

incorporating interview data and is the approach utilised in this research. While social 
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meaning and storylines are insightful, they do not serve the purposes of this research. 

Thematic analysis allows for focused investigation of the influence of neoliberalism 

and changing societal expectations. Results are presented through a combination of 

description of themes identified using quotes and paraphrasing, as well as the use of 

mapping and diagrams to sufficiently describe each case study context.  

Coding process 

The interview recordings were transcribed in part by the author and in part using 

an online transcription service8. The use of an online transcription service was not 

originally intended but was deemed necessary after the interview process yielded 

significant amounts of data. An application for an ethics approval variation was 

required and was approved for the use of the service. Interviews that were transcribed 

were reviewed by the researcher and some revisions were required by the researcher 

and the service provider before the transcriptions were completed. 

                                                      

 

8 https://www.rev.com/  

Figure 4-8: Coding process of the research  

(adapted from Saldaña, 2009) 

https://www.rev.com/
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Interviews transcripts were explored through inductive and deductive coding 

methods and analysed using thematic analysis methods. Coding was conducted in two 

key phases – descriptive and pattern coding (Figure 4-8 illustrates this process). 

In the first phase, high level descriptive codes were identified based on the 

researcher’s recollection of interviews in all case studies, the literature review, and the 

conceptual framework of this research (this is described as priori coding Willis 

(2006)). This provided an initial focus for structure of the coding to ensure the process 

addressed the research question and objectives of the study. Subsequently, deductive 

methods were employed and descriptive codes were developed.  

The coding process was first applied to Brisbane International Airport due to 

subject context familiarity. Descriptive coding was used to identify topics, not to 

abbreviate the content (Saldaña, 2009). Depending on the amount and diversity of data, 

descriptive coding often results in sub codes, referred to as ‘children’ and ‘siblings’ of 

the ‘parent’ code (Saldaña, 2009). Due to the large amount of data gathered in this 

research, the descriptive coding process resulted in a high number of codes and sub 

codes.  Coding is a cyclical process and the first stage of coding was revised and 

adjusted continually based on the analysis of each case study (Saldaña, 2009). 

The second stage refined the descriptive coding. The second cycle of coding is 

intended to reanalyse and reorganise the first round of coding methods (Saldaña, 

2009). This provides a better conceptualisation of the data in order to develop a smaller 

and more select list of codes. In this study, the second stage of coding was to establish 

‘pattern’ coding (Miles & Huberman, 1994). Pattern coding is identified to ‘lay the 

groundwork for cross-case analysis’ through identification of common themes (Miles 

& Huberman, 1994). The pattern coding resulted in refined themes identified across 

all case studies and a smaller number of more abstract codes and themes identified. 

The final multilevel coding framework is presented in Table 4-14. 

Table 4-14: Coding framework 

1. Governance and regulatory frameworks for airport planning 

1.1. Airport planning process 

1.1.1. Future planning 

1.1.2. Planning processes 

1.1.3. Planning timeframes 
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1.1.4. Significant planning projects 

1.2. Influences on governance and planning 

1.2.1. Influence of context 

1.2.2. Influence of external (political) influence 

1.2.3. Influence of historic evolution  

1.2.4. Influence of leadership 

1.2.5. Influence of ownership structure 

1.2.6. Influence of regulatory environment 

1.3. Planning regulatory framework 

1.3.1. Agreements and contracts 

1.3.2. Local regulation 

1.3.3. National regulation 

1.3.4. Regional regulation 

1.3.5. State regulation 

2. Stakeholder engagement 

2.1. Drivers for engagement 

2.1.1. Engagement as a result of genuine belief in benefits 

2.1.2. Engagement as required by regulation 

2.1.3. Engagement driven by leadership strategies 

2.1.4. Engagement driven by lessons from the historical evolution 

2.1.5. Engagement for specific developments of planning projects 

2.1.6. Engagement to gain or improve the social licence to operate 

2.1.7. Engagement to mitigate conflict 

2.2. Impacts of governance and planning on engagement 

2.2.1. Engagement impacted by commercial imperatives 

2.2.2. Engagement impacted directly by deregulation  

2.2.3. Engagement impacted directly by ownership structure 

2.3. Mechanism of engagement 

2.3.1. Citizen groups or individuals 
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2.3.2. Compensation mechanisms 

2.3.3. Informal relationships 

2.3.4. Information events 

2.3.5. No external - only internal engagement 

2.3.6. Office of the airport 

2.3.7. Ongoing communication strategy 

2.3.8. Online or newspaper information 

2.3.9. Public comment period 

2.3.10. Regular committees or workshops 

2.3.11. Social media 

2.4. Outcome of engagement (or lack of) 

2.4.1. Change in airport operations or planning 

2.4.2. Detrimental outcome (no engagement) 

2.4.3. Improved relationships 

2.4.4. Increased understanding 

2.4.5. Limited change 

2.4.6. Reduced conflict 

Data coding process using software 

The coding framework was implemented using QSR Nvivo 11 software. NVivo 

is a commonly used software program for qualitative data analysis recognised to 

improve efficiency, multiplicity, and transparency of data (Hoover & Koerber, 2011). 

Coding in NVivo can either be conducted automatically or manually. Automatic 

coding is useful for research with structure interview questions as it allows for fast, 

automated recognition of responses based on traditional document formatting. This 

research followed manual coding methods in NVivo in order to sufficiently address 

the semi-structured style of interviews as well as to ensure reliable themes and codes 

were identified. 

Qualitative data resulting from the interview process (transcripts, recordings, 

and notes) was imported into Nvivo as ‘internal sources’. These sources of data were 

categorised into folders reflecting the type of data, for example ‘Interview recordings’. 
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Within these folders, subfolders were created for each case study, for example 

‘Interview transcripts-BNE’. Once the data was imported and categorised into Nvivo, 

the data was coded using Nvivo's ‘Nodes’ function. Folders were created to reflect the 

first and second phases of coding following the processes outlined earlier. Data was 

coded into the appropriate node using the ‘drag and drop’ technique. In addition, each 

case study was categorised using Nvivo’s ‘Case’ function. This process resulted in a 

‘codebook’ which details a list of the nodes and a description inputted by the researcher 

and is an essential tool for content analysis (Sproule, 2006).  

Evaluation and interpretation  

The analysis of the interview data resulted in the interview transcripts coded into 

thematic categories which was evaluated an interpreted through a simple analytical 

process. Summaries of interview data established that there were some correlations 

and some differences between participants and case studies. These thematic 

summarises are the basis of the results presented in this research, supported by 

quotations. 

The analysis of interview data supported the policy review to establish a detailed 

understanding of context for each case study, answering both research questions. In 

addition, thematic analysis interview data specifically answered research questions 

one, objective 1c, to inductively identify key external influences on the airport 

planning processes for each case study airport, outlined within the respective case 

study chapters (5, 6, and 7). Drivers for stakeholder engagement and mechanisms 

employed were identified through the coding process, addressing the research question 

2, objective 2a and 2b, in chapter 8.  

4.5.3 Quantitative analysis of questionnaire data 

There are two key types of statistical analysis for quantitative data: descriptive 

statistics and inferential statistics. Descriptive statistics is a technique of data analysis 

which summarises data to present patterns which emerge (Lund Research, 2013; 

William, 2008). Descriptive statistics allow for a broad, simplified understanding of 

the data and does not draw any conclusions about the research hypotheses (Lund 

Research, 2013). Descriptive statistics can employ a range of variables. Univariate 

analysis describes one variable at a time, typically measured using: central tendency, 

(including the mean, median, mode); or measures of variability (including standard 
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deviation, the minimum and maximum variables, and skewness) (Burt & Barber, 1996; 

Phillips, 2006). Bivariate and multivariable analysis is used when describing the 

relationship between pairs of variables. This is often presented through cross-

tabulation tables, scatterplots, or quantitative measures such as correlation (William, 

2008). 

Inferential statistics goes beyond description and makes generalisations about a 

larger population, based on a sample of population data (Lund Research, 2013; 

William, 2008). Methods for inferential statistics typically generate from the family of 

general linear models and are usually categorised as experimental analysis (for 

example t-test, analysis of variance, covariance models) or quasi-experimental 

analysis (for example non-equivalent groups design or regression-discontinuity 

models) (William, 2008). This research employs descriptive statistic techniques, using 

univariate and bivariate measures to analyse and presents results from an online 

survey. 

Survey analysis  

The questionnaire survey was conducted using an online survey tool ‘Key 

Survey’. The completed survey data was exported from the Key Survey to formats 

useable in Microsoft Excel and IBM SPSS Statistics software. Microsoft Excel was 

used for univariate analysis, whereas bivariate analysis was conducted using IBM 

SPSS Statistics software. Univariate analysis shows the frequency distribution of 

different answers given by the survey respondents on individual question. Bivariate 

analysis was used to cross-examine the distribution of answers between two variables, 

such as how the influence of leadership on stakeholder engagement varies, between 

the case study areas.  

Presentation of survey results 

The survey analysis and results were used to support the semi-structured 

interviews within this study, as per the sequential exploratory research design. The 

results of the survey are presented within chapters 8 and 9, in the concluding sections 

relevant to the qualitative results. The survey results are particularly relevant in 

supporting the findings relating to the influence of politics, the distribution of power, 

and the impact of historical evolution. Further, the survey supported findings across 

the case studies regarding the perceived influences of neoliberal ideologies through 



  

Research design and methods Page 115 

privatisation, commercialisation, and regulation, in addition to the drivers and 

motivations of deliberative engagement.  

4.6 TESTS OF RESEARCH QUALITY 

There are four tests of research quality identified by Yin (2009): construct 

validity, external validity, internal validity, and reliability.  Construct validity 

considers the correct operational measures for the research; external validity refers to 

a domain in which the results can be generalised; internal validity refers to the 

identification of causal relationships within the data; and reliability refers to the ability 

of the study to be replicated in an different context (Yin, 2009). The way in which this 

research achieves these tests is presented here. 

4.6.1 Validity  

Data triangulation is a commonly adopted method for improving data validity 

and is a hallmark of mixed methods research designs (Gibbs, 2007; Johnson, et al., 

2007). The central argument for triangulation is that differing views can improve 

accuracy of research. Gibbs (2007) identify three main sources for differing views: 

expanded samples and datasets, different investigators or research teams, and varied 

research methodologies and theories. This research triangulates the data through the 

expansion of samples and datasets by adopting a multiple case study approach to 

gather geographically disparate data, in addition to conducting an online survey. 

Methodological triangulation was also achieved through the adopting of several 

methods of data collection and analysis, namely a qualitative interview process, 

qualitative document review, and a quantitative survey. Data triangulation is seen to 

establish construct validity for this study. Internal validity was achieved through peer 

review of the research by experts in the research field, peers, and practitioners (Yin, 

2009). 

4.6.2 Reliability and consistency 

Research should be as self-consistent and reliable as possible with the goal of 

the research being replicable in a different context, using the same data collection 

instruments and the same methods, with the same results (Gibbs, 2007; Swanborn, 

2010; Yin, 2009). This study provides a detailed description of the methods adopted, 

the rationale for the conceptual framework, and has employed multiple sources of data 
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collection and analysis. As a result, this study is seen as able to be replicated and has 

achieved reliability (Yin, 2009). 

4.6.3 Generalisability  

Generalisability (or external validity) of research refers to the ability of being 

able to transfer the research findings to another settings, typically either to provide 

generalisation about a broader context, or to generalise about theory (Swanborn, 2010; 

Yin, 2009). Case study research is seen as difficult to generalise, but is considered 

more aligned with theoretical generalisation, or ‘analytical generalisability’ 

(Swanborn, 2010; Yin, 2009). The research findings were compared to literature on 

the theoretical basis of this research – neoliberalism and deliberative democracy. In 

addition, the findings were compared to any airport related literature where possible. 

The online survey was distributed in order to develop more generalisability through 

the multiple cases and replication of logic (Yin, 2009).  

As already outlined, this research was not anticipated to be widely generalisable 

due to the international context, the complexity of each case and the variances between 

case studies in almost every way. Inferences may be drawn at the country level or by 

airport type (i.e., airports with the same regulatory structure). A level of 

generalisability was also obtained through theoretical generalisation based on the 

conceptual framework, as well as broader generalisation through the implementation 

of the survey. 

4.7 ETHICS CONSIDERATIONS AND APPROVALS 

This research collected data from a variety of sources in Australia, Germany, and 

Canada. This included documentary sources from government institutions, community 

organisation, industry bodies, as well as primary data collected from human 

participants during interviews and a survey distributed online. This research adhered 

to research ethics standards as prescribed by the Queensland University of Technology 

(QUT) in the university’s Manual of Policies and Procedures (MOPP)5F

9. The research 

                                                      

 

9 See www.mopp.qut.edu.au for more details. 

http://www.mopp.qut.edu.au/
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was approved by the QUT Research Ethics Committee and the Research Ethics 

Approval Number for this research is 1500000481. This is low risk research. The only 

foreseeable risk is the inconvenience and potential minor anxiety of participating in 

voluntary interview processes and minor anxiety about how results might reflect on 

participants and their organisations. 

Ethics Consent Forms were signed and dated at the time of the interview. In 

order to address any concerns raised by participants, the aims and objectives of the 

research were further explained to the participant in person, as well as responses to 

any questions of the participant. Permission to record the interviews was granted 

verbally and on the ethics consent form before any recording commenced. Three 

participants requested not to be recorded. Responses and participation of the 

interviewees were entirely confidential and transcripts and participant information was 

made unidentifiable and stored on a secure QUT database. 

The participation information sheet was provided to online survey participants 

on the second page of the survey. Submission of their response was taken as consent 

(outlined on the website). The online survey required no identifiable information and 

was entirely anonymous and confidential. The survey was designed in a way that 

would not reveal the participants airport, only the country. Name and contact 

information was only collected if participants identified that wished to receive results 

of the survey or research project. 

4.8 SUMMARY  

This chapter outlined the research design and methods adopted for this research. 

The research questions and objectives require both quantitative and qualitative data in 

order to appropriately answer them and to triangulate the findings. This mixed methods 

methodology was outlined, including the principles behind qualitative and quantitative 

methods, as well as an overview of the sequential exploratory mixed methods design 

chosen. 

The data collection processes were outlined, including the principles of case 

study research and more specifically multiple case study research. The selection 

process for case studies was outlined and contextual background of selected case 

studies was described. The policy and practice review data collection process was 

described which outlined the types of policy and documents identified relevant for 
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review for each case study. Detail of the interview data collection process was 

described, including the method for participant identification, the process of interview 

arrangement, and the process and data collection outcomes of the interviews were 

described. The data collection process for the questionnaire was detailed, including the 

identification process for participants, the design and pre-testing undertaken for the 

survey, and the processing of the survey data. 

Following the data collection methods, the data analysis methods were outlined. 

Outcomes of the policy and practice review were provided, including detail of the key 

documents reviewed. Qualitative analysis techniques were described, providing a 

summary of content analysis techniques, detailing the coding process undertaken for 

the interview analysis, and the process of using software for the analysis. Quantitative 

analysis techniques were also described, outlining the method of descriptive statistics 

and the techniques used for survey analysis. Ethics considerations and approvals were 

also outlined.  

The international nature of this research means that there are varying terms used 

in each context for government agencies, policy and legislation, and airport planning 

terminology. The contextually relevant terms for each case study are adopted within 

the respective case study chapters where possible.  Appendix H presents a table which 

describes the terms of reference for government and planning institutions across 

Australia, Germany, and Canada with reference to this research. The responsibilities 

of each are not directly comparable and will be further explained within the respective 

case study chapters. 

The following three chapters provide detail of each case study airport, including 

the governance and regulatory contexts, and the planning and stakeholder engagement 

processes in place at each airport. Observations of influences on the airport planning 

and stakeholder engagement processes are provided for each case study, in addition to 

survey results to validate the case study chapter findings. 
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Chapter 5: Brisbane International Airport 

5.1 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter provides detail of the Brisbane International Airport case study. A 

brief overview of the history of Australian aviation and airport context is provided. A 

more in depth review of BNE’s context follows outlining the planning regulatory 

framework of Brisbane, the governance structure of the airport, and airport planning 

legislation directly relevant to BNE for both landside planning and aircraft noise 

management. Descriptions of the planning processes undertaken at BNE are presented, 

as well as a detailed review of stakeholder engagement strategies implemented, with a 

focus on aircraft noise management strategies. An overview of how the case study fits 

within an Australian context is presented at the conclusion of this chapter, in addition 

to supportive survey results and some interim key findings form interviews. This 

chapter provides Brisbane specific results for the research objectives 1b, 1c, and 2a: 

1b)  Determine the governance and regulatory frameworks defining airport 

planning and stakeholder engagement processes;  

1c)  Evaluate the cultural and contextual impacts on airport planning and 

stakeholder engagement; and 

2a)  Identify mechanisms of stakeholder engagement employed by airports. 

In addition, interim findings in response to research objective 2b are presented: 

2b) Understand the operational drivers for stakeholder engagement. 

5.2 AIRPORT GOVERNANCE IN AUSTRALIA 

Planning for airports and aviation in Australia was the responsibility of the 

National Department of Defence from 1901 until 1938, when an independent 

Department of Civil Aviation was formed (National Archives of Australia, 2012). 

Civil aviation responsibility in Australia was transferred from the Department of Civil 

Aviation to the Department of Transport (III) in 1972. A decade later, civil aviation 

was once again a separate departmental entity following the formation of the 

Department of Aviation in 1982 (Encyclopaedia of Australian Science, 2010). The 

Federal Airports Corporation (FAC) was established in 1987 and commenced 

operations in early 1988 (Kiel, 1991). The FAC was a business enterprise of the 
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Australian Government that was responsible for the operation of major passenger 

airports in Australia at the time. The FAC took over 22 airports and the responsibility 

and obligations made by the Commonwealth government on these (Kiel, 1991). 

Around the same time, majority of the remaining airports in Australia were transferred 

to local government, with some being transferred to the state government, to own and 

manage.  

In 1995, the Commonwealth government announced the decision to privatise the 

22 airports the FAC was operating as a result of the 1994-95 budget (Australian 

National Audit Office, 1999). The discussion was based on the premise that efficiency 

would be increased with competition in the management of airports – a reflection of 

the increased adoption of neoliberal ideologies globally at that time. Operators were 

to have 50 year leases with the option of a 49-year extension. The Airports Act 1996 

(“the Airports Act”) came into effect on 9 October 1996 to regulate the airports after 

privatisation (Kiel, 1991). The privatisation process began in 1997, with the sale of 

long-term leasehold interests in Brisbane, Melbourne and Perth airports. These airports 

were the three most profitable major airports after Sydney in the FAC system (Kiel, 

1991). The privatisation process was finally completed in 2002, with Sydney 

Kingsford airport being the last to be leased. The geography of the privatised 

Australian airports is seen as advantageous toward the private investors in the airports. 

Given the sparse distances between airports in Australia, there is little likelihood of 

fierce competition (Forsyth, 2002). 

5.3 URBAN PLANNING IN AUSTRALIA 

Urban planning in Australia occurs across three key levels of government: 

Commonwealth, state (or territory), and local. The hierarchy and number of each are 

presented in Figure 5-1, below. 
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Urban planning in Australia is structured in a way similar to the political 

hierarchy of the Constitution, with powers principally held by the federal government 

(Williams, 2012). However, the federal government does not have powers over 

management of natural resources, planning, environmental, and regulation of land use 

planning (Williams, 2012). ‘Matters of national environmental significance’ are 

regulated at a federal level through the Environmental Protection and Biodiversity 

Conservation Act (Commonwealth of Australia, 1999). The federal government is also 

the regulatory authority for aviation matters (which is further detailed in section 5.4.2) 

(DIRD, 2016). Urban planning responsibilities are delegated to the states and 

territories, which have each established their own statutory, policy, and procedural 

frameworks. Local governments are responsible for day-to-day decision making 

functions (Williams, 2012).  

5.3.1 Geographic urban planning context  

Brisbane International Airport (BNE) is located within the suburb of Eagle Farm, 

in the Brisbane City Council (BCC) local government area (LGA), within the South 

East Queensland region (SEQ) of the state of Queensland. Figure 5-2, below, 

represents the geographic context of BNE. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5-1: Australian urban planning government hierarchy 

(Australian Local Government Association, 2017) 
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The airport mostly impacts the BCC area, but does also partially impact the 

Moreton Bay Regional Council and Redland City Council LGAs, as depicted in Figure 

5-3. 

 

Australia 

Queensland 

South East Queensland 

Region 

Eagle Farm 

Figure 5-2: BNE Geographic governance context  

(BCC, 2014b; DILGP, 2017b) 
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5.3.2 Urban planning in Brisbane 

BNE is one of the privatised airports in Australia regulated by the Airports Act 

so is not subject to local, regional, or state planning instruments. It is important to 

acknowledge the broader context, as the airport is required to integrate and engage 

with the broader urban planning arena to an extent. 

State planning 

The Queensland Government is responsible for the state planning and has 

developed several policies that pertain not only to urban planning but also to airports 

in the state. State planning instruments are produced on two levels: at a state wide 

scale, and at a regional scale.  

The Sustainable Planning Act 2009 (SPA) is the current state instrument and, 

combined with the SPA Regulation, provides the overarching framework for planning 

in Queensland (DILGP, 2015). The purpose of SPA is to seek to achieve ecological 

sustainability by managing development, managing the effects of development on the 

environment, and encouraging and continuing coordination between local, regional, 

and state levels of planning (Queensland Government, 2009).  

The Queensland Government is in the process of updating the state planning 

instrument and the new Planning Act 2016 is expected to commence in mid-2017 

Figure 5-3: Brisbane International Airport surrounding LGAs  

(BCC, 2014b) 
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(DILGP, 2017b). The key differences between the two are a reduction in red tape in 

the development application processes; increased public consultation periods and more 

appeal rights for the community; increased transparency and accountability 

requirements for local and state government planning decisions; encouragement of 

innovation in the planning system; and the recognition of climate change (DILGP, 

2017b). 

The SPA, and incoming Planning Act do not entail any spatial land use or zoning 

planning. The state planning legislation is established to prescribe requirements for the 

development and adoption of regional and local planning instruments, details how the 

development assessment process should occur, and provides measures for dispute 

resolution within the planning system (DILGP, 2017b). 

The Queensland Government also produces state planning instruments which 

support the state planning legislation and provide further detail on state and regional 

interests for local governments for producing their local planning schemes. Under the 

current legislation, there are four state planning instruments. The new Planning Act 

will see a reduction to two state planning instruments in an effort to reduce complexity. 

These two instruments are the State Planning Policies (SPP) and the Regional Plans 

(DILGP, 2017b).  

The SPP is being revised in parallel with the new Planning Act and is expected 

to be enforced in mid-2017. The SPP articulates state interests that have been identified 

as critical. Local governments must have regard to the SPP when planning for their 

local area, demonstrating that they have appropriately addressed the state interests 

(DILGP, 2017a). The SPP is supported by an online mapping tool which identifies 

administrative layers, economic growth areas, environment and heritage areas, hazards 

and safety risk areas, and the highlighting of state significant infrastructure, including 

airports (DILGP, 2017c). 

Regional planning 

The second state planning instrument relevant to BNE is the SEQ Regional Plan 

(SEQRP). There is no regional level of government and the SEQRP is produced by the 

Queensland Government. The SEQRP provides the highest level of spatial planning 

for Brisbane. The current SEQRP was approved and implement in 2009 and is also 

undergoing a review with an expected adoption timeframe of mid-2017. As with the 
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existing SEQRP, the draft new SEQRP (“ShapingSEQ”) will inform the making and 

amending of local government planning schemes, infrastructure planning and 

prioritisation, and the assessment of development made under the state planning 

instrument (DILGP, 2017c). 

ShapingSEQ is built on a 50 year vision and includes goals, elements, and 

strategies to achieve the vision. Three ‘areas’ are identified as part of the regional 

growth pattern to achieve the outcomes: the Regional Landscape and Rural Protection 

area, the Urban Footprint, and Rural Living areas. There are also sub-regional areas 

which provide further detail for LGAs on planning priorities and key direction in those 

areas (DILGP, 2016).   

BNE is within the ‘Metro sub-region’ and within the Urban Footprint growth 

pattern area. Land within the Urban Footprint is intended for a full range of urban uses 

and LGAs are responsible for determining the most suitable zoning for land within the 

Urban Footprint. The airport is identified in the SEQRP as ‘economic enabling 

infrastructure’ within the Australia TradeCoast (DILGP, 2016).  

Local planning 

At a local planning level, Brisbane is within the bounds of the Brisbane City 

Plan 2014. The City Plan has been prepared with a 20 year horizon and is intended to 

advance regional policies through local responses (BCC, 2014a). The Brisbane City 

Plan incorporates the priority infrastructure plan of the BCC, the tables of assessment 

for development, detail of land use zoning, neighbourhood plans, overlays for certain 

areas, and any relevant development codes (BCC, 2014a). The Brisbane City Plan is 

supported by interactive online mapping which graphically presents the contents of the 

Brisbane City Plan outlined above (BCC, 2014b). Any development within the BCC 

LGA is subject to approval processes outlined in the Brisbane City Plan. 

The state, regional, and local planning frameworks for Brisbane do not directly 

regulate the airport’s landside planning practices, but do affect the areas adjacent to 

the airport. Further detail of the relevance to BNE is detailed in section 5.4.2. 
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5.4 AIRPORT CONTEXT 

Brisbane International Airport is located approximately 17km from Brisbane 

City (see Figure 5-4). The airport has been operating on the current site since 1988. 

Prior to this, the airport was located on a site nearby where it was originally developed 

as a landing field which eventually grew to support military operations (BAC, 2009b).  

 

 

The airport has one of the largest land holdings of airport areas in Australia, 

totalling 2,700 hectares (6,672 acres) (BAC, 2014a). It is the second busiest capital 

city in Australia by aircraft movements and the third largest by passenger numbers, 

processing 22,320,178 passengers in the FYE 2016. The airport and the businesses 

within the airport site employ around 21,000 people, (expected to be 50,000 by 2034) 

(BAC, 2014a). 

5.4.1 Governance structure 

The Airport is operated by the Brisbane Airport Corporation (BAC) which is a 

wholly privatised and non-listed company (Brisbane Airport Corporation, 2017a). The 

major shareholders of BAC are presented in Figure 5-5, below. 

Figure 5-4: Aerial - Brisbane International Airport 

(Nearmaps, 2016) 
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BAC acquired BNE from the Commonwealth government under a 50-year lease 

(with a 49-year renewal option) for $1.4 billion in 1997. 

Leadership at Brisbane International Airport 

When the airport was privatised, Koen Rooijmans was appointed CEO (BAC, 

1997). Mr Rooijmans relocated from Amsterdam Airport Schiphol to Brisbane at the 

time of privatisation of the airport. Mr Rooijmans had more than 20 years management 

experience in aviation prior to this, predominantly within the airline industry 

(Bloomberg, 2017b).  

Following Mr Rooijmans, Julieanne Alroe was appointed as CEO of BAC in 

July 2009 (BAC, 2017a). Ms Alroe is the current CEO of BAC and holds board 

positions across numerous infrastructure and tourism and events organisations. Prior 

to BAC, Ms Alroe held numerous positions at Sydney Airport Corporation and has 

prominently held roles related to commercial, operations, corporate affairs, and 

planning and infrastructure development (BAC, 2009a). 

Queensland 

Investment 
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Figure 5-5: Brisbane Airport Corporation shareholders 

(BAC, 2017f) 
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5.4.2 Airport planning regulatory framework 

Within Australia, urban planning is regulated and mandated at Commonwealth, 

state, and local level, depending on the planning activity (as described in 5.2, above). 

BNE is one of the 22 leased airports within Australia which are exempt from this 

planning framework. BNE is entirely regulated by the Commonwealth government, 

predominantly through the Airports Act. 

The Airports Act is the most significant piece of legislation regulating the 

privatised airports across Australia. The Airports Act is divided into 19 key sections. 

It details the obligations of the long-term leases of privatised airports, the restrictions 

on acquisition and transfer of airport leases; the obligation to use the airport site as an 

airport; restrictions on lessees (airport operators); restrictions on airport-operator 

companies ownership; land use, planning and building controls; environmental 

management; requirements for accounts and reports of airport-operator companies; 

quality of service monitoring; variation and closure of airport sites; implementation of 

international agreements; control of certain on-airport activities; protection of airspace 

around airports; access to airports and demand management; air traffic services and 

aerodrome rescue services; injunctions; prosecutions; incorrect records; monitoring 

powers; and other miscellaneous items (Commonwealth of Australia, 1996b). An 

overview of the Airports Act and other policies considered having some relevance to 

the airports planning and stakeholder engagement strategies are outlined in this 

section.  

Aviation and noise regulation  

Aviation and noise regulation is mandated at Commonwealth level. The state 

and local planning authorities also incorporate airport protection measures in their 

policies, both are outlined below. 

Commonwealth government regulation 

Aviation regulation in Australia is legislated at a Commonwealth level, 

predominantly through the Civil Aviation Safety Authority (CASA) and AirServices 

Australia (AsA).CASA is responsible for enacting the Civil Aviation Act 1988, which 

maintains, enhances and promotes aviation safety. CASA enforces the Civil Aviation 

Act 1998 through the Civil Aviation Safety Regulations 1998 (CASR) and Manual of 

Standards (MOS) (Civil Aviation Safety Authority, 2017a). Part 139 of the MOS is 
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the most significant piece of aviation legislation to BNE. Any change to airside 

infrastructure, navigation aids, and airport operating procedures must be in accordance 

with this legislation (Civil Aviation Safety Authority, 2017b).  

AsA are a government owned organisation which provides air navigation and 

aviation rescue services for Australian airports (AirServices Australia, 2017a). There 

are two key roles which AsA provides which are relevant to this research: the 

endorsement of Australian Noise Exposure Forecast (ANEF) contours and the 

processing of noise complaints.  

Virtually all airports within Australia are required to produce ANEF contours 

(AirServices Australia, 2014a). The Airports Act outlines the requirement for the 

production of ANEF contours at the federally leased airports (Commonwealth of 

Australia, 1996b). The current endorsed ANEF for BNE is based on the new parallel 

runway project (details of the project are provided in section 5.5.1). The ANEF system 

is a land use planning tool which underpins the Australian Standard AS2021 

‘Acoustics—Aircraft noise intrusion—Building siting and construction’. AS2021 

details levels of acceptability of building sites and land use zones within ANEF 

contours which should be incorporated within land use planning  (DIRD, 2014). The 

Airports Act specifies that the federally leased airports adopt the AS2021 

(Commonwealth of Australia, 1996b).  

The Noise Complaints and Information Service (NCIS) operated by AsA is the 

Australian aviation industry’s main interface for aircraft related noise issues for the 

community (AirServices Australia, 2017a). Detail of how this is enforced at BNE is 

further detailed in section 5.6.2.  

State government regulation  

At a state government level, the SPP stipulates the way in which LGAs must 

protect the operations of each airport identified through implementation of policies. 

The SPP outlines that LGAs are required to incorporate information on airspace 

protection surfaces and noise contours in addition to protection measures which ensure 

their effectiveness, such as building height restrictions, land use zoning to mitigate 

noise annoyance and protect public safety, encouraging development which 

compliments airport operations, and linking strategic airports to the broader transport 

network (DILGP, 2016). The SPP online mapping tool presents the relevant protection 
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surfaces in and around the airport site, including the ANEF endorsed contours for 

BNE. 

Local government regulation 

The BCC planning scheme incorporates airport protection areas outlined in the 

SPP through the airport environs overlay code. Land identified to be within the airport 

environs overlay maps are subject to requirements of the overlay code.  The overlay 

code outlines performance outcomes and acceptable outcomes for developments 

within the airspace protection surfaces, bird zone strikes, public safety areas, light 

intensity categories, aviation facilities, and ANEF contours (BCC, 2014a). The ANEF 

contours for BNE incorporated in the planning scheme are presented in Figure 5-6, 

below.  

 

The airport environs overlay code details the land uses which are allowable 

within each noise contour zone. Both the SPP and planning scheme have incorporated 

endorsed noise contours for the future parallel runway. 

Landside regulation  

Within the airport site, BNE is legislated by the Commonwealth government 

through the Airports Act. Sites adjoining to the airport are subject to state and local 

Figure 5-6: BCC planning scheme ANEF contours  

(BCC, 2014b) 
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land use planning regulations. The relevant Commonwealth, state, and local 

regulations are detailed below. 

Commonwealth government regulation 

The most relevant section of the Airports Act to the landside planning at BNE is 

‘Part 5 – Land use, planning and building controls’. This Part of the Act outlines that 

each airport must have a master plan, that major development plans are required for 

any significant developments at airports, and the control and certification requirements 

and regulations for building activities on airport sites(Commonwealth of Australia, 

1996b).  

Division 3 of Part 5 stipulates that the privatised airports in Australia are required 

to produce master plans every five years, with 20-year development horizons. The 

purpose of the master plan is to provide strategic direction for efficient development, 

to provide for additional uses of the airport site, to indicate public intended uses of the 

site,  to reduce conflicts between and outside the site, to ensure operations are the 

airport are undertaken in accordance with all relevant legislation, to establish a 

framework for assessing building construction compliance, and to promote 

environmental management at the airport (Commonwealth of Australia, 1996b). 

The Act prescribes content requirements for the master plans, including (but not 

limited to): development objectives; futures needs assessment; land use intentions; 

ANEF contours; flight paths; the airport-lessee company’s plans to coordinate with 

LGAs in the vicinity of the airport to manage aircraft noise; environment assessment 

and strategy and plan for dealing with environmental issues; plans for managing noise 

intrusion; five year projections of ground transport systems on landside of airport; 

proposed non-aeronautical developments and the effect of said developments on the 

local economy and employment; and a detailed environmental strategy 

(Commonwealth of Australia, 1996b).  

During the production of their master plan, the airport operator is required to 

consult with state and local governments, airlines, and other concerned airport users. 

The consultation requirements within Part 5 of the Act are detailed further in ection 

5.6.1 (Commonwealth of Australia, 1996b). Once consultation processes have 

occurred, the master plans are submitted to the Federal Minister for Instructure and 

Transport for approval. The Minister can enact a ‘stop the clock’ provision if more 
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information is requested. If the Minister does not request further information, the 

master plans are then considered for ministerial approval who has a period of up to 60 

days to provide an outcome (Commonwealth of Australia, 1996b).  

Division 4 of Part 5 of the Act outlines requirements for a major development 

plan (MDP). Major developments are considered as: the construction of extension of 

alteration of a runway; the construction of a passenger terminal greater than 500m2; 

extension of more than 10% of an existing terminal; construction of a new building 

with construction costs exceeding $20 million; construction of airside infrastructure 

(runways, taxiways, aprons) costing over $20 million; construction of a new road or 

access facility with a construction cost exceeding $20 million; construction of a new, 

or extension of, a railway exceeding $20 million in construction costs; a development 

which will likely have significant impact on the environment or the local and regional 

community; and any development not specified in the regulations (Commonwealth of 

Australia, 1996b). 

The contents of an MDP must address: the objectives for the development and 

the extent to which the development will meet the future needs of the airport, a detailed 

outline of the development, the consistency with the existing master plan, if flight 

paths or noise exposure will be affected, an outline of consultation with LGAs 

regarding any noise impacts; an outline of any relevant prior approvals; the likely 

effect on the development on traffic flows, employment at the airport, and the local 

and regional community; and strategies for potential environmental impacts 

(Commonwealth of Australia, 1996b).  

As with the master plans, the airport operator is required to consult with state 

and local governments, airlines, and other concerned airport users. The MDPs are 

submitted to the Federal Minister for Infrastructure and Transport for approval. If the 

minster does not request further information, the master plans are then considered for 

ministerial approval (Commonwealth of Australia, 1996b). The Minister has a 60-day 

period to consider the MDP, unless further information is requested which suspends 

this process. The MDP is an entirely separate application to the master plan but can be 

submitted in conjunction with, or separately to, the master planning process. Typically, 

airports outline upcoming major projects within their master plans prior to submitting 

the MDP application. 
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The Aviation White Paper resulted in significant changes to airport regulation. 

In 2008, the Commonwealth government released an issues paper, followed by an 

Aviation Green Paper. The Aviation Green Paper presented the governments 

initiatives for aviation and submissions were invited to contribute to developing a long 

term aviation strategy for the country. As a result, the Aviation White Paper was 

finalised in 2009 (Commonwealth of Australia, 2009). The White Paper had four focus 

areas: aviation and economic development, safety and security, aviation infrastructure, 

and aviation and sustainability.  Most relevant to this research was chapters 9 and 14 

which incorporated strategies for airport planning and development and strategies to 

minimise the impact of aircraft noise, respectively (Commonwealth of Australia, 

2009).  

The strategies outlined in chapter 9 were intended to improve integration of the 

Commonwealth leased airports through the establishment of: planning coordination 

forums, the inclusion of ground transport plans and environmental strategies within 

the master plan, the addition of ‘significant community, economic, or social impact’ 

as a trigger for an MDP, formalised community engagement committees, the 

requirement for publishing all building approvals information, and a strict prohibition 

of incompatible developments on airport sites (for example residential developments). 

In addition, the requirement to improve land use planning and public information 

regulating to aircraft noise was outlined. Chapter 14 included the provision for 

establishment of an independent Noise Ombudsman (Commonwealth of Australia, 

2009). The White Paper is no longer an endorsed government policy due to political 

party changes, but the resulting changes in legislation remain, and are pertinent to the 

context of this research.  

At the time of interviews10, there was an ongoing enquiry into amendments for 

master plan and major development plan requirements. The discussion paper was 

focused on changing the timeframes for updating master plans to eight years for 

smaller airports, but maintaining five-year requirement for four largest airports 
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(Sydney, Melbourne, Brisbane, and Perth) (DIRD, 2015).  Additional amendments to 

ANEF requirements were also proposed, as well as an increase in the monetary trigger 

for MDPs and acknowledgement of construction cost inflation (DIRD, 2015). 

Airport lease 

The lease which provides the airport with its operational licence is subject to 

review (B11). The reviews are conducted by DIRD annually and the airport is 

requested to present evidence of compliance with the conditions of the lease (B11). 

Airport development approval process 

The Airports (Building Control) Regulations 1996 applies to the federally leased 

airports and specifies the process for building activity approvals, detail of certificates 

of compliance, the requirement and role for airport building controllers, and penalty 

provisions for non-compliance (Commonwealth of Australia, 1996a). 

Building and development activities within the airport site are assessed based on 

the airport zoning map outlined in the Development Control Document produced by 

BNE. Where possible, BNE aligns the zoning with the zoning of BCC planning 

scheme (see Figure 5-7).  

Figure 5-7: BNE zoning plan  

(BAC, 2017d) 
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Building activity approvals are required for any new construction, alteration, or 

demolition on the airport site. This requirement applies to proposals from the airport-

lessee company, a sub-lessee, or any developer or individual. If the application is 

external, consent must be received from BNE (Commonwealth of Australia, 1996a).  

Development applications are required to align with all relevant commonwealth 

and BNE planning regulations and strategies. An independent airport building 

controller is appointed by the Commonwealth government to monitor BNEs building 

and development activities and approvals (BAC, 2017d).  

State government regulation 

The former Queensland Government produced an “Economic Directions 

Statement – Queensland Airports 2013-2023”, which has since been revoked in a 

change of government. The draft new SPP incorporates the core of this Statement and 

identifies  strategic airports and aviation facilities in order to ensure the safe and 

efficient operations of the airport facilities which are identified as vital to the state 

(DILGP, 2016). BNE is identified as strategically important to the state within the 

SPP. The SPP identifies BCC as the relevant LGA for Brisbane Airport and the 

Redland City Council and Moreton Bay Regional Council as being impacted LGAs. 

The SPP does not impact the planning of BNE but does protect the operations through 

mitigation of external impacts. 

Local government regulation 

The BCC planning scheme recognises the airport in a ‘special use zone’ (seen in 

yellow below). More specifically, it is located within the ‘airport zone precinct’. The 

zoning map is presented in Figure 5-8. 

The zones surrounding the airport include open space, conservation, industry, 

and a small area of residential land (BCC, 2014b). The ‘airport zone precinct’ is 

designated for provide for aircraft maintenance, landing and departure of aircraft, 

assembly and dispersal of passengers and goods on or from aircraft, ancillary airport 

services, and associated aviation facilities (BCC, 2014a).  
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BNE is also located in the Australia TradeCoast neighbourhood plan area. The 

airport is within the ‘airport precinct’ of the neighbourhood plan. The neighbourhood 

plan boundary is outlined in black in Figure 5-9. The red outlines the precinct 

boundaries. The overall outcomes for the airport precinct area outside of the airport 

site are to develop commercial and retail development that have a relationship with 

airport activities. With regard to development within the airport site, the 

neighbourhood plan refers the BNE master plan for identification of appropriate land 

uses (BCC, 2014a). Local government regulation does not impact the planning process 

at BNE, however some land use zoning categories within the airport site are 

specifically designated to reflect those in adjoining BCC jurisdiction. 

Figure 5-8: BCC planning scheme airport zoning  

(BCC, 2014b) 
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Airport planning regulatory framework 

The planning regulatory framework in which BNE operates is presented in 

Figure 5-10, following. The airspace and airside regulations are outlined in blue, and 

regulations pertaining to land use planning are presented outlined in red.

Figure 5-9: Australia TradeCoast neighbourhood plan  

(BCC, 2014b) 
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Figure 5-10: Brisbane International Airport planning regulatory context 
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5.5 PLANNING AT BRISBANE INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 

The planning process at BNE has evolved in conjunction with state and 

Commonwealth governance regimes. Initial planning of BNE was undertaken in the 

1970s by the Brisbane Airport Advisory Committee, which comprised of 

representatives at a Commonwealth, state, and local government level (BAC, 2009b). 

Government reviews and studies following this identified the possible impacts of 

airport developments, resulting in the development of a preliminary master plan in 

1981.  

The first complete master plan was published in 1983 by the Department of 

Aviation. The early master plans were fundamentally based on aeronautical activities 

and associated facilities (BAC, 2009b). The FAC took over responsibility for BNE and 

produced a master plan for the airport in 1991, which was closely aligned with the 

1983 master plan. One notable difference was the identification of commercial 

development opportunities within the site (BAC, 2009b).  

The Airports Act required that a master plan be produced within 12 months of 

privatisation. BAC acquired the airport lease in 1997 and in 1998 the first BAC 

produced master plan came into effect. There was a notable increase in land identified 

for commercial development in 1998 master plan, an apparent result  of the airport’s 

privatisation. Master plans for BNE have since been produced in 2003, 2009, and most 

recently in 2014. The 2014 master plan for BNE was the first produced after the 

changes in legislation resulting from the White Paper and was approved in January 

2015.The current approved master plan drawing is presented in Figure 5-11. 
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5.5.1 Significant planning project 

The most significant project underway at the time of writing11 at BNE is the 

construction of a new parallel runway (NPR). A parallel runway has been in planning 

for decades at BNE and has been included in future planning since the first master plan 

in 1983.  

The construction cost for the NPR is approximately $1.3 billion and was 

expected to take eight years to build. The NPR will be 3,300m long by 60m wide and 

is expected to delivery capacity for BNEs operations to 2050 and beyond (BAC, 

2017b). BNE claimed the NPR would create around 2,700 jobs during peak 

construction and around 7,800 jobs for the region by 2035, as well as a regional 

economic benefit of around $5 billion per by 2035 (BAC, 2017b). The NPR is the 
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Figure 5-11: BAC 2014 approved master plan  

(BAC, 2014a) 
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largest aviation project in Australia and triggered the requirement for an 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and an MDP. 

The NPR triggered an EIS due to the significant preparation work required and 

the potential impacts on biodiversity in and around the airport site.  The airport is 

located on the Brisbane River Delta and to construct the NPR dredging of sand in 

Moreton Bay was required to fill in and reclaim the site (BAC, 2017b). Similar 

processes were required during the construction of the airport site in the 1980s and 

again the 1990s for construction of the international terminal (BAC, 2017b). The NPR 

triggered a MDP for numerous reasons, including the cost, and the construction of 

runways and airside infrastructure which will significantly impact flight paths and 

noise impacts from BNE (Commonwealth of Australia, 1996b). 

BNE prepared the EIS/MDP in four volumes, presenting the background and 

need of the project, the impact on the airport and surrounds on a ‘ground’ level, the 

detail of the dredging required, and the presentation of changes to airspace including 

changed impacts to aircraft noise (BAC, 2017b). BNE was required to distribute the 

EIS/MDP for public comment, as per the Airports Act. Detail of engagement around 

the NPR project is presented in section 5.6.1. 

The EIS/MDP was approved in September, 2007. The construction period began 

in 2014. At the time of writing12, site preparation and dredging and reclamation works 

had been completed. The construction of the pavements and airfield are planned for 

the next three years and the NPR is expected to be operational by 2020 (BAC, 2017b).  

5.6 STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT AT BRISBANE INTERNATIONAL 

AIRPORT 

Stakeholder engagement at Brisbane International Airport is widespread, 

including engagement with the community, all levels of government, and industry. 

Varying models of stakeholder engagement strategies are adopted at BNE, both within 

and outside of the master planning process. Engagement occurs both as a result of 
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mandatory regulation and as part of various mechanisms outside of the regulatory 

framework. The details of these processes are outlined in this section.  

5.6.1 Mandated stakeholder engagement strategies  

The airport is required to conduct engagement though public comment periods 

of the master planning and major development processes. 

Master plan consultation  

There are several notification and consultation requirements outlined in the 

Airports Act for master planning, which are outlined here. A ‘preliminary draft master 

plan’ is used for notification and comment periods.  

First, BNE must notify the federal Minister of the intention to develop a master 

plan. Following this, the airport must notify the Minister of the State in which the 

airport is situated, the state government planning authority, and each local government 

body with responsibility for the land surrounding the airport. The draft master plan 

must include written statements confirming that advice was given (Commonwealth of 

Australia, 1996b).  

Following the notification to government bodies, the Airports Act requires that 

BNE release the preliminary draft master plan for a period of 60 days. Notice of the 

preliminary master plan must be given in a local newspaper and on the airport’s 

website as a minimum, including information of where copies of the draft master plan 

are available for free. The public are invited to make submissions during the 60 day 

period (Commonwealth of Australia, 1996b).  Once the public comment period has 

closed, BNE must address each comment by showing ‘due regard’. Within the draft 

master plan submitted to the Minister, BNE is required to outline if/where in the master 

plan these comments have resulted in changes. Once all consultation and notification 

periods are complete, the ‘draft master plan’ is submitted to the Minister for approval 

(Commonwealth of Australia, 1996b). 

BNE detailed how each of the public comments were addressed in a 

‘supplementary report’ which was submitted with the draft master plan. The 

supplementary report outlined the wide-ranging engagement measures that BNE 

adopted within the public comment and notification period. Notification and 

distribution of the preliminary master plan was provided through various means, 

including: posters distributed to libraries and LGA offices, a specific enquiry email 
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address, the BAC website, the establishment of a free-call information line, media 

coverage with local news broadcasters on online and TV, printed advertising in local 

newspapers, distribution to stakeholder databases, information sessions at local 

shopping centres, briefings and workshops with community groups and industry 

bodies, banners erected in the airport offices and the shopping centre on the airport 

site, a digital display was set up in the shopping centre on the airport site, distribution 

of flyer handouts at the domestic terminal and the shopping centre on the airport site,  

and through the use of various social media platforms including Twitter, LinkedIn, and 

Facebook (BAC, 2014a).  

In order to make the preliminary master plan more easily understandable, BNE 

produced a summary booklet, as well as a separate Future Flight Path and Noise 

Information Booklet. These summary booklets were made available with full versions 

of the preliminary draft master plan if requested, both in print and digitally (BAC, 

2014a). Majority of the measures for notification and the summary booklet produced 

were outside of the regulatory requirements. 

The supplementary report detailed and gave ‘due regard’ to 39 official 

submissions that were received during the 60-day comment period. Submitter groups 

were identified as community members, the federal, state, and local governments, 

industry bodies and NGOs, and elected representatives (BAC, 2014b).  

Major development plan consultation  

The consultation and notification requirements for MDPs are virtually identical 

to that of the master plans. The airport must notify the minister, the relevant planning 

authorities, and release the MDP for a period of 60 days with the same conditions of 

notification through newspaper or the BAC website. The only difference being that the 

MDP public comment period may be reduced to a shorter period (of no less than 15 

days) if approved by the minister (Commonwealth of Australia, 1996b).  

During the EIS/MDP process for the NPR project, BNE was required to conduct 

the public engagement processes outlined above. Given that the EIS and MPD process 

were undertaken in parallel, the public comment period lasted for 90 days (BAC, 

2017b).  
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A ‘supplementary report’ was provided as part of the NPR EIS/MDP which 

described the public engagement processes and submissions responses from BNE, 

similar to that produced as part of the 2014 master plan.  

The supplementary report details the means in which notification and provision 

of the preliminary draft MDP was done. These were: a project specific website, a free-

call information line, media activity on radio, TV, and in print, advertisement in local 

newspapers, distribution  community member databases, information sessions for 

suburbs most affected, shopping centre displays across Brisbane, the establishment of 

a community information centre at the airport, and specific briefings with the nearest 

residential areas and airport tenants (BAC, 2017b). 

Fact sheets, summaries of major findings, project DVDs, information flyers, 

digital and print copies, and information booklets were produced and distributed 

through the various means outlined above.  One of these voluntary measures was the 

production of a Future Flight Path and Noise Information Booklet. This booklet 

provided extensive information on the future flight paths and noise impacts of the 

NPR, including explanation of technical information and the differences between 

current and future operations (BAC, 2017b). A revised version of this Booklet was 

used to support the 2014 master plan. 

During the public comment period of the EIS/MDP 196 submissions were 

received. These were addressed in the supplementary report and given ‘due regard’, 

including some changes to the EIS/MDP (BAC, 2017b). 

5.6.2 Stakeholder mechanisms outside regulatory requirements 

There are several stakeholder engagement mechanisms which BNE adopts 

which are not required as part of the regulatory framework.  

Engagement committees 

When the White Paper was in force, all Commonwealth leased airports were 

required to establish Community Aviation Consultation Groups and Planning 

Coordination Forums. The Committees did not preclude any other formal public 

consultation process undertaken as part of the master planning or major development 

process and were required on an ongoing basis. At BNE these are referred to as the 

Brisbane Airport Community Aviation Consultation Group (BACACG) and the 

Brisbane Area Airport Round Table (BAART) respectively. The White Paper no 
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longer has legal status and as such there is no mandatory requirement for the airports 

to maintain these committees. Despite this, all major airports continue to adopt this 

structure, with some flexibility from the original prescriptions (B11). It is worth noting 

that BAC did adopt a ‘Brisbane Airport Community Forum’ in 2008, prior to any 

mandated requirement. The purpose of this committee was to reach affected 

communities to discuss noise, traffic, environment, security and other issues (BAC, 

2009a). 

When the requirement for BACACG was officially established, the process was 

supported by ‘guidelines’ published by the DIRD (2011a) in parallel to the White 

Paper. The guidelines advised on the role and purpose of the BACACG, as well as 

suggestions for terms of reference and the composition and reporting requirements. 

Though these guidelines also no longer have legal status, the structure and 

requirements set out are largely reflected in BNEs practices. 

The BACACG meets quarterly. Each quarterly meeting is independently 

chaired, with an agenda set and minutes taken which are published on the BACACG 

website. The BACACG members (as of 2015) are presented in Table 5-1. 

Table 5-1: BACACG members  

(BACACG, 2015) 

Type of member Nominated by 
No. of 

representatives 

Independent Chairperson BAC 1 

Local government Brisbane City Council 1 

State government Queensland Premier 1 

Commonwealth government Relevant Department 2 

Community members 
Elected Commonwealth and State 

members 
6 

Aviation industry representatives Two major airlines (Qantas and Virgin) 2 

Airservices Australia AirServices Australia 2 

BAC representatives BAC 4 

Total members  
19 

 

The BACACG community members are nominated by Commonwealth and state 

members of parliament whose seats directly border the Airport and/or are within a 15 

kilometre radius of the airport (BACACG, 2010). The number of members has 

increased since the Terms of Reference were first published in 2010, with the above 
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figures reflecting an increase in Commonwealth government and BAC representatives 

(BACACG, 2015).  

The most recent BACACG meeting was held in March, 2017. The minutes 

published on the BACACG website outline the discussion which included: reports 

from community members, noise complaint information, on time performance 

information, an update on BNE’s ongoing community activities and correspondence, 

an introduction to an ANO representative, an update from AsA, and an update on the 

NPR including engagement strategies and airspace designs. The meeting went for two 

and half hours and was attended by community members, federal, state, and local 

government representatives, airline representatives, BNE staff, AsA representatives, 

and included the addition of the ANO as member (BACACG, 2017).  

The BACACG is not a technical forum so is supported by the Technical Noise 

Working Group (TNWG). The TNWG includes airline and government agency 

representatives and deals with the complex or detailed noise related issues in order to 

provide the BACACG with accurate and relevant information (BACACG, 2010). 

The BAART was also supported by ‘guidelines’ produced by the DIRD (2011b). 

The guidelines outlined the role and purpose of the BART, the potential terms of 

reference, the required composition of the BART, and administrative processes to be 

established. The purpose of the BAART is to develop relationships between the airport 

and all levels of government in order to discuss airport planning processes and how 

these may impact the surrounding area (DIRD, 2011b). Topics discussed include the 

airport master plan, the consistency between the airport master plan and the BCC 

planning scheme, any environmental issues, detail of commercial developments on 

airport land and the impact of these, aircraft noise related issues, and government 

briefings on policy developments (DIRD, 2011b). The membership of BAART is 

composed of senior representatives from all levels of government and BNE 

representatives. The BAART is seen to have a supporting role to the BACACG 

through ensuring relevant and up to date planning issues are communicated to the 

community.  

There are also consultation groups between the airport and local planning 

departments pertaining to ground transport, environmental, land use, and aviation 

development which contribute to the master planning process (BAC, 2017c). 
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Corporate relations 

The corporate relations department within BNE is responsible for the 

management of several non-regulated stakeholder engagement mechanisms. The 

department holds community information exchanges twice yearly in the suburbs 

neighbouring the airport, is responsible for the coordination of the BACACG and 

BAART, coordinates BNEs presence and sponsorship at fairs and festivals around 

Brisbane, takes airport bus tours, monitors and responds to social media accounts, and 

coordinates responses or actions to aircraft noise complaints received by the airport 

(BAC, 2017c).  

Aircraft noise information and management 

The airport has a dedicated help centre online for flight paths and noise 

management information. The site outlines how BNE manages noise, where flight path 

information is found, how to make complaints about aircraft noise, and information 

about aircraft type and operations (BAC, 2017e). 

The site connects to the ‘Above and Beyond’ report which provides information 

to understand noise and its impacts, how noise is managed through technology and 

aircraft, and the airports communication strategies for noise. The strategies outlined 

included ways in which the airport connects with the community, noise FAQs, where 

information on flight paths and noise monitoring can be found, and information for the 

responsible bodies for responding to queries about aircraft noise – AsA (BAC, 2012).  

AsA provide information online regarding flight paths, aircraft movements, and 

noise abatement procedures in place for nine major airports across Australia, including 

BNE (AirServices Australia, 2017a). The AsA website directs to specific websites for 

all major airports it monitors. The site for BNE provides information on noise 

monitoring stations in Brisbane, detail on flight arrival and departure procedures at 

BNE, noise abatement measures adopted for the runway use, specific noise 

investigations undertaken, and quarterly summaries of noise complaints which AsA 

has received (AirServices Australia, 2017b).  

AsA also provides an online flight path and noise tracking website for the nine 

major airports in Australia using WebTrak software. The site provides data from 2012 

on flight tracking and noise monitoring station information, with a 40 minute delay 

(AirServices Australia, 2017d). Historical flight activity, including the location and 
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noise measurement at noise monitoring stations across Brisbane is also available on 

WebTrak. Figure 5-12 depicts a week day morning illustration of WebTrak.  

 

There is a link in WebTrak to the noise complaints form. Noise complaints are 

dealt with using the Noise Complaints and Information Service (NCIS) which is 

managed by AsA.  

The Aircraft Noise Ombudsman (ANO) is an administrative body which 

conducts independent reviews of the AsA management of noise-related issues. The 

ANO also gets involved if a member of the community is not satisfied with the way in 

which their complaint was processed by AsA (Aircraft Noise Ombudsman, 2016). 

Though the airport is not the official authority to deal with aircraft noise 

complaints, the corporate relations department of BNE does receive and coordinate 

responses to noise complaints (B1). Typically, the complainant is directed to submit a 

complaint to AsA or BNE responds to the complaint if it is a simple enquiry. BNE also 

gets involved if the community member is dissatisfied with AsA response and directs 

them to the ANO (B1). 

 

Figure 5-12: WebTrak flight tracking system at BNE  

(AirServices Australia, 2017c) 
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5.7 BRISBANE INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT IN AN AUSTRALIAN 

CONTEXT 

The purpose of this section is to place Brisbane International Airport in the 

national context of Australian airports. The survey findings support that the 

engagement practices of BNE are typical of those across Australia. It is important to 

note that the categories of responses in the survey are not necessarily mutually 

exclusive as respondents were able to select more than one option. 

At BNE, engagement occurs on an ongoing basis, as well as within the master 

planning and major development plan processes. Within a national context, 

engagement was identified to be important on an ongoing basis most notably, and at 

the preliminary planning and plan making stages (Figure 5-13).  

 

Motivation for engagement at Australian airports is largely driven by leadership, 

reflective of the Brisbane case study (Figure 5-14). The importance of engagement for 

operational staff is also highlighted as a significant motivation, as well as the evolution 

of legislative change which has resulted in the regulatory requirement. The evolution 

of Brisbane’s regulatory environment reflects this national finding.  

 

 

 

22%

11%

6%

61%

Stages of planning when engagement is conducted in Australian airports

In preliminary planning/investigation phase of a

project/master plan

During the plan-making/producing phase of a

project/master plan

When required by regulation/law

On an ongoing regular basis, not only when there

is a new project/master plan

Figure 5-13: Stage of airport planning when engagement is conducted in Australia 
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BNE engages with government and community stakeholders through committee 

structures, in addition to mandated consultation during projects. The predominant 

method of engagement across Australia was found to be regular ‘committee’ meetings, 

both with external stakeholders and regulatory stakeholders. There are several other 

forms of engagement which are undertaking at airports across Australia, with every 

category selected by respondents (Figure 5-15). 

 

 

23%

25%

6%

18%

8%

9%

9%

2%

Mechanisms of stakeholder engagement at Australian airports

Regular ‘committee’ meetings made up of airport 

stakeholders 

Regular ‘committee’ meetings made up of 

regulatory airport stakeholder

Workshops in which stakeholders can present how

they would plan for the airport

Community/public forums

Engagement occurs mostly informally through

relationships at an operational level

Engagement occurs mostly through relationships at

a management level

Engagement occurs mostly through relationships at

a leadership level

Other

Figure 5-15: Mechanisms of engagement in Australia 

Figure 5-14: Motivation for engagement at Australian airports 

3%

25%

47%

25%

Motivation for engagement at Australian airports

It has always been required by law

 It is required by law as an outcome of a

master plan/project which resulted in

legislative change

It is deemed important by the leadership at

the airport

It is deemed important by operational staff

as important
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The regularity of the committee type engagement measures typically occurs 

quarterly, as in the Brisbane case (Figure 5-16). As in BNE, this is likely a remnant of 

the previous legislative requirement for quarterly engagement which has now been 

adopted as common practice, though no longer mandated. A number of engagement 

committees were also found to occur on a monthly basis across airports and several ad 

hoc and annual engagement reoccurrences.  

 

 In Australia, the main purpose of the committees is to inform stakeholders of 

the airport plans and to receive their feedback. This was also apparent in the Brisbane 

case study, with engagement seen to be fundamentally informative in the interviews. 

The number of respondents outlining the importance for conflict mitigation is 

reflective of the recognition of social licence at BNE (Figure 5-17). 

Figure 5-17: Purpose of committee engagement at Australian airports 

8%

42%

10%

16%

16%

8%

Purpose of engagement committees at Australian airports

To inform stakeholders of the airports plans

To inform stakeholders of the airports plans

and receive their feedback

To involve stakeholders in the decision making

process

 To allow stakeholders to present their ideas

for the future of the airport

To mitigate possible future challenges or

conflicts

Fulfilling regulatory obligations

Figure 5-16: Regularity of engagement committees at Australian airports 

21%

54%

4%

9%

4%

8%

Regularity of engagement committees at Australian airports

Monthly

Quarterly

Annually

Ad hoc

Unsure

Other
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The stakeholder engagement mechanisms and strategies at BNE are found to be 

reflective of those employed across the country when comparing the summary 

presented here with the earlier sections of this chapter. This result is not surprising, 

given the Commonwealth regulations and the strong relationships between airports 

across Australia. 

5.8 CASE STUDY SUMMARY 

Interviews with the airport operator and external stakeholders revealed that the 

planning processes and stakeholder engagement strategies at BNE have been 

influenced by a number of factors. These are both internal and external factors and are 

a result of the airport site location, local and national influences, internal influences, 

and the operating environment. These are outlined below and begin to fulfil research 

objective 1c: Evaluate the cultural and contextual impacts on airport planning and 

stakeholder engagement. 

The geographic context of BNE allows the airport to operate a significant 

amount of flights over Moreton Bay. On the current runway system, 80% of flights 

between 10pm and 6am operate over Moreton Bay (BAC, 2017e). This inherently 

reduces conflict over aircraft noise due to the reduced number of residents under the 

flight path, particularly when compared to airports which operate in a landlocked 

position. The future NPR will also embrace this context and BNE is planning for as 

many flights to operate over the Bay as possible (B1; B5). The geographic isolation 

between BNE and other major airports in Australia increases the importance of non-

restricted operations at the airport. In the case of BNE, geographic context mitigates 

potential conflict and has a largely positive influence on the airport’s operational 

capacity and potential.  

External politics are not seen by airport stakeholders to have any direct influence 

on BNE’s planning processes. One participant stated, “I would absolutely say, without 

any hesitation that there is not political interference in our planning” (B1). Though 

not seen as influential on the planning process itself, the political climate at the time 

of interviews was one of support for the airport. Despite current positive relationships, 

political discussions created challenges for airport operations historically, particularly 

with regard to a potential curfew of airport operations.  
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The discussion of implementing a curfew at BNE was raised by a federal 

member of parliament living in Brisbane. A review of the need to establish curfew 

arrangements was officially investigated by the federal government as part of the 

Aviation White Paper process in 2009 through the establishment of a Brisbane Airport 

Curfew Review Steering Committee. The Committee comprised of representatives 

from all levels of government, AsA, and Tourism industry bodies. The Committee 

reviewed submissions made, of which majority were in support of the airport 

continuing 24 hour operations. The significant economic detriment vs its limited 

impact on aircraft noise, resulted in the decision to not impose a curfew at BNE in 

2013 (DIRD, 2013). Aside from this instance, the airport is typically support by 

politicians, at a local, state, and federal level due to the economic significance of the 

airport for Brisbane city, as well as the state of Queensland.  

Leadership at BNE was identified as being particularly influential on the 

stakeholder engagement and integration processes the airport has adopted in the last 

five to ten years. Leadership is seen to be setting an example, which is then filtered 

into senior management at the airport and the general approach the airport takes to 

planning and engagement (B5; B6). Current airport leadership was identified as 

pertinent in improving relationships with all levels of government and going “above 

and beyond” the requirements for community consultation, mitigating conflict on the 

planning process (B1; B7; B11). 

At BNE, participants identified the privatisation to be a negative influence 

historically, but generally agreed that the ownership structure does not have a 

significant impact today. The ownership structure of the airport was identified as 

having more internal influence than external. This was described by one airport 

stakeholder: “maybe the planning itself, not. But making the planning a reality. So 

really commitments to invest and to implement things that we think are needed from a 

planning perspective are needed” (B5). Priorities of shareholders were recognised as 

a driving factor in the decisions made regarding specific infrastructure investments on 

the airport site (B1). This was seen as having some influence on the external integration 

of the airport, particularly with regard to the funding of road and rail infrastructure into 

the site (B15).  

The regulatory environment at BNE was identified as a challenge to effective 

integration and engagement, particular given the airport is entirely regulated at a 
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Commonwealth level, with BCC and the State Government having no direct 

jurisdiction. The regulatory environment has also had positive effects on the 

integration and engagement process, particularly since the publication of the Aviation 

White Paper in 2009. Despite not being legally enforced anymore, the engagement 

strategies developed as part of the White Paper have remained and are crucial to 

mitigating conflict with external stakeholders and improving relationships. 

Stakeholder engagement committees were not formally required until 2011 and 

although the airport had conducted engagement prior to this, this change in regulatory 

requirements was seen as a turning point for stakeholder relationships. This evolution 

of the regulatory framework has been directly beneficial to the airports engagement 

and integration.  

The influence of the historical evolution at BNE is closely linked to leadership, 

regulatory controls, and privatisation. The consensus between stakeholders is that the 

airport is more genuinely engaged today than it has been historically. Much of master 

plan priorities in the early days of BNE were focused on airside infrastructure, whereas 

after privatisation there was an evident increase in non-aviation related developments 

(B4). This created conflict and tension in the early days of privatisation and eventually 

resulted in a court case between the airport and a development company and the BCC 

(B7).  

It was recognised by an airport representative that airport engagement strategies 

have improved across the major airports in Australia during this time. “Certainly, the 

consultation practices that are employed by major airports are significantly improved 

over 15-20 years ago. Where basically it was token, it's not anymore” (B4). This is 

reflected in the decreasing number of submissions received in response to the master 

plan. While in 1998, there were over 4,000 submissions, in the 2009 this number 

dropped to 400 submissions, and the recent master plan received only 39 submissions 

(B3).  

Historically, the airport planning and stakeholder engagement processes were 

non-transparent and non-inclusive. The historical evolution of BNE has influenced the 

planning processes and stakeholder engagement through several factors, both 

mandated and non-mandated. Current engagement strategies adopted are mostly seen 

as effective, resulting in minimal conflict with external stakeholders. Whilst there 

remain some tenuous issues between the airport and external stakeholders, this analysis 



  

Brisbane International Airport Page 155 

of influences illustrates that relationships are good overall, and improving. 

Engagement is increasingly seen by participants as genuine and the airport has seen a 

decrease in conflict within their planning process, evidenced by a decreased number 

of submissions for the master plan.  

The influence of leadership and the regulatory framework appear to be the most 

influential on the airport planning and stakeholder engagement processes at BNE. The 

influence of politics and power is minimal, as the airport is seen as one of the most 

powerful stakeholder groups within the institutional framework. The privatised 

ownership of the airport was not seen to have significant influence on external 

processes, rather on the internal approval and development strategies. The geographic 

context of the airport was seen as an advantage to airport operations. The way in which 

the airport has evolved is seen to reflect ‘lessons learnt’ from the historical evolution 

of the airport.  

Table 5-2 provides an overview of the findings for the BNE case study chapter, 

addressing the research objectives outlined in the beginning of the chapter.  

Table 5-2: Brisbane International Airport case study summary 

Research objectives 

 

Case study findings 

1b) Determine the governance 

and regulatory frameworks 

defining airport planning 

and stakeholder 

engagement processes. 

Federal government 

• The Airports Act 1996 

• Civil Aviation Act 1988 

• Airports (Building Control) Regulations 1996  

• Airports (Environment Protection) Regulation 1997 

State government 

• No direct regulatory influence 

Local government 

• No direct regulatory influence 

1c) Evaluate the cultural and 

contextual impacts on 

airport planning and 

stakeholder engagement. 

• Contextually, Brisbane is fortunate to be located on Moreton 

Bay which limits potential aircraft noise challenges.  

• Culturally, external politics are seen to have minimal influence 

on the current planning and engagement process. The 

historical evolution of the airport has evolved and improved 

relationships with external stakeholders, and increased broad 

support for the airport operations.  

2a) Identify mechanisms of 

stakeholder engagement 

employed by airports.  

Mandated 

• Master plan consultation  

• Major development plan consultation 

Voluntary 

• Brisbane Airport Community Aviation Consultation Group  
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• Brisbane Area Airport Round Table  

• Technical Noise Working Group  

• Corporate relations event 

• Above and beyond noise management report 

• WebTrak 

 

A complete cross tabulation of results for each case study chapter is provided in 

Appendix I.



  

Düsseldorf Airport Page 157 

Chapter 6: Düsseldorf Airport 

6.1 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter follows the same structure as the BNE case study chapter. A brief 

overview of the history of aviation and airport government in Germany is presented, 

followed by a more detailed review of the context of Düsseldorf Airport (DUS). The 

airport’s governance structure, the broader planning framework, and the specific 

planning framework for DUS are described. Following this, the planning processes 

and stakeholder engagement strategies are detailed, including specific review of noise 

related issues. Survey results regarding the content of this chapter are presented, and 

summary, some interim case study findings are presented. This chapter provides 

results in the context of Düsseldorf for the research objective 1b, 1c, and 2a: 

1b)  Determine the governance and regulatory frameworks defining airport 

planning and stakeholder engagement processes;  

1c)  Evaluate the cultural and contextual impacts on airport planning and 

stakeholder engagement; and 

2a)  Identify mechanisms of stakeholder engagement employed by airports. 

It also presents interim findings in response to research objective 2b: 

2b) Understand the operational drivers for stakeholder engagement. 

6.2 AIRPORT GOVERNANCE IN GERMANY 

Aviation in Germany has been affected by major historical events, most 

predominantly the two World Wars, and eventual reunification of the East and West 

in 1990 (Redding, Sturm, & Wolf, 2011). The federal government announced their 

intentions to privatise or transfer some airports in 1982, as a result of budget 

restrictions and increasing financial constraints (Bel & Fageda, 2010; Littlechild, 

2012b). Most airports within Germany were owned by varying levels of government 

until the early 1990s. By 2013, only five of the intended 18 airports were privatised 

(ICAO, 2013). Some airports were operated within a corporatized structure, but 

ownership remained with the government. Various models of privatisation were 

eventually adopted, ranging from partial privatisation to full privatisation. (ICAO, 

2013).  
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There is no standard regulatory framework for airport spatial planning or pricing 

regulations at airports in Germany (Bel & Fageda, 2010). Legislation relating to air 

navigation and economic regulation is typically developed at a national level and 

enforced through the relevant Landesregierung (federal state government). Legislation 

with regard to spatial planning, particularly within Düsseldorf airport, is enforced by 

the Kommune (local government). 

6.3 URBAN PLANNING IN GERMANY 

Urban planning in Germany is based on a Federal Republic government structure 

and is spread across three core levels of government: federal, federal state, and 

municipalities (Pahl-Weber & Henckel, 2008). The hierarchy of these is outlined in 

Figure 6-1. 

 

The government levels and responsibilities of each are clearly differentiated, 

however, the planning system in Germany is multifaceted, with complex notification, 

participation, coordination and compliance procedures between all levels of 

government and administration (Pahl-Weber & Henckel, 2008). This urban planning 

Figure 6-1: German urban planning government hierarchy  

(adapted from Pahl-Weber & Henckel, 2008) 

Federal Government of Germany 

(Bundesrepublik Deutschland) 

13 ‘area’ states 

(Flächenländer) 

3 ‘city’ states 

(Stadtstaaten) 

22 administrative districts 

(Regierungsbezirke) 

323 counties 

(Landkreise) 

116 county-free cities 

(Kreisfreie Städte) 

111 planning regions 

ca. 12,500 municipalities belonging to a 

county 

(kreisanghörige Germeinden) 
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system is based on principles of ‘mutual feedback’, identified as both a ‘top down’ and 

‘bottom up’ process (D1). 

6.3.1 Geographic urban planning context  

Düsseldorf Airport (DUS) is located within District 5 (Stadtbezirk 5), in the City 

of Düsseldorf (Stadt Düsseldorf). Stadt Düsseldorf is a county-free city (Kreisfreie 

Städte), within the regional administrative district of Bezirksregierung Düsseldorf.  

Bundesländer Nordrhein-Westfalen 

Stadt Düsseldorf 

Stadtbezirk 5 

Figure 6-2: Düsseldorf Airport governance geography 

(adapted from Landeshauptstadt Düsseldorf, 2017b; Odessa Corporation, 2017) 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Stadtbezirk
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Bezirksregierung Düsseldorf is located within the federal state (Bundesland) of 

Nordrhein-Westfalen (NRW), which is divided into two authorities 

(Landschaftsverband Rheinland and Westfalen-Lippe). This geographic context is 

presented previously, in Figure 6-2. 

The airport and its operations impact a significant number of Kommune, 

Kandkreise, and Kreisfreie Städte, as outlined in Figure 6-3, below.  

  

6.3.2 Urban planning in Düsseldorf 

There are two types of planning which affect urban planning in Germany: spatial 

planning, and sectoral planning. Spatial planning is land use planning which is 

developed across four levels of government (federal, federal state, regional, and city 

level). There are two types of spatial plans at a city level which outline the high-level 

zoning (Flächennutzungsplan) and supporting this, the Bebauungsplan which provides 

more detailed zone regulations required to achieve the objectives of the 

Flächennutzungsplan. Sectoral planning allows for planning of large scale, long term 

projects. 

Figure 6-3: Düsseldorf Airport surrounding Kommunen 
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Spatial planning is required to integrate spatially significant sectoral planning in 

its relevant context. The most relevant spatial and sectoral legislation pertaining to 

Düsseldorf and the airport are described here. 

Spatial planning 

With regard to spatial planning, the federal government does not have a spatial 

planning tool which encompasses the entire country. The federal government defines 

guiding principles and principles which are enforced within relevant federal state, 

regional, and municipal spatial planning legislation (Pahl-Weber & Henckel, 2008). 

The federal states are required to implement the guiding principles in a contextually 

relevant form. The key federal planning instruments which provide guiding principles 

include the Raumordnungsgesetz (Federal Spatial Planning Act), the Baugesetzbuch 

(Federal Building Code), and the Landesplanungsgesetz (Land Planning Act). 

Spatial planning in NRW occurs within two levels – the spatial planning for the 

entire federal state and regional planning for administrative districts. The federal state 

spatial plan (Landesentwicklungsplan Nordrhein-Westfalen) identifies the spatial 

structure of the state, potential settlement areas, safeguarding of environmental areas, 

designation of special development centres, and preparation of spatially significant 

public and private plans (Pahl-Weber & Henckel, 2008). The most recent 

Landesentwicklungsplan Nordrhein-Westfalen (LEP NRW) was officially enforced in 

February 2017 (Staatskanzlei des Landes Nordrhein-Westfalen, 2017).  

Regional planning is regulated differently in each federal state. The relevant 

regional administrative district to DUS is Bezirksregierung Düsseldorf. The regional 

plan (Regionalplan) produced by Bezirksregierung Düsseldorf provides the 

connection between the federal principles, the state-wide spatial planning, and the land 

use planning adopted at an urban district level. Core elements of the plans include 

settlement structure, open space structure, and infrastructure (Pahl-Weber & Henckel, 

2008).  

Planning for Stadt Düsseldorf occurs in two stages of plans. First, the ‘zoning 

plan’ (Flächennutzungsplan), often referred to as preparatory land use plan. The 

Flächennutzungsplan essentially outlines the entire development envisaged for the 

urban district, derived from the federal state spatial planning tools (Pahl-Weber & 

https://www.land.nrw/sites/default/files/asset/document/lep_nrw_14-12-16.pdf
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Henckel, 2008). Stadt Düsseldorf must seek approval from the Bezirksregierung 

Düsseldorf when changing or updating the Flächennutzungsplan (DUS-Reg1).  

The second type of plan is the ‘development plan’ (Bebauungsplan). This is a 

binding land use plan, the framework of which is derived from the 

Flächennutzungsplan. This plan contains the legally binding specifications in steering 

urban development and gives specific form to the Flächennutzungsplan through clear, 

plot specific definitions of land use (Pahl-Weber & Henckel, 2008). Not all areas 

within a Flächennutzungsplan have a Bebauungsplan. Once a Bebauungsplan is 

adopted, the Flächennutzungsplan is revised to reflect it (D10).  

The relevance and application of the spatial planning regulation described above 

to DUS is detailed in section 6.4.2. 

Sectoral planning 

Sectoral (or specialised) planning also has impacts on airport operations and 

planning. The purpose of sectoral planning is to provide for specialised, long-life, and 

long-term projects. Sectoral planning can be broadly categorised into sectors of: 

transport and communications, utilities, defence, agriculture, and environmental 

protection (Pahl-Weber & Henckel, 2008). Many sectoral Acts which are relevant to 

each sector. Any sectoral planning application must be considered within the relevant 

sectoral legislation and is governed by the Verwaltungsverfahrensgesetz (VwVfG) 

(Administrative Procedures Act) (Akademie für Raumforschung und Landesplanung, 

2017). 

The Luftverkehrsgesetz (LuftVG) (Civil Aviation Act 1922) is particularly 

relevant to airports. The LuftVG is a sectoral planning instrument established at a 

national level for the regulation of civil aviation in Germany (Bundesministeriums der 

Justiz und für Verbraucherschutz, 1922). While the legislation is formed at a national 

level, the responsibility of administrating it is delegated to the federal states. In the 

case of NRW, this falls with the Ministry of Building, Housing, Urban Development 

and Transport (MBWSV). The relevance and application of sectoral planning for DUS 

is further detailed in section 6.4.2. 

6.4 AIRPORT CONTEXT 

Düsseldorf Airport (DUS) is located approximately 9km from the centre of Stadt 

Düsseldorf (see Figure 6-4). It is the largest airport in NRW and the third busiest 
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airport in Germany, with a passenger throughput over 23.5 million passengers in the 

CY 2016 (Düsseldorf Airport, 2017d; Kable, 2014). 

 

DUS officially opened in 1927. In 1939, operations came to a halt and in 1944 

the entire complex was destroyed in air raids during World War Two. Flights 

recommenced in a  rebuilt complex in 1949 (Multieducator, 2004).  In April 1996, a 

significant fire occurred within the terminal of DUS, destroying large areas of the 

terminal (Kirk, 1997). 17 people died and over 100 suffered serious injuries. Following 

this, the airport was shut for three and a half days with operations mostly restored 

almost two and a half months later. The airport was found liable for the fire by the 

courts and damages in the form of insurance settlements, construction costs, 

compensation for victims, and airline loss of business, cost the airport an estimated 

$1.5 billion (USD) (Kirk, 1997). Following the tragic event, large areas of the terminal 

were demolished and a new terminal was constructed. The project began in 1997 and  

was completed in 2002 (Baunetz, 2001). 

Today, DUS is economically significant for Stadt Düsseldorf, employing 

approximately 19,700 people within various companies on and around the airport site. 

50,000 jobs within the region depend on the airport’s existence (Düsseldorf Airport, 

2014). The airport has the largest catchment area of any airport in Germany, with an 

estimated catchment population of 18 million (D14). 

Figure 6-4: Aerial - Düsseldorf Airport  

(Nearmaps, 2016) 
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6.4.1 Airport governance structure 

In December 1997, DUS became the first partially-privatised international 

airport in Germany. Prior to privatisation, the airport was owned 50% by NRW and 

50% by Stadt Düsseldorf (ICAO, 2013). Today, the airport operates within a public-

private-partnership (PPP) structure, with a 50% share owned by Landeshauptstadt 

Düsseldorf (City Government) and 50% by three private investment firms referred to 

as ‘Airport Partners GmbH’ (see Figure 6-5). The airport company is called Flughafen 

Düsseldorf GmbH (FDG) (Düsseldorf Airport, 2017c). 

The airport is on land owned by Stadt Düsseldorf and is leased to Flughafen 

Düsseldorf GmbH (Breitkopf, 2016).  

Leadership at Düsseldorf Airport 

Flughafen Düsseldorf GmbH operates with a three-person Managing Director 

structure; however there is one Sprecher der Geschäftsführung (Chairman of the 

Management board) officially appointed.  

Chritoph Blume was the Sprecher der Geschäftsführung from 2001 to 2013. 

Prior to this, Mr Blume was the City Director of Düsseldorf City from 1997 to 2001 

and was on advisory boards for various aviation organisations. Mr Blume died 

suddenly in 2013 (Elbers, 2013). 

Following the death of Mr Blume, Ludger Dohm was appointed the Sprecher der 

Geschäftsführung of Flughafen Düsseldorf GmbH from 2013 to 2016. Prior to this 

Landeshauptstadt  

Düsseldorf 

50%

AviAlliance 

GmbH

20%

AviC GmbH & 

Co. KGaA

10%

Aer Rianta 

International cpt

20%

Figure 6-5: Düsseldorf Airport shareholdings 
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role, Mr Dohm held executive management positions in the oil and gas industry 

(Airliners, 2014). 

In June 2016, Thomas Schnalke was appointed Sprecher der Geschäftsführung 

of Flughafen Düsseldorf GmbH (Düsseldorf Airport, 2016). Prior to this role, Mr 

Schalke had been the Commercial Director at Flughafen Düsseldorf GmbH since 2001 

(Themen, 2016). 

6.4.2 Airport planning regulatory framework 

The airport planning regulatory framework relevant to this research is 

administered both at a Bundesland and Kommune level. The relevant spatial and 

sectoral planning legislation for airside and noise related planning, as well as spatial 

planning is detailed below. 

Aviation and noise regulation 

The aviation and noise regulation relevant to DUS is predominantly regulated at 

a national (Bundesrepublik) level, with some federal state (Bundesland) and city 

(Stadt) regulations as well. 

Bundesrepublik regulation 

The Luftverkehrsgesetz (LuftVG) (Civil Aviation Act 1922) is one of the most 

influential pieces of legislation for the airside and air traffic development of DUS and 

was most recently updated in 2007. Relevant to the scope of this research, the LuftVG 

prescribes the building height restrictions surrounding the airport, the requirement for 

noise commissions, the design and operation of airports and airfields, and is the basis 

for any planning application regarding airport and airfield alterations 

(Bundesministeriums der Justiz und für Verbraucherschutz, 1922; Pahl-Weber & 

Henckel, 2008). As outlined earlier, the LuftVG is a sectoral planning instrument and 

is required to be governed in conjunction with the Verwaltungsverfahrensgesetz 

(VwVfG) (Administrative Procedures Act).  

The VwVfG stipulates the whole application process, including documentation 

required and public and government agency engagement procedures and requirements 

(referred to as a ‘hearing’) (Bundesministeriums der Justiz und für Verbraucherschutz, 

1977). The government agency conducting the hearing is not required to be the 

approving agency. The procedure for applying for ‘planning approval’ under the 
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LuftVG and VwVfG is referred to as Planfeststellungsverfahren. In NRW, this is 

mandated and approved by MBWSV (Landeshauptstadt Düsseldorf, 2017d). 

The most significant legislation concerning aircraft noise management is the 

Gesetz zum Schutz gegen Fluglärm (FluLärmG) (Aircraft Noise Act 1971), updated 

in 2007. The FluLärmG prescribes noise protection zones for land development around 

airports, as well as the requirements for building compensation and noise insulation 

schemes. The noise protection zones prescribed in the FluLärmG are directly 

incorporated into the Regionalplan (Bundesministeriums der Justiz und für 

Verbraucherschutz, 1971). These regulations are all developed by the Bundesrepublik 

but are enforced by Bundesland departments.  

Bundesland regulation 

DUS is subject to a specific, additional noise control regulation – 

Fluglärmschutzverordnung Düsseldorf (FluLärmDüsseldV). The FluLärmDüsseldV 

was most recently updated in 2011 and prescribes specific noise protection areas 

around DUS, including the noise contours (Nordrhein-Westfalen, 2011). The noise 

protection areas and contours defined at a Bundesland level (LuftVG, FluLärmG, and 

FluLärmDüsseldV) are required to be incorporated within the Regionalplan produced 

by the Bezirksregierung Düsseldorf. 

Stadt regulation 

The legislation described above applies to all airports in Germany. Specifically 

for DUS, the Angerlandvergleich (Angerland contract) is perhaps the most significant 

legal document relating to the future planning of the Airport. In 1953, the airport had 

an expansion plan for their runway system which received considerable criticism from 

the surrounding Kommunen. In order to resolve the conflict and allow the airport to 

expand (under strict conditions), a contract was formed between the Stadt Düsseldorf, 

Düsseldorf Airport, the surrounding Kommunen, and NRW. The contract was formed 

in 1965 and remains a legally binding document (Oberverwaltungsgericht, 1965). The 

airport attempted to dispute the validity of the contract in 1998, but this was objected 

to by an adjoining Kommune and was taken to Court. The Oberverwaltungsgericht 

(Supreme Administrative Court) of NRW rejected the airports claim and therefore, 

again reinforced the authority of the contract in 2002 (Oberverwaltungsgericht für das 

Land Nordrhein-Westfalen, 2002).  
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The Angerlandvergleich defined the airport site boundary, the runway 

alignment, and the permissible time and usage of the northern runway evidenced in a 

10pm to 6am curfew for operations (D6). A majority of the Kommunen which were 

signatory to the Angerlandvergleich do not exist anymore, or were merged with others. 

As such, the remaining signatories are Stadt Düsseldorf, Düsseldorf Airport, Ratingen, 

and NRW. 

Landside regulation  

Planning for landside development at DUS is regulated within the spatial 

planning system outlined above, depending on the type of development proposed and 

which types of plans are adopted. It should be noted that there are no greenfield 

landside areas remaining at the airport, and only minimal brownfield opportunities. 

Bundesland planning 

Within the Landesentwicklungsplan Nordrhein-Westfalen (LEP NRW), DUS is 

designated as a ‘Bundesland airport of significance’. The objective for these airports 

is for “the land used for the airport infrastructure and for airport-related businesses, 

should be developed to meet demand” (Die Landesregierung Nordrhein-Westfalen, 

2016). The airport is surrounded by residential settlement areas (Siedlungsraum) (as 

illustrated in Figure 6-6). The scale of the LEP NRW does not allow for further detail 

of land uses in or around the airport.  

Figure 6-6: Landesentwicklungsplan Nordrhein-Westfalen 

(Die Landesregierung Nordrhein-Westfalen, 2016)  
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The LEP NRW stipulates that the Regionalplan must address the noise protection 

areas as outlined in the FluLärmG, as well as the Extended Noise Protection Area 

resulting from recommendations of the Länder Working Group on Emissions Control 

(Länderarbeitsgemeinschaft Immissionsschutz). For areas within the Extended Noise 

Protection Area, it is specified that development plans and rules at a regional and 

municipal level must include a note to the effect that the property developers must 

refer to the considerable noise pollution caused by air traffic in the building permit 

(Die Landesregierung Nordrhein-Westfalen, 2016). The most recent LEP NRW 

incorporates the previously separate Landesentwicklungsplanes Schutz vor Fluglärm 

(Federal State Development Plan – Protection Against Aircraft Noise 1998). 

Regierungsbezirk planning  

The Regionalplan of Bezirksregierung Düsseldorf is in the process of being 

updated. Currently, the 2009 plan remains in place. Figure 6-7 presents the draft 

updated Regionalplan from June 2016, where the airport is identified as a Civil 

Aviation Airfield (Flugplätze - Flughäfen/-plätze für den zivilen Luftverkehr).  

 

 

Figure 6-7: Draft Regionalplan for Bezirksregierung Düsseldorf 

(Bezirksregierung Düsseldorf, 2017b) 



  

Düsseldorf Airport Page 169 

Surrounding land uses are identified as general settlement areas (Allgemeine 

Siedlungsbereiche), forest areas (Waldbereiche), and some open space areas 

(Allgemeine Freiraum- und Agrarbereiche), and protected landscape areas (Schutz der 

Landschaft und landschaftsorientierte Erholung). Extended noise protection zones 

(Erweiterte Lärmschutzzonen) are also depicted (Bezirksregierung Düsseldorf, 

2017b). 

The zoning in and around does not differ between the 2009 Regionalplan and the 

2016 draft update presented above. However, the presentation of noise contours does 

differ slightly. The Regionalplan specifies the types of land uses allowed within the 

noise protection areas and highlights the economic significance of the airport 

(Bezirksregierung Düsseldorf, 2017b). 

Stadt planning 

Stadt Düsseldorf produced ‘Düsseldorf 2020+’ in 2009 to promote growth and 

shape the future of the Stadt. The airport is presented in this plan as enabler for 

international connections and economic growth in the Stadt. Stadt Düsseldorf 

produced a Flächennutzungsplan based on the current Regionalplan (Landeshauptstadt 

Düsseldorf, 2017c). The Flächennutzungsplan for Stadt Düsseldorf was most recently 

updated in January 2016. The airport is presented in this Flächennutzungsplan with 

airspace protection surfaces (see Figure 6-8).  

Figure 6-8: Flächennutzungsplan of Stadt Düsseldorf 

(Landeshauptstadt Düsseldorf, 2017c) 
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Land uses around the airport reflect those adopted in the Regionalplan with some 

additional scale detail. Surrounding land uses include ‘green areas’ (Grünflächen), 

‘business areas’ (Gewerbegebiete), ‘residential areas’ (Wohnbauflächen), and ‘areas 

for forestry’ (flächen für die Forstwirtschaft). The pink area on the southern edge of 

the airport site denotes the Airport City development. The Airport City development 

has an applicable Bebauungsplan. There are no areas within the airport site that are 

subject to a Bebauungsplan (Landeshauptstadt Düsseldorf, 2017c).  

Airport development approval process 

On a project scale, a Baugenehmigung (building permit) is required from Stadt 

Düsseldorf for any erection, modification, alteration of use, or demolition at the airport 

(on landside) (Landeshauptstadt Düsseldorf, 2017a). This includes any development, 

ranging from small alterations of the terminal to larger construction projects. The 

airport must notify MBWSV of any landside development at the airport. In some cases, 

if the landside activity is expected to impact aviation operations in anyway, approval 

from the MBWSV is required (D6). 

Airport planning regulatory framework 

A graphical representation of the airport planning legislative framework as 

described above is presented in Figure 6-9. Legislation outlined in blue depicts airside 

legislation, a purple outline defines the administrative procedures, and those outlined 

in red represent landside legislation.  
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Luftverkehrsgesetz  
Civil Aviation Act 1922 

Angerlandvergleich  
Angerland contract 

Landesentwicklungsplan 
Federal state spatial plan 

Regionalplan 
Regional spatial plan 

Flächennutzungsplan 
“Zoning Plan” 

(Preparatory land use plan) 

Gesetz zum Schutz gegen Fluglärm 
Aircraft Noise Act 1971 

DÜSSELDORF AIRPORT 

Fluglärmschutzverordnung Düsseldorf  
Noise Control Regulations Düsseldorf  

Baugesetzbuch  
Federal Building Code 

Raumordnungsgesetz 
Federal Spatial Planning Act 

Landesplanungsgesetz 
Land Planning Act 

Bauordnungsrecht 
State Building Code 

Baugenehmigung 
Building permit 

Verwaltungsverfahrensgesetz  
Administrative Procedures Act 

Nordrhein-Westfalen 
Federal state 

Bezirksregierung Düsseldorf 
Regional administrative district 

Stadt Düsseldorf 
City of Düsseldorf 

Federal Republic of Germany 
National government 

Figure 6-9: Düsseldorf Airport planning regulatory context 
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6.5 PLANNING AT DÜSSELDORF AIRPORT 

Despite being operational since 1927, the first holistic master plan for DUS was 

produced in 2003. Within the 2003 master plan, a significant commercial development 

(now known as Düsseldorf Airport City) was included. In 2003, a subsidiary of the 

FDG was formed (Flughafen Düsseldorf Immobilien GmbH) with the purpose of 

developing the 23 hectare (56.8 acre) Airport City site (D1). The second master plan 

was produced in 2008, followed by the most recent in 2012 (Düsseldorf Airport, 2012).  

There is no common legal framework for airport master planning in Germany, 

with the documents varying in sophistication depending on the size of the airport (Zass, 

2007). The current master plan at DUS is focused on airside and terminal requirements 

due to the limited availability of landside land after the development of the Airport 

City. While it is a strategic document, the master plan goes into much greater detail 

than the master plan for BNE airport. The DUS master plan is not intended as an 

actionable development plan, but as an informative plan for the shareholders of the 

airport which illustrates the current state as well as intended future projects (D2). The 

shareholders must approve the master plan and it is not released to the public at any 

stage. The document is seen as an internal planning instrument (D2).  

6.5.1 Significant planning project 

In February 2015, the airport initiated a Planfeststellungsverfahren to modify 

their airside infrastructure and to increase capacity (Bezirksregierung Düsseldorf, 

2017a). The infrastructure upgrades include the construction of eight new apron 

parking positions as well as expansion of existing taxiways and further resurfacing 

measures (Bezirksregierung Düsseldorf, 2017a). The capacity objective of the 

Planfeststellungsverfahren is to increase movements on the northern runway from 47 

to 60 per hour during periods when two runways are operational (day time peak 

periods) (Düsseldorf Airport, 2017a). The latter is the most contested aspect of the 

current Planfeststellungsverfahren due to the inevitable noise impacts. The 

Angerlandvergleich is reasonably prescriptive with regard to permitted movements; 

however the basis of the Planfeststellungsverfahren is the argument for an alternative 

interpretation of the definition and interpretation for the understanding of ‘peak’ and 

‘off-peak’ periods outlined in the Angerlandvergleich (D6).  
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The Planfeststellungsverfahren is considerable and complex. After the original 

submission, further supporting documents and expert reports were required. The 

compilation of documents and attainment of all required expert reports and 

considerations was completed in April, 2016. By this time, Flughafen Düsseldorf 

GmbH had submitted 800 documents to the MBWSV in reference to the project, the 

purpose, and the sites and structures affected by it, as per VwVfG requirements 

(Bezirksregierung Düsseldorf, 2017a; Düsseldorf Airport, 2017a). Once the 

documentation provided was satisfactory, the MBWSV delegated the hearing 

responsibilities to Bezirksregierung Düsseldorf. The public and government agency 

engagement processes follow this and are described in the following section.   

At the time of writing13, the comment period was complete and the application 

was under review of MBWSV and a decision had not yet been reached. The 

Planfeststellungsverfahren will be reviewed in accordance with the LuftVG, the 

VwVfG, and the Angerlandvergleich. There are no binding timeframes for this 

approval procedure (D6). Estimated approval periods from interview participants were 

estimated up to six years (D6). Though the administrative decision of approval lies 

with the MBWSV, the decision is expected to be appealed in the Courts. The court has 

the power to overturn the decision of MBWSV (D6). 

6.6 STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT AT DÜSSELDORF AIRPORT 

Stakeholder engagement at DUS is predominantly centred on the citizens and 

aircraft noise, and occurs largely within committee structures. There is minimal 

structured engagement with spatial and sectoral planning authorities outside of 

planning or building applications. The mandated and voluntary engagement practices 

of the airport are detailed below. 

                                                      

 

13 April, 2017 
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6.6.1 Mandated stakeholder engagement strategies  

There are four main avenues for mandatory engagement at DUS. These are: 

committees, the public consultation periods of a planning application process, noise 

compensation arrangements, and operational reporting. These are detailed as follows. 

Engagement committees 

There are three mandated stakeholder engagement committees at DUS dealing 

with planning and noise challenges, two of which only apply to DUS: the 

Flughafenbeirat, Flughafenkommission der Stadt Ratingen, and Fluglärm-

Kommission. 

The first is mandated through the Angerlandvergleich. When formed, the 

Angerlandvergleich stipulated that a Flughafenbeirat (airport advisory committee) be 

formed to develop good relationships with neighbouring communities 

(Oberverwaltungsgericht, 1965). The Flughafenbeirat is required to meet in April and 

October each year and is composed of the remaining Angerlandvergleich signatories 

(Stadt Düsseldorf, Düsseldorf Airport, and Stadt Ratingen). The Flughafenbeirat is 

meant as a platform for information and exchanging of positions between the 

signatories; discussion of alleged or actual breaks of the Angerlandvergleich are also 

discussed in this committee (Oberverwaltungsgericht, 1965).   

The second committee is also contextually specific to Düsseldorf. 

Flughafenkommission der Stadt Ratingen (airport commission of Ratingen) consists 

only of members of the Kommune Council of Ratingen and DUS and discusses 

specific issues with regard to the airport’s impacts on Ratingen. The 

Flughafenkommission der Stadt Ratingen has no authorisation on airport planning 

processes at DUS. 

The third mandated engagement committee is prescribed by Section 32b of the 

LuftVG and as such, the Fluglärm-Kommission (aircraft noise committee) is a 

requirement for all significant airports in Germany. The requirement for the Fluglärm-

Kommission was borne out of the notion that the effects of airport operations on 

residents’ living quality should be treated in a balanced way with the economic 

interests of the industry (airlines and airports) (D4). The intent of the Kommission is 

to discuss and find the best possible balance of interests. Members of the Fluglärm-

Kommission in Düsseldorf include: 
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• Representative/s of the 12 surrounding municipalities (Düsseldorf, 

Meerbusch, Duisburg, Essen, Heiligenhaus, Kaarst, Korschenbroich, Moers, 

Mülheim, Neuss, Willich, and Ratingen); 

• Member/s of the Bürger gegen Fluglärm (citizens against aircraft noise); 

• Representative/s for the airlines (Lufthansa and Air Berlin); 

• Representative/s for Flughafen Düsseldorf GmbH; 

• Federal supervisory office for air traffic management; 

• Representative/s for Deutsche Flugsicherung (air traffic control); and 

• Representative/s for the Ministerium für Bauen, Wohnen, Stadtentwicklung 

und Verkehr (Federal state Ministry of Building, Housing, Urban 

Development and Transport). 

The Chair of the Fluglärm-Kommission is elected by the members of the 

Kommission and is rotated. Aircraft noise is a prominent topic in this committee, as 

well as approach and departure procedures, noise measuring stations, noise 

compensation airport charges, flight routes, and expansion plans.  Outcomes of the 

Committee meetings are not distributed to the public (D4). Planning applications of 

the airport are voted on and the Fluglärm-Kommission advises the approving authority 

(MBWSV) and air traffic control of the outcome/s. Though the Kommission does not 

have any authoritative power, the authorities must give a reason if they do not execute 

the measurements suggested by the majority of the Fluglärm-Kommission (D4). 

Planfeststellungsverfahren consultation  

As previously noted, the airport is currently applying to increase its capacity, a 

process which requires public participation. Once an application has been submitted 

to MBWSV and the documents are received and collated, there is an opportunity for 

submissions to be made. The Kommunen have a three-month period to comment, 

whereas the public have a six-week period. For four weeks (at the beginning of this 

period) all the application forms and forecasts are made accessible to the public on the 

airport’s website as well as the website of MBWSV (Düsseldorf Airport, 2017a; 

MBWSV Nordrhein-Westfalen, 2017). The public consultation is required to consider 
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all members of the public that may be impacted by the Planfeststellungsverfahren, 

either individually or in organisations (Bundesministeriums der Justiz und für 

Verbraucherschutz, 1977).  

Within the public participation and comment period of the current 

Planfeststellungsverfahren, Bezirksregierung Düsseldorf (2017a) reported 

that approximately 40,770 citizens raised objections, more than 1,000 of which were 

expressed both in lists and additionally by an individual objection. The number of 

citizens who gave an individual objection was 13,356, of which 70 were advocates for 

the Planfeststellungsverfahren. There were also 46 submissions from public authorities 

(Bezirksregierung Düsseldorf, 2017a). 

After the period of document review and submission, Bezirksregierung 

Düsseldorf conducted a hearing, on behalf of MBWSV (Düsseldorf Airport, 2017a). 

In preparation for the hearing, all submissions made to the application were 

categorised into themes (D6). As a result of the thematic analysis, 66 agenda items 

were established and the submission concerns were discussed verbally. The hearing 

took place in February 2017 for six days. These hearings are not open to the public, 

only to those who submitted during the public comment period (D7). Findings and a 

discussion of the result of the hearing was compiled by Bezirksregierung Düsseldorf 

and at the time of writing14 with the MBWSV for consideration of the application. 

Noise compensation 

Noise compensation mechanisms and regulations are governed by the FluLärmG 

and apply to all airports across Germany (D4). Based on this framework, Düsseldorf 

airport has a Schallschutzprogramm (noise protection program) in place for residential 

buildings only. Within this program there are four key means of compensation 

mechanisms, detailed in Table 6-1. 

 

                                                      

 

14 April, 2017 
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Table 6-1: Noise compensation categories at Düsseldorf Airport  

(Bundesministeriums der Justiz und für Verbraucherschutz, 1971; Düsseldorf Airport, 2017e) 

Compensation areas 
Measure of compensation 

Tagschutzgebiet  

Day protection areas 

Compensation for structural noise protection 

measures in a residential premise.  

Building must have been built or approved before 

March 4, 1974. 

Nachtschutzkerngebiet  

Night protection area 

Compensation for structural noise protection in 

bedrooms, as well as ventilation systems for when 

windows are closed. 

Erweitertes Nachtschutzgebiet  

Extended night protection area 

Compensation for ventilation in bedrooms only for 

when windows are closed. 

Außenwohnbereichsentschädigungsgebiet 

Impairment for outside living area 

Compensation for limited ability to use outdoor 

areas of a residential property.  

Compensation value based on 2% of the market 

value of the property. 

Building must have been built or approved before 

March 4, 1974. 

 

The areas defined in the table above are derived from the decibel measures 

specified in FluLärmG. Properties which are eligible for compensation are clearly 

identified on the airport’s website (Düsseldorf Airport, 2017e). Detail is provided for 

the effected buildings within the eligible cities of Düsseldorf, Ratingen, Meerbusch, 

and Essen-Kettwig. The street name and number of each house that is eligible for 

compensation is identified. Compensation measures can only be claimed once per 

building (Düsseldorf Airport, 2017e).  

There is a clear line, delineated using GIS technology, for compensation 

boundaries around the airport (D4). Despite this, the airport does allow residents to 

apply for noise compensation measures outside of these areas on a case by case basis. 

This additional measure is based on conditions of the most recent planning approval 

(in 2005), not the FluLärmG (D4). An expert is required to measure the sound levels 

within the house to determine each individual case.  

With each application to increase the movements at the airport the noise 

compensation areas have been extended. The first measure of compensation only 

applied to houses built or approved prior to 1974. In 2005, the increased capacity 

approval meant that areas for compensation were increased, however compensation 

was only required to be provided for a certain number of windows in the buildings, 

typically the bedrooms. The most recent Planfeststellungsverfahren includes a 

commitment for pay for compensation for all house windows within affected 
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residences (D4). This commitment is outside the regulatory requirements. The 

MBWSV may also decide within its approval if further compensation is required (D6).   

As a means of funding the compensation efforts, the airport sets incentives for 

airlines to use quieter aircraft (Düsseldorf Airport, 2017b; Püschel & Evangelinos, 

2012). Noise charges for commercial aircraft fund 50% of the compensatory measures 

(Püschel & Evangelinos, 2012). The airport and airlines have invested over 72.5 

million euros in sound protection measures since 2003 (Düsseldorf Airport, 2017e). In 

addition to noise compensation, the airport has purchased a number of houses near to 

the airport and converted them into small business offices. Land uses of this kind do 

not require the same abatement measures as residential.  

Spatial planning projects 

There is minimal mandatory engagement which occurs as part of spatial planning 

procedures. The airport engages with Stadt Düsseldorf as an approving body for 

construction or expansion projects, as per requirements of obtaining a 

Baugenehmigung (Landeshauptstadt Düsseldorf, 2017a). 

6.6.2 Stakeholder mechanisms outside regulatory requirements 

There are three key stakeholder engagement mechanisms which operate outside 

of the regulatory framework at Düsseldorf Airport. 

Nachbarschaftsbüro  

The airport has had a Nachbarschaftsbüro (Neighbourhood Office) within the 

company since 2003. The Nachbarschaftsbüro is an independent team of airport 

personnel with a separate information office from the rest of the airport planning and 

operations staff. The Nachbarschaftsbüro distributes a newsletter, provides free airport 

tours, takes an information bus to various affected neighbourhoods, and holds 

information evenings three times a year (Düsseldorf Airport, 2015). The 

Nachbarschaftsbüro is also the point of contact for noise compensation measures as 

part of the Schallschutzprogramm. 

Aircraft noise information and management 

DUS implemented an online flight and noise tracking service in 2014 in an effort 

to provide transparency around aircraft noise. The online service provides the 

measured noise at stations located within the surrounding Kommunes. There is a 15-

minute delay in information for safety reasons and information is provided in both 
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English and German. Figure 6-10, below, presents an example of this website during 

a morning week day period. 

 

Bürger gegen Fluglärm  

The Bürger gegen Fluglärm (citizens against aircraft noise) are a community 

group which have significant involvement in the airport planning and stakeholder 

engagement process. There is a national body representing citizens’ concerns around 

aircraft noise, referred to the Bundesvereinigung gegen Fluglärm e.V. (German 

national organization against aircraft noise). The Bürger gegen Fluglärm is the local 

group which represents the citizens in the broader area surrounding Düsseldorf airport. 

The association was formed in 2002 with six members and by 2015 had around 6,000 

members (Bürger gegen Fluglärm, 2007). The Bürger gegen Fluglärm provides 

extensive information on their website, distributes a monthly newsletter, and meets 

monthly. The Bürger gegen Fluglärm is actively involved in opposing the airports 

Planfeststellungsverfahren and provide extensive resources for their members and the 

general public on their website, including detail on the Angerlandvergleich (Bürger 

gegen Fluglärm, 2007).  

6.7 DÜSSELDORF AIRPORT IN A GERMAN CONTEXT 

The German context of airport planning and engagement has innate complexities 

and incomparable aspects given the lack of national airport strategy and the multi-level 

regulatory frameworks. This minimises correlation with the Düsseldorf case, however 

Figure 6-10: Online aircraft noise monitoring (TraVis) for Düsseldorf Airport  

(dus-travis, 2017) 
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17%

83%

Stage of planning that engagement is conducted at German airports

In preliminary planning/investigation phase

of a project/master plan

On an ongoing regular basis, not only when

there is a new project/master plan

Figure 6-11: Stage of planning that engagement is conducted in Germany 

some similarities are apparent. The respondents were given the option of responding 

with more than one selection, so the results presented here are not to be interpreted as 

mutually exclusive.  

From the survey response in Germany, it is evident across the sample of airports 

that engagement is predominately occurs continuously, as well as during preliminary 

project phases (Figure 6-11). This is reflective of the context at Düsseldorf airport also, 

however at the time of interviewing the engagement as a requirement of the 

Planfeststellungsverfahren. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The motivation for engagement at the airports in Germany was identified to 

chiefly be driven by leadership, followed by the result of regulatory change requiring 

engagement (Figure 6-12). This is a notable contrast from the findings at Düsseldorf 

airport in which leadership was seen to have minimal impact on engagement. 

However, the prominence of motivation driven by a regulatory requirement is reflected 

in the Düsseldorf case study. 
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The forms of engagement mechanisms adopted in Germany correlate with those 

of Düsseldorf (Figure 6-13). The prevailing form is community or public forums, 

which is reflective of the engagement being undertaken at the time of writing as part 

of the Planfeststellungsverfahren at Düsseldorf. Committee meetings comprise the 

second most utilised engagement mechanism, which are a prominent form of ongoing 

engagement in Düsseldorf. 

 

The regularity of the committees is not entirely representative of those identified 

in Düsseldorf (Figure 6-15). While committees in Düsseldorf chiefly occur on a 

quarterly basis, committees were identified to occur either on an ad hoc basis. There 

27%

6%

40%

6%

7%

7%

7%

Mechanisms of engagement in German airports

Regular ‘committee’ meetings made up of airport 

stakeholders 

Workshops in which stakeholders can present how

they would plan for the airport

Community/public forums

Engagement occurs mostly informally through

relationships at an operational level

Engagement occurs mostly informally through

relationships at an operational level

Engagement occurs mostly through relationships at a

management level

Engagement occurs mostly through relationships at a

leadership level

Figure 6-13: Mechanisms of engagement in Germany 

11%

22%

56%

11%

Motivation for engagement at German airports

It has always been required by law

 It is required by law as an outcome of a

master plan/project which resulted in

legislative change

It is deemed important by the leadership at

the airport

It is deemed important by operational staff

as important

Figure 6-12: Motivation for engagement at German airports 
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was significant uncertainty in responses with regard to the regulatory of engagement 

committees. 

The purpose of the committees identified correlated with the purpose identified 

in Düsseldorf (Figure 6-14). The committees were identified to be conducted primarily 

to fulfil regulatory requirements, as well as to mitigate challenges or conflict. 

 

The regulatory context of Germany makes a direct correlation between the case 

study and national context difficult. However, there are some apparent parallels, 

particularly conflict mitigation as a purpose for engagement. The motivation for 

conflict mitigation in Düsseldorf is seemingly a result of the evolution of the 

relationships within the institutional arrangements.  

12%

12%

13%

25%

25%

13%

Regularity of engagement committees in German airports

Monthly

Quarterly

Twice yearly

Ad hoc

Unsure

Other

Figure 6-15: Regularity of engagement committees at German airports 

23%

15%

31%

31%

Purpose of engagement committees in German airports

To inform stakeholders of the airports

plans and receive their feedback

To involve stakeholders in the decision

making process

To mitigate possible future challenges or

conflicts

Fulfilling regulatory obligations

Figure 6-14: Purpose of engagement committees in Germany 
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The challenges faced and regulatory provisions are unique to Düsseldorf, 

perhaps explained by the context specific committees in place which have been 

established in response to contextually specific challenges, making broader 

conclusions difficult to draw. 

6.8 CASE STUDY SUMMARY 

The perceptions of the airports stakeholder engagement and integration are 

influenced by a number of key factors identified in the thematic review of interview 

data. The themes identified are both external and internal. A brief summary discussion 

of each of these influences at Düsseldorf is discussed below, providing initial results 

for research objective 1c: Evaluate the cultural and contextual impacts on airport 

planning and stakeholder engagement. 

The geographic and cultural context of Düsseldorf airport was identified as 

influencing the airport’s planning and engagement processes. Geographically, the 

close proximity to cities and regional centres of Köln, Dortmund, and Münster (in 

addition to airports nearby in the Netherlands and major airports such as Frankfurt) 

also means an expansion at DUS is not seen as necessary, as those airports may also 

service the region. This is highlighted by one respondent:  

“Dortmund is 60 kilometres. We have Münster. It’s 100 kilometres. 

We have next to the border in the Netherlands Eindhoven, Maastricht. We 

have Paderborn. That’s 160 kilometres distance is Frankfurt. In Holland 

is a low cost airport in 120 kilometres distance. There are so many airports 

here” (D3). 

The close proximity to densely populated areas was highlighted by a number of 

participants as creating challenges for the airport’s operations, particularly with regard 

to managing aircraft noise and airport expansion given the proximity to inhabited areas 

(D8; D4; D5). Explained by one participant, “We have, and especially North Rhine-

Westphalia, high density of settlements, everybody feels affected if an airport operator 

wants to improve his capacity. That means more flight, more in their thinking, more 

pollution, and more problems” (D8). In addition to bordering residential and business 

areas, the airport site is physically constrained for expansion as a result of the 

alignment of the runways and the railway, and conservation areas which border the 

airfield closely (D5). 
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Perceptions of the influence of politics vary amongst stakeholders. The 

regulating bodies see the application process as purely legal and administrative with 

no political influence (D6; D7). In contrast, politics was identified as having a strong 

influence on the outcome of the airports planning process and applications by most 

other stakeholder groups (D2; D4; D5). The conflicting position of politicians was 

identified on both a Kommune and Bundesland level. The politicians are required to 

adhere to voter preferences around aircraft noise and pollution, while encouraging the 

airport’s growth for the benefit of the city or region (D2; D4). This was identified to 

put them in a difficult situation, and put the airport operator at unease due to a level of 

unpredictability (D4). Additionally, at the time of writing, the Landesregierung 

(federal state government) was a coalition government between the Green Party and 

the Social Democrat Party which was identified to impede decision making processes 

(D4; D7). Politicians were seen to be very influential from a community stakeholder 

perspective and garnering the attention of politicians has seen to be beneficial for 

community groups. Moreover, the Angerlandvergleich in particular is used as a 

political ‘weapon’, particularly at a local level. It is used in the case of any airfield 

expansion, including aprons, to which the contract has no legal bearing (D6). The 

outcome of the Planfeststellungsverfahren is not expected to be resolved until after the 

Landesregierung election in May 2017 (D7). Politics are seen to influence the airport 

across local and federal state levels either directly through regulation or through the 

ownership and decision making of the airport. 

Previous leadership of the airport was identified to constrain airport operations 

through a strict and controlling leadership strategy (D3). More recent airport leadership 

was seen to recognise the importance of neighbourhood communication and 

environmental sustainability (D4). Airport leadership had previously considered 

terminating the Angerlandvergleich, but it was decided not to because it would ‘disturb 

the peace’ (D2). Overall, leadership is not seen to be a strong influence on the airport 

planning and engagement at DUS.  

A majority of the external stakeholders did not identify the ownership structure 

as having an impact on the airport planning process; but it was seen to have some 

impact on the airports external engagement and integration. Historically, the airport 

was partially owned by the Bundesland NRW. This was seen as a conflicting situation 

given the Bundesland NRW was also the regulatory body for the airport. The transfer 
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of the ownership to the Stadt Düsseldorf was viewed by respondents to eliminate this 

particular conflict; however it did create new challenges. The ownership structure is 

now seen as a political challenge within the airports operations. Given the airports 50% 

ownership by the Stadt Düsseldorf, there are members on the airports Board which are 

also elected politicians within Stadt Düsseldorf. Representatives of the Bürger gegen 

Fluglärm highlighted the lack of support from the City, believing that they are not 

interested in the citizens and are more interested in the profit received from their share 

in the airport. The ownership structure of the airport was typically presented as a 

political influence. 

The regulatory environment is influential and restrictive on the airport planning 

and stakeholder relationships. The current Planfeststellungsverfahren is bringing to the 

forefront the impact of the Angerlandvergleich and relationship with the citizens. Over 

40,000 submissions were made to the Planfeststellungsverfahren. The large number of 

applications will likely impact the length of the process. It was explained that previous 

applications have been approved within one – two years, but it can take up to five or 

six years (D6). It is also expected that the decision on the current 

Planfeststellungsverfahren will be appealed in the Court system (D6). It is unlikely 

that the effects of the Angerlandvergleich will lessen in the future. The contract can be 

amended or disbanded if all parties agree to this however Stadt Ratingen is vocally 

opposed to any amendments to the contract. If this contract remains valid and 

unaltered, the airport will be very limited in expansion capacity. It was indicated that 

the current Planfeststellungsverfahren will likely be the last expansion possible for the 

airport if the Angerlandvergleich is not amended or disbanded (D6; D7). The 

regulatory framework also impacts the airport financially, with significant 

compensation measures required and expected around the airport (D4). The 

institutional environment of Düsseldorf airport has not evolved much since the airport 

was partially privatised. Engagement with stakeholders principally occurs during a 

planning application period, and structured engagement is limited outside of these 

times. The lack of evolution of these frameworks is directly impeding the airports 

operations.  

Events which occurred in the historical evolution of the airport were identified 

as one of the most influential factors on Düsseldorf’s stakeholder engagement and 

planning processes. The planning regulations have become more stringent in recent 
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times. Historically, a Negativattest (negative clearance) would have been sufficient for 

a minor expansion in the airport if the construction was not considered relevant for any 

category of permission. Now, a Planfeststellungsverfahren is required for any 

development or construction at the airport. The historical evolution has been most 

impacted through the Angerlandvergleich. The development of this contract, and the 

more recent support from the Court, directly affects the airports operations and 

potential for growth. It also supports contentious relationships with the citizen 

stakeholders. 

At DUS, the airport planning and stakeholder engagement strategies are directly 

impeded by events in the historical evolution of the airport which have resulted in 

restrictive regulatory constraints. Given the limited availability of commercial land 

and the successful development of the Airport City, there is little apparent conflict 

surrounding land use and development at the airport and mandated and non-mandated 

engagement with surrounding Kommunen is limited. Any land use or infrastructure 

planning related issues are dealt with on a case by case basis with the relevant 

authorities within the approval process (D2; D10). The uneven distribution of power, 

particularly in politics, is seen as influencing the airports strategies at a Bundesland 

and Kommune level, both externally through public pressure and through the approval 

procedure. The leadership of the airport has had minimal influence and the ownership 

structure is seen to influence the airport through political means, rather than profit 

driven means.  The geographic and cultural context of the airport is significantly 

influential on the airport’s planning capacity and future growth potential. The 

geographic context impedes the expansion opportunities at the airport and the 

landlocked position surrounded by residential land has resulted in significant conflict 

around aircraft noise and consequently, costly abatement measurement requirements. 

DUS is directly influenced by a number of external factors, mostly predominantly 

context, historical evolution, and the regulatory framework.  

Table 6-2 provides an overview of the findings for the Düsseldorf Airport case 

study chapter, identifying how the research objectives relevant to this chapter have 

been addressed.  
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Table 6-2: Düsseldorf Airport case study summary 

Research objectives 
Case study findings 

1b) Determine the governance 

and regulatory frameworks 

defining airport planning 

and stakeholder 

engagement processes 

Federal government 

• Luftverkehrsgesetz (LuftVG) (Civil Aviation Act 1922) 

• Verwaltungsverfahrensgesetz (VwVfG) (Administrative 

Procedures Act) 

• Gesetz zum Schutz gegen Fluglärm (FluLärmG) (Aircraft 

Noise Act 1971) 

Federal state government 

• Fluglärmschutzverordnung Düsseldorf (FluLärmDüsseldV) 

• Landesentwicklungsplan Nordrhein-Westfalen  

• Angerlandvergleich (Angerland contract) 

Regional government 

• Regionalplan 

Local government 

• Flächennutzungsplan 

• Baugenehmigung  

1c) Evaluate the cultural and 

contextual impacts on 

airport planning and 

stakeholder engagement  

• Düsseldorf is directly impacted by its geographical context, 

particularly with regard to noise. The airport is in close 

proximity to a number of densely populated residential areas 

which in turn has increase noise related challenges. 

• The cultural context also has impact on planning and 

engagement at Düsseldorf airport. The ongoing influence that 

community groups is evidence of this. Further, the political 

environment is seen to impact the airport, not only within the 

operation but also within the planning approval process. 

2a) Identify mechanisms of 

stakeholder engagement 

employed by airports  

Mandated  

• Flughafenbeirat 

• Flughafenkommission der Stadt Ratingen 

• Fluglärm-Kommission 

• Planfeststellungsverfahren consultation  

• Noise compensation 

• Building approval (Baugenehmigung ) engagement 

Voluntary 

• Nachbarschaftsbüro (Neighbourhood Office)  

• Online aircraft noise monitoring (TraVis) 

• Bürger gegen Fluglärm 

 

A complete cross tabulation of results for each case study chapter is provided in 

Appendix I.
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Chapter 7: Vancouver International Airport 

7.1 INTRODUCTION 

The Vancouver International Airport (YVR) case study is presented in this 

chapter, starting with an overview of the history of Canadian airport governance, 

followed by a description of the YVR context. The governance structure of YVR and 

the relevant planning regulations are described, followed by an overview of the airport 

planning framework. The specific airport planning processes and stakeholder 

engagement strategies are described, particularly with regard to aircraft noise 

management. Interim findings from interviews and the survey presented in the 

summary of this chapter. This chapter provides results for the Vancouver case study 

in response to research objective 1b, 1c, and 2a: 

1b)  Determine the governance and regulatory frameworks defining airport 

planning and stakeholder engagement processes;  

1c)  Evaluate the cultural and contextual impacts on airport planning and 

stakeholder engagement; and 

2a)  Identify mechanisms of stakeholder engagement employed by airports. 

Interim findings in response to research objective 2b are also detailed: 

2b) Understand the operational drivers for stakeholder engagement. 

7.2 AIRPORT GOVERNANCE IN CANADA 

Most airports in Canada were owned and managed by the federal government 

until the late 1960s. In 1969, airports were divided into two categories: those who are 

financially self-sufficient and those which needed continued subsidisation from the 

government (ICAO, 2013). Privatisation of Canada’s airports began in the late 1980s. 

As with the Brisbane and Düsseldorf case studies, this was a reflection of the increased 

adoption of neoliberal ideologies in order to decrease government spending on airports 

and budget deficits. In the early stages of privatisation, management and 

administration of four major airports was transferred to four Local Airport Authorities 

(not-for-profit corporations) in 1992.  
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Following the 1994 budget, Transport Canada formed the National Airports 

Policy (NAP), which clearly outlined the government’s role with airports. The NAP 

divided airports into five categories depending on scale. One category was the National 

Airports System (NAS) which included the largest 26 airports, accounting for over 

90% of passenger and cargo traffic. The NAS airports were leased to Canadian Airport 

Authorities (CAA) which had a not-for-profit, non-share capital structure. CAAs 

leased the NAS airports from the federal government. A requirement of the transfer 

was that the airports would be operationally self-sufficient within five years in order 

to improve the federal government’ financial position (Transport Canada, 2010). The 

smaller four categories of airports were either divested to provincial or local 

governments, airport commissions, private business or other interests (ICAO, 2013). 

Transport Canada recently undertook a review of the Transport Act. One 

component of the review centred on the economic regulation of transportation in 

Canada, including airports. After the submission period closed for the review, 

Transport Canada engaged two investment banking corporations to review the 

potential for privatisation of Canada’s airports (Parkin, 2016). This process is ongoing 

at the time of writing15.  

7.3 URBAN PLANNING IN CANADA 

The urban planning system in Canada is structured through the central principle 

of federalism. There are three key levels of government – federal, provincial (or 

territory), and municipal. Figure 7-1, represents the hierarchy of Federalism as it 

applies to urban planning in Canada. 

                                                      

 

15 April, 2017 
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Powers are autonomously split between the federal and provincial governments 

within this model. Power of the territorial governments is delegated by the federal 

government (Historica Canada, 2013a). Similar to the Australian model, the federal 

government is responsible for matters of national significance, including defence, 

money and banking, telecommunications, foreign affairs, international and 

interprovincial trade, airlines and railways, environmental protection, and matters 

relating to aboriginal people (City of Toronto, 2017; Government of Canada, 2017a). 

The federal government is also responsible for regulating aviation matters and the NAS 

airports (Government of Canada, 2017b), however it is not responsible for urban and 

regional planning matters. The provincial government has the mandate for the 

coordination of regional planning, as well as the delegation of land use responsibilities 

to the municipal governments (Historica Canada, 2015).  

7.3.1 Geographic urban planning context 

Vancouver International Airport is located within the municipality of Richmond, 

within the regional collaborative Metro Vancouver Regional District (MVRD). 

MVRD is within the province of British Columbia (Metro Vancouver, 2017a). Figure 

7-2 depicts the geographic context. 

 

 

 

 

Government of Canada 

10 Provinces 3 Territories 

3,515 municipalities 57 municipalities 

3,572 municipal planning authorities 

Figure 7-1: Canadian urban planning government hierarchy 

(Historica Canada, 2013b) 
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The operations of YVR predominantly impact the City of Richmond and flight 

and noise paths also impact the City of Vancouver and the City of Surrey. Surrounding 

municipalities are depicted in Figure 7-3. 

Canada British Columbia 

Metro Vancouver City of Richmond 

Figure 7-2: YVR Geographic governance context 

(City of Richmond, 2017b; Metro Vancouver, 2017a) 
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7.3.2 Urban planning in Richmond 

YVR is one of the major airports in Canada under the NAP, and as such, is 

entirely regulated by federal legislation. Though provincial, regional, and municipal 

planning instruments do not apply to YVR, it is important to acknowledge the 

integration of planning and stakeholder engagement processes. The relevant urban 

planning context is described here. 

Provincial planning 

The two key pieces of British Columbian legislation relating to provincial 

planning regulation are the Community Charter 2003 and the Local Government Act 

2015 (Province of British Columbia, 2017). The Local Government Act provides the 

authority for Regional Districts and defines their services and authority. In addition, 

the Local Government Act provides local governments with the legal foundation, the 

powers and responsibilities, and the flexibility to plan for and respond to the needs of 

their community (Province of British Columbia, 2015).  

Part 6 to Part 13 of the Local Government Act provide the legal authority and 

legislative requirements for development of the Regional Districts in British 

Columbia. Part 13 of the Local Government Act outlines the requirement for Regional 

Growth Strategies. The Regional Districts are required to produce Regional Growth 

Strategies for a planning period of 20 years. The Regional Growth Strategies must 

Figure 7-3: Vancouver International Airport surrounding municipalities 

(British Columbia Government, 2017) 
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outline the method, in which they can manage various urban development challenges 

including mitigation of urban sprawl, environmental protection measures, reduction of 

pollution, and the provision of appropriate housing and resources for future settlement 

(Province of British Columbia, 2015). The Growth Strategies must be reviewed every 

five years with consideration if any amendments are required. 

Part 14 of the Local Government Act defines the Planning and Land Use 

Management processes for British Columbia. This includes the detail of requirements 

for public hearings, the obligation for and required content of official community 

plans, the requirements for zoning bylaws, development approval processes and 

permits, as well as detail on procedures for land use regulations and non-conforming 

land uses (Province of British Columbia, 2015). 

The Community Charter 2003 defines the scope of powers and purpose of the 

municipalities, the additional powers of municipalities, the requirement for public 

participation and council accountability, municipal government and council 

procedures, financial management procedures for municipalities, bylaw and 

enforcement related matters, government relation consultation requirements, and 

dispute resolution procedures (Province of British Columbia, 2003). The way in which 

the Local Government Act and Community Charter are incorporated and implemented 

at a regional and municipal level is outlined in the following subsections. 

Regional planning 

Metro Vancouver is the collaborative federation that plans for the greater 

Vancouver area. Metro Vancouver is comprised of 21 municipalities, one Electoral 

Area, and one Treaty First Nation. It is a political body, operating under the authority 

of a ‘regional district’ as set out in the Local Government Act. Metro Vancouver has a 

Board consisting of 38 members, all elected by the relevant signatory bodies (Metro 

Vancouver, 2017b).  

Under the authority of the Local Government Act, the MVRD adopted the 

Greater Vancouver Regional District Regional Growth Strategy Bylaw Number 1136 

in 2010. The MVRD Regional Growth Strategy was collaboratively developed and 

adopted by 21 municipalities, TransLink, and the adjacent regional districts (Metro 

Vancouver, 2010a).  
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The MVRD Regional Growth Strategy is a culmination of 21 municipal Official 

Community Plans (OCP) and outlines five key goals: to create a compact urban area, 

to support a sustainable economy, to protect the environment and respond to climate 

change impacts, to develop complete communities, and to support sustainable 

transportation choices (Metro Vancouver, 2010b).  

Municipal planning 

YVR is located entirely within the City of Richmond municipality. The 

overarching planning instrument for the City of Richmond is the OCP, the most recent 

of which was adopted in 2012. The OCP is a requirement of the Local Government 

Act. The OCP is required to reflect the overall values of the community through 

development of the City vision, goals, and objectives and the means to achieve these 

(City of Richmond, 2017c). 

The OCP details the vision and planning direction of the City, the response of 

the City to climate change, the strategy for connecting neighbourhoods through 

housing strategies and road infrastructure, approaches for development of a vibrant 

and safe city, a resilient economy, the protection and enhancement of agricultural land, 

the mobility and access routes, the approach to natural environment and open space 

planning, strategies for social inclusion and accessibility, provision of sustainable 

infrastructure and resources, the implementation strategy for the OCP, and 

development permit guidelines (City of Richmond, 2012). The OCP is supported by 

the City of Richmond 2041 OCP Land Use Map. 

Land use zones outlined in the OCP are enforced and defined through the 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500. The Zoning Bylaw outlines the general development 

and specific regulations, landscaping and screening requirements, and parking and 

loading provision regulations (City of Richmond, 2013). The Zoning Bylaw also 

defines the purpose of each land use zone, permitted uses and building and site 

restrictions within each zone (City of Richmond, 2013).  

Although the airport is not regulated within local, regional, or provincial 

planning instruments, each level has considered the airport and incorporated the airport 

within their planning processes. This is further detailed in section 7.4.2. 
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7.4 AIRPORT CONTEXT 

Vancouver International Airport is located on Sea Island within the Richmond 

municipality; 12km from the city centre of Vancouver. The airport site is on Sea Island 

(see Figure 7-4), with a land area of 1,340 hectares (3,311 acres) (VAA, 2017c). The 

airport began operations in 1931 and is Canada’s second busiest airport by passenger 

movements (Appraisal Institute of Canada, 2013). 

In 2016 CY, the airport processed around 22.3 million people (VAA, 2017c). 

The airport is the largest employer in Richmond, employing more than 20,000 people. 

It is estimated that the airport contributes around $1.9 billion to the local economy 

through direct employment, and an estimated $5.3 billion indirectly (Appraisal 

Institute of Canada, 2013). 

7.4.1 Governance structure 

Operations of YVR were transferred from Transport Canada to the Vancouver 

Airport Authority (VAA) in June 1992 (VAA, 2017d). The VAA is a not-for-profit 

CAA which is governed by a community-based Board of Directors. The Board of 

Directors oversees the business conduct and activities of the management team. Nine 

of the thirteen Board members are nominated by the following entities: 

Figure 7-4: Aerial - Vancouver International Airport  

(Nearmaps, 2016) 
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• Association of Professional Engineers and Geoscientists of British 

Columbia; 

• Chartered Professional Accountants of British Columbia; 

• City of Richmond; 

• City of Vancouver; 

• Government of Canada; 

• Greater Vancouver Board of Trade; 

• Law Society of British Columbia; and 

• Metro Vancouver. 

Four Board members are appointed by the Board from the community at large. 

The CEO serves on the Board. There is formal communication plans between YVR 

and each of the Nominating Entities as well as a Board approved community policy, 

which guides overall communication to the public, annually (VAA, 2017d).  

The airport land remains under the ownership of the federal government. The 

NAS airports are regulated by Transport Canada predominately through the Ground 

Lease (‘the Lease’). The Lease term of the airport is 60 years, with a 20-year renewal 

option, which VAA has exercised. The VAA is required to pay a Crown rent to 

Transport Canada (Government of Canada, 1992).  

Leadership at Vancouver International Airport 

Larry Berg was the CEO of VAA from 1998 to 2013. Mr Berg was within 

executive management of YVR prior to the airports transfer, from 1992 to 1998 

(Sinoski, 2012). Craig Richmond is the current CEO of the VAA and was appointed 

to this role in 2013. Mr Richmond had previously held executive management 

positions in the aviation industry, including management of airports and subsidiary 

companies of VAA (Bloomberg, 2017a). In addition, Mr Richmond had previously 

been within executive management of operations at YVR (VAA, 2017d). 

7.4.2 Airport planning regulatory framework 

The airport is only directly regulated by federal regulations. However, the 

operations of YVR are considered within federal, provincial, regional, and local 

planning legislation. YVR was transferred in 1992 and the Ground Lease came into 
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effect in June that year. Concurrently, the Aviation Services and Facilities Agreement 

(ASFA) took effect and is an integral component of the Lease (Transport Canada, 

1992a). The Lease details all requirements for YVR operations while it is operated by 

the VAA. This is outlined in 54 sections and covers details on the terms of the lease, 

all details and requirements regarding the rent required, the requirement for the 

payment of taxes, payment and processing of utilities, the requirement for master plans 

and land use plans, corporate structure and administration, insurance covers and costs, 

procedures for construction of new facilities, processes for subleases, environmental 

protection procedures, and all administrative requirements for the VAA (Government 

of Canada, 1992).  

The ASFA outlines operational expectations of VAA and provides clarification 

as to where costs for providing aviation and aviation support services lies, whether 

with the airport or the federal government. It outlines the noise management strategies 

required and the engagement approaches and committees to be adopted. Operational 

corporation and dispute resolution procedures are also outlined, as well as details on 

the lease termination (Transport Canada, 1992a) 

The details of the aviation and noise related regulation, as well as the landside 

regulations, relevant either directly to the airport or to land adjoining or near the airport 

are outlined here. 

Aviation and noise regulation 

Aviation and noise regulation which impact YVR are regulated at a federal and 

municipal level, however NAV Canada is the private company that owns and operates 

Canada’s air navigation service (Nav Canada, 2017a). An overview of relevant federal 

and municipal aviation and noise regulation is outlined below. 

Federal regulation  

The federal government is the regulating body for administering aviation and 

noise management regulations relevant to the operations of YVR. Transport Canada is 

the authority responsible for enforcing the Aeronautics Act 1985. The Aeronautics Act 

is the legislation that governs civil aviation in Canada. The Aeronautics Act enables 

the Canadian Aviation Regulations 2017 which contain standards which regulate 

airside regulation. 
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The Aeronautics Act 1985 provides the power for enforcement of the Airport 

Zoning Regulations (AZR). The purpose of the AZR is to protect aircraft from hazards, 

protect airspace around airports, and ensure development surrounding the airport does 

not affect safe operations of the airport. The AZR applies to land surrounding the 

airport, not the airport site (Transport Canada, 2016). At YVR, the Vancouver 

International Airport Zoning Regulations detail the coordinates of the airport site as 

well as the description of each protection surface (Government of Canada, 2017c). The 

Lease also outlines the requirement for the VAA to comply with the Aeronautics Act 

and Vancouver International Airport Zoning Regulations (Government of Canada, 

1992). The municipalities are responsible for land use planning and implementation of 

the AZR. However, the Aeronautics Act provides the authority for the federal 

government to exercise authority over lands included in the AZR areas (Transport 

Canada, 2014).  

Transport Canada has produced a ‘Land Use In The Vicinity Of Aerodromes 

(TP1247)’ publication to assist municipalities and developers with understanding how 

airport operations will impact development around the airport (Transport Canada, 

2014). With regard to aircraft noise, the publication provides information for noise 

measures, annoyance predication, types of noise exposure forecasts and contours, 

prediction of community response to noise levels, and land use compatibility within 

noise contours (Transport Canada, 2014). Nav Canada is the responsible body for 

assessing the impact of development as per the TP1247, in conjunction with any 

municipal planning regulations controlled by the City of Richmond (Nav Canada, 

2017b).  

The ASFA prescribes the requirement for NAS airports to incorporate noise 

management strategies within the planning processes, including the requirement for 

approved noise exposure forecasts and contours and detail for how noise will be 

managed. The ASFA designates the VAA as the responsible authority for dealing with 

noise complaints (Transport Canada, 1992a). The ASFA also delegates the VAA as 

the responsible authority for noise monitoring measures within a ten nautical mile 

range of the airport site (Transport Canada, 1992a). The engagement measures 

required by the ASFA are detailed in Section 7.6.1. 
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Municipal regulation 

The OCP highlights that aircraft noise is a responsibility of YVR. Nonetheless, 

Section 3.6.3 of the OCP describes the requirement for planning to mitigate the 

impacts of aircraft noise in the City of Richmond. This Section outlines the City’s 

goals and strategies for ongoing coordination between stakeholders, and the 

establishment of areas where land uses will be prohibited, where land uses may be 

considered, giving due consideration to mitigating indoor aircraft noise indoors and 

minimising aircraft noise outdoors, as well as informing residents to the effects of 

aircraft noise to mitigate complaints and legal challenges against the airport (City of 

Richmond, 2012).  

 

Figure 7-5: City of Richmond Official Community Plan noise policy area and exposure forecasts 

(City of Richmond, 2017b) 
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Objective 4 of Section 3.6.3 of the OCP presents the policies for aircraft noise 

sensitive development management. This objective details the requirements for 

development within Noise Sensitive Development Areas, presented in Figure 7-5. The 

mapping is supported by Tables which outline each areas relevant noise contour, the 

objectives land use within this area, and additional development and planning 

requirements within these areas, including restrictive covenants and the requirement 

of acoustic reports.  

Landside regulation  

Landside planning in the YVR site is regulated entirely by the federal 

government. Land adjoining the airport site is developed and planned for by provincial 

and municipal planning bodies. The relevant landside regulations are outlined here. 

Federal government regulation 

The Lease is the most influencing regulations at YVR for landside planning. 

Article 7 outlines the requirement for a master plan and land use plan. Section 7.01 of 

the Lease requires the airports to produce a master plan every 10 years, with a forecast 

period of 20 years. The master plan must address relevant socio-economic profiles of 

the community and region; the role classification and history of the airport’s activity; 

environmental impacts of the airport; the airfield activities; terminal building facilities; 

ground transport systems; commercial services and facilities; and operational support 

services. It must also include a noise management plan based on passenger and aircraft 

forecasts and a land use plan detailing the development strategy (Transport Canada, 

1992b). The master plan document outlines the long term development strategy of the 

airport and is submitted to the Minister. It is not subject to an approval process but 

must ensure YVR meets the Ground Lease commitment of developing a ‘first class 

facility’ (Y3).  

Section 7.02 of the Lease outlines the requirement for a land use plan. Within 

the land use plan, YVR is required to provide sufficient detail of proposed land uses 

and development within each defined zone in the airport site.  The land use plan is also 

required to outline how strategies of the airside and landside are integrated and 

development must not impede aviation operations (Government of Canada, 1992). The 

land use plan is subject to an approval process by the Federal Minister every ten years. 

Once submitted, the Minister has 90 days to review the land use plan. If further 
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information is required, the Minster must request it within 45 days. If notice has not 

been given within 90 days, the land use plan is deemed as approved (Government of 

Canada, 1992). If desired, the airport can apply to amend or upgrade the land use plan 

prior to the ten-year minimum period. To date, YVR has updated the land use plan 

every ten years and integrates it within the master plan (Y3).  

Regional planning 

YVR is designated as an ‘Industrial’ land use in the MVRD Regional Growth 

Strategy (see Figure 7-6). Land uses within this designation are intended for heavy and 

light industrial activities and limited commercial uses. Residential uses are not 

envisioned (Metro Vancouver, 2010b). 

Within the strategic goal of ‘supporting a sustainable economy’, the MVRD 

Regional Growth Strategy defines that uses on airport land should discourage non-

airport related commercial development (Metro Vancouver, 2010b). 

Municipal government planning 

The Richmond Interactive Mapping defines YVR as an ‘Airport’ zone (see 

Figure 7-7, below). Section 13.1 of the Zoning Bylaw, which align with this mapping 

Figure 7-6: MVRD Regional Growth Strategy 2040 land use designations  

(Metro Vancouver, 2010b) 
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tool, defines two permitted uses within this site: airport and hotel. The Zoning Bylaw 

also defines the regulations for construction and landscaping in the Airport zone.  

Areas in and around this zone which are identified as ‘Noise Sensitive Areas’ (in 

the previously outlined mapping) are also subject to the specific use regulations 

outlined in Section 5.17 of the Zoning Bylaw, including the requirement to comply 

with the OCP and the definition of  permitted noise levels for each room of a residential 

dwelling (City of Richmond, 2013).   

Airport development approval process 

When the airport was transferred, YVR had the option to either adopt the City 

of Richmond building and construction regulations or develop their own (Y2). YVR 

identified that a specific By-Law was required to address airport-specific development 

and construction contexts which were not fully considered in other regulations. As a 

result, the decision was made by YVR to develop separate development and 

construction regulations to those adopted in the City of Richmond. This is referred to 

as the ‘Land Development and Construction By-Law’ and was developed and enforced 

at the time of the Ground Lease enactment.  

The By-Law contains ‘development rules’ and ‘applicable codes and standards’ 

within these. The By-Law, and entailing development rules, and codes and standards, 

was developed to reflect a culmination of several existing legislations. The airport is 

Figure 7-7: Official Community Plan Land Use Map 

(City of Richmond, 2016) 
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on federal land and as such is required to comply with the National Building Code 

however legislation from provincial and municipal governments was also adopted 

selectively, dependent on relevance to the airport site (VAA, 2017g).  

Within this framework, a ‘facility permit’ is required for new construction or 

alterations are not temporal (Y3). An independent professional reviews project plans 

and engineering reports for structural integrity as part of the facility permit process. 

YVR is ultimately the approving authority for construction within the airport site 

(VAA, 2005). 

The airport has developed a system for the requirement to produce a Project 

Definition Report (PDR). A PDR is required for any major capital works project which 

exceeds a $10 million construction cost. The PDR is an internal governance system 

and the purpose of it is to develop a clear strategy for development to mitigate potential 

delays or issues in construction (Y2).  The PDR is submitted to the Board for review 

initially and the Board may make changes or suggestions to the proposal. The PDR 

requires final Board approval once it is satisfied with the proposal (Y3). 

YVR has also recently established the requirement for a Sustainability Case 

Document (SCD), which precedes the PDR. The SCD provides an overview of projects 

from a sustainability perspective, including environmental, social, economic, and 

governance impacts, and the interdependencies between them. The SCD is primarily 

prepared to provide the Board with information to enable discussion and 

understanding. At the time of data collection YVR had not yet completed the first 

process of PDR and SCD approval (Y2). 

Airport planning regulatory framework  

The regulatory framework which impacts the airport planning process and 

stakeholder engagement processes is entirely mandated by the federal government. 

The relationships between the varying levels of government and the broader planning 

regulatory framework are presented in Figure 7-8.  
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Figure 7-8: Vancouver International Airport planning regulatory context 
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7.5 PLANNING AT VANCOUVER INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 

Airports within the NAP and operated by CAA are required to produce a master 

plan every ten years, with a forecast planning period of 20 years (Government of 

Canada, 1992). The first master plan was produced for YVR soon after the transfer in 

1992. Notably, there is some flexibility in the regulation of the ground lease in some 

circumstances. This was demonstrated in the early 2000s. YVR was due to produce 

the next master plan around the same time the September 11 attacks happened. YVR 

was allowed to update aspects of the previous master plan and address the master plan 

process completely once the aviation industry had settled down (Y2).  

The next (and current) master plan was finalised in 2007 with an outlook to 2027. 

The master plan provides recommendations on terminal and runway options, ground 

access and parking, cargo, support services, utilities, recreation areas, commercial 

operations and air support services (VAA, 2017e). The land use component of the 

master plan includes a high level zoning plan, outlining six key land uses: airfield, 

passenger terminal, airside, groundside commercial, ground access and parking, and 

recreational area. Examples of permitted land uses within these zones are outlined 

(VAA, 2007). The current approved land use plan drawing is presented in Figure 7-9. 

Figure 7-9: YVR 2007 approved land use plan 

(VAA, 2007) 
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YVR is in the process of updating the master plan. It is being produced within a 

broader 20 year planning mandate ‘Flight Plan 2037’, which also includes a Capital 

Plan and Financial Plan (VAA, 2017e). The 2037 master plan will provide updated 

priorities and approaches based on the 2007 master plan. A dedicated website has been 

developed to provide information on the 2037 master plan, including a summary of all 

progress to date and opportunity to post questions directly to YVR and receive direct 

responses in a public Q&A format. The master plan includes key topics of airside, 

amenities, ground transport, land use, environment, noise, and terminal planning 

(VAA, 2017e). The draft new land use plan includes the zoning classifications as the 

2007 master plan, with slightly different area allocations (see Figure 7-10). 

7.5.1 Significant planning project 

The most recent significant planning project to occur recently at YVR was the 

development of the McArthurGlen Designer Outlet shopping centre, located in the east 

of the airport site, see Figure 7-11.  

 

Figure 7-10: YVR draft new land use plan 

(VAA, 2017e) 
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The Designer Outlet Centre (DOC) was constructed in a joint venture with 

McArthurGlen Group, with the VAA taking 50% ownership (VAA, 2017b). In the 

2007 approved land use plan, the Outlet site is zoned as ‘Groundside 

Commercial/Ground Access and Parking’. Uses within these zones were identified as 

commercial land uses that do not require airside access which can be non-airport 

related, but airport compatible; and areas for parking and commercial transportation 

(VAA, 2007). The specific development was not identified within the approved land 

use plan.  

The decision to construct a DOC at the site was contentious with the City of 

Richmond and Metro Vancouver (Y2). The original site identified for the development 

was opposed by the City of Richmond due to the lack of public transport connections 

and close proximity to retail centres in the City. The current site was identified as more 

appropriate to address the concerns of the City of Richmond and the development was 

moved. Metro Vancouver also discouraged the development as the airport is zoned as 

‘Industrial’ in the Regional Growth Strategy and the DOC did not align with the 

desired land uses within their vision for this zone. The DOC was opened in 2015 and 

Figure 7-11: Location of the McArthurGlen Designer Outlet 

(Google Earth Pro, 2016) 
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there is a site adjoining the current building which is allocated to future expansion of 

the DOC.  

7.6 STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT STRATEGIES 

YVR has established both mandatory and non-mandatory stakeholder 

engagement strategies. Engagement mechanisms are focused around land use, 

environment, and aircraft noise and are detailed here. 

7.6.1 Mandated stakeholder engagement strategies  

The three key documents which guide mandated stakeholder engagement are the 

Aviation Services and Facilities Agreement (ASFA), the Ground Lease, and the 

Richmond Accord. These regulations mandate committees, communication 

requirements, and master and land use planning consultation processes, which are 

outlined below. 

Engagement committees  

The ASFA stipulates that VAA must establish (as a minimum) an Airport 

Operations Committee, a Noise Management Committee; an Airport Scheduling 

Committee; and an Airport Security Committee. The Airport Operations, Scheduling, 

and Security Committees are predominantly internal airport committees, with 

representation from the federal government, as per the ASFA, Section 19.2.  

In 1996, the airport opened the northern runway. As part of the conditions of 

approval, there were a number of environmental impact conditions it was required to 

address. One of the results of this process was that the airport was required to develop 

an Environmental Advisory Committee, and to widen the scope of stakeholders 

engaged within the Noise Management Committee (now referred to as the 

Aeronautical Noise Management Committee (YCR-Air6).  

The Aeronautical Noise Management Committee (ANMC) provides a forum for 

discussion of noise management issues at YVR (VAA, 2009). There was a similar, 

informal Committee prior to the legislative requirement which was more technical 

with an airport operational focus and included air traffic control, airport staff, and 

airline representatives (Y5). As a result of the Northern Runway project, the formality 

and participation was expanded. Today, the intent of the Committee is to discuss, 

analyse, and provide advice on aircraft related noise at YVR to better inform the 
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decision-making process. The Committee is only consultative and does not have any 

decision-making power. The role of the ANMC is to provide a focal point for 

aeronautical noise issues, provide an interface between the airport and its stakeholders, 

develop an information sharing platform amongst the airport and its stakeholders, 

enhance awareness and understanding of aircraft noise challenges at YVR, provide a 

forum for the ability to appoint local stakeholders to provide input into noise control 

regulations at YVR, and provide recommendations for noise management and 

abatement measures at YVR (VAA, 2009). YVR is only required to consult with 

municipalities within ten nautical miles of the airport, but have expanded membership 

voluntarily to include those municipalities outside of this perimeter. Members of the 

ANMC include representatives from: 

• Airlines; 

• Nav Canada; 

• Citizen Representative/s from the City of Richmond, Vancouver and 

Corporation of Delta;  

• Community of First Nations; 

• Industry Associations; 

• Federal Government; 

• British Columbian Government; 

• City of Richmond;  

• Healthy Authority; and 

• Vancouver International Airport Authority. 

Typically, 20-25 representatives attend the Committee meetings (Y2). The 

objectives of the Committee are to minimise the noise disturbance for those living in 

the vicinity of the airport, to assist in the development of the Noise Management Plan 

for the airport, and balance the stakeholder needs and expectations of the airport 

(VAA, 2009). The ANMC meets quarterly and is chaired by an appointee of VAA. 

Minutes of the meetings are published online (VAA, 2009). The most recent meeting 

occurred in February 2017 and the minutes outline discussion points of an update on 

the 2037 master plan, detail on the planned runway end safety area project, and outline 
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of the proposed maintenance works which will affect operations, and a summary of 

noise monitoring measurements (VAA, 2017f). The Committee is only advisory and 

the decision making authority remains with the VAA on all matters discussed in the 

Committee. 

Mandated ongoing communication 

In 1994, YVR and the City of Richmond developed an agreement as part of the 

transfer, called the ‘Richmond Accord’ (City of Richmond, 1999; VAA and City of 

Richmond, 1994). The necessity for the Richmond Accord was partially due to the 

choice of the airport to develop a separate Land Development and Construction By-

Law. The Richmond Accord was developed in a way to reduce conflict and improve 

land use development integration within this context and allow negotiations of case-

by-case considerations (City of Richmond, 1999). 

Specific issues outlined within the Richmond Acord include agreements on 

property taxes, development cost charges, land use and planning, the master planning 

process, building permits, specific municipal bylaws, fire protection and emergency 

response, transportation, rapid transit, road connections, and habitat conservation. In 

addition, the Richmond Accord outlines processes for dispute resolution (VAA and 

City of Richmond, 1994) 

The aim of the Richmond Accord is to foster good relationships and integrated 

policy making between the City and YVR. It outlines requirements for ongoing 

consultation between YVR and the City, particularly with regard to noise affected 

areas. The Richmond Accord not only describes that the airport must engage with the 

City, but that the city must also engage with the airport, for example when zoning is 

amended (VAA and City of Richmond, 1994). The Richmond Accord does not have 

structured engagement requirements, but the City and VAA have developed regular 

meetings to discuss any issues which would require use of the Accord.  

Land use plan consultation  

The Ground Lease defines the requirements for consultation as part of the land 

use plan approval process. Section 7.02.02 of the Lease outlines that the VAA must 

engage ‘in a timely and meaningful’ consultation with the City of Richmond and 

appropriate federal government departments, as a minimum. It additionally outlines 

the requirement for ‘timely and meaningful’ consultation as the airport ‘deems 
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appropriate’ with other stakeholders, specifically the Province of British Columbia, 

other interest groups, and municipalities adjoining the City of Richmond (Government 

of Canada, 1992). The land use plan submitted for Ministerial review must outline that 

it has given ‘due consideration’ to the consultation with each stakeholder group 

engaged with. There is no mandated engagement mechanism or timing and it appears 

to occur in an informal case-by-case basis or within the committee structures outlined 

above (Government of Canada, 1992).  

Metro Vancouver hosts a Regional Planning Advisory Committee which is 

comprised of planning directors from around the region. The Committee meets 

monthly and YVR attends. YVR seeks comment on airport land use planning 

proposals from municipal members of the Committee (Y10). Additionally, it was 

indicated that Transport Canada has established an internal requirement in addition to 

the Lease which requires airports to illustrate how the community have been engaged 

with (Y2). 

7.6.2 Stakeholder mechanisms outside regulatory requirements 

YVR engages with the community predominantly outside of the regulatory 

requirements, particularly as part of the master planning process. These mechanisms 

and strategies are detailed below. 

Master plan consultation  

The Lease stipulates that the VAA must consult with interest groups as it ‘deems 

appropriate’ as part of the master planning process (Government of Canada, 1992). 

There is no further guidance or requirement for consultation. Despite this, YVR has 

adopted extensive non-mandated stakeholder engagement within their planning 

processes. YVR has incorporated a thorough, four stage stakeholder consultation 

program as part of the ‘Flight Plan 2037’ master planning process (VAA, 2017e). YVR 

engaged consultants to assist in the management of the strategy given the significant 

amount of work required. A licensed facilitator was engaged to provide an external 

party and act as a liaison between the airport community. This was identified as 

particularly useful when there is was a controversial issue to discuss (Y1). 

The first consultation period ran from May to October 2015. The first phase of 

consultation allowed the community, and other interested external stakeholders, to 

describe the ‘vision’ for the airport, looking forward 40 years. Within this period, the 
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airport sent representatives to 34 community events across cities and regions in British 

Columbia with an estimated visitation to the YVR tent of 35,000 (VAA, 2017a). YVR 

advertised the master plan through multiple online platforms, including online and 

print newspapers, as well as through social media. Additionally, the master plan was 

announced at the annual public meeting which the airport holds. YVR also directly 

communicated the master plan notification through stakeholder databases, which 

included representatives from community groups, industry bodies, airport users and 

tenants, government agencies, and tourism and education providers.  

An online survey was developed and sent directly to the database of 

stakeholders, as well as advertised through online platforms, including the dedicated 

Flight Plan 2037 website. The survey was translated into French and Mandarin (VAA, 

2017a). The online survey consisted of 17 questions with regard to a 40-year vision of 

the airport and how participants would like to see this achieved at YVR. 2,630 

responses were received to the survey. A report detailing the processes and results of 

the first phase of consultation, including the online survey, are available on the 

dedicated Master Plan 2037 website (VAA, 2017a).  

The second phase of consultation occurred at the end of 2016 between 

September and November. This phase of consultation refocused the discussion to the 

20 year planning period. In this phase, six key focus areas for discussion identified in 

the first phase of consultation were discussed (terminals, airside/airspace, ground 

access, environment, amenities, and land use), as well as the identification of potential 

elements of the master plan and discussion of trade-offs between future possibilities. 

Notification of the second phase of consultation was distributed through the website, 

directly through stakeholder meetings and databases, online and print advertising, 

social media, and radio (VAA, 2017a).  

‘Pre-engagement’ occurred before the public consultation aspect of phase two, 

in which the airport engaged with airlines, and municipal, regional, provincial, and 

federal government bodies and agencies (VAA, 2017a). After the pre-engagement 

phase, YVR conducted meetings with stakeholder groups specifically affected by the 

airports operations and hosted three public workshops which had a total of 196 

registrants. YVR also hosted five community road show events with information 

booths set up in communities within the Metro Vancouver area. Various consultation 

materials were used, depending on the forum. These included display boards, 
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discussion guides and feedback forms, ‘backgrounder’ documents, and design fiction 

video animations. A second online survey way also developed and employed in the 

second consultation phase. A summary of the results from all the strategies outlined 

above are available on the Master Plan 2037 website (VAA, 2017a).  

Phase three of the consultation ran in early 2017 and was completed at the time 

of writing16. In the third phase of consultation, highlights of the draft master plan were 

made available, including the land use plan. Phase three of consultation provided an 

opportunity for feedback specifically regarding the draft master plan and if it served 

the future vision of the airport. At the end of the phase there was an opportunity for 

external stakeholders to ‘drop in’ to discuss the project. Summary reports had yet to 

be published online (VAA, 2017a).  

The final phase of the process, phase four, is focused on consultation with 

approving authorities and submission of the land use plan for approval. Phase four will 

also include implementation consultation periods (VAA, 2017a). 

Community relations department 

YVR has a community relations department which is proactively engaged with 

the airport stakeholders through various means. The department organised and attends 

events and festivals across Metro Vancouver each year (75 events in 2015), taking free 

airport tours (140 tours in 2015) and present to municipalities in Metro Vancouver to 

provide an update of the airports projects and operations (Y1). The department has a 

dedicated noise complains email contact for all noise related issues, though the airport 

was in the process of transferring all noise related issues to the environment 

department at the time of data collection. The department conducts a community 

survey every year to establish the community’s perception of the airports role in the 

economy in order to improve the perception of the airport and education of the 

community. The ‘Green Coat’ program, which coordinates volunteers to assist at the 
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airport within the terminals, is arranged by the department. There are around 400 

volunteers in the program and a waiting list to get involved. 

The use of social media is a key component of community consultation for YVR. 

There is a dedicated social media accounts manager and the social media strategy of 

YVR includes distribution of consultation events and engagement opportunities, as 

well as responding to customer queries regarding the location of services within the 

terminal (Y1). The accounts are monitored 24/7 and staff are on a rotating on-call 

schedule to respond to queries when flagged by the monitoring teams (Y1). The 

department also collaborates with other airport departments to coordinate 

communication strategies for projects or engagements strategies to ensure best 

practices are employed (YRR-Air1). 

Informal communication strategies  

YVR has proactively built relationships with the surrounding municipal 

governments and the regional government through ongoing communication (Y2). 

YVR staff, including the CEO, appear before the lower mainland municipalities once 

a year. In addition, annual presentations are made to the British Columbia Chamber of 

Commerce and other industry bodies. There are ongoing relationships with operational 

staff for both the City of Richmond and the City of Vancouver with regard to, for 

example, utilities and fire and rescue services. Senior management personal at YVR 

and the Cities of Richmond and Vancouver also communicate on a regular, informal 

basis (Y2). 

Aircraft noise information and management 

YVR provides information on the management of aircraft noise on their website. 

Information provided includes response to FAQs, detail of monitoring and abatement 

measures, information on the ground run-up enclosure at the airport, the schedule of 

maintenance on the runways, detail of runway operations, and information regarding 

the aircraft navigation procedures. The website also includes regular publications 

pertaining to aircraft noise, including a copy of their noise management plan, the 

minutes of the Aeronautical Noise Management Committee, annual noise reports, and 

noise monitoring reports for the 20 fixed monitoring stations surrounding the airport 

(VAA, 2017f).  
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The noise management plan provides a regulatory and responsibilities context 

and outlines the noise management program of YVR. It also outlines the noise 

management action plan which describes three stages of development, including 

identification of risks and community issues; identification of initiatives and potential 

actions including review of best practice; and the evaluation of the outcomes of the 

first two stages and is materialised into the five-year action plan for noise management 

(VAA, 2017f). The noise management plan is distributed to the ANMC members and 

the City of Richmond for feedback and review for finalisation (Y13; Y12).  

The YVR website also provides a link to the online flight track and noise 

monitoring platform, WebTrak. WebTrak is operated by YVR, based on data provided 

by NAV Canada. The website depicts the noise monitoring stations and all arriving 

and departing aircraft operating in airspace in and around YVR (with a 10-minute 

delay). The service was implemented in 2014, however historical data is only available 

for 30 days (VAA, 2017h). Figure 7-12 illustrates an example during a weekend 

morning.  

Richmond Airport Noise Citizens' Advisory Task Force 

The Richmond Airport Noise Citizens’ Advisory Task Force was established 

within the City of Richmond in 2008. The Task Force had around 12 members and 

was established to manage the significant number of aircraft noise complaints being 

received by the City of Richmond (City of Richmond, 2017a). The Task Force 

identified 22 measures for aircraft noise management and mitigation, addressed to 

Figure 7-12: WebTrak flight tracking system at YVR 

(VAA, 2017h) 
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YVR, NAV Canada, and the City of Richmond (City of Richmond, 2017a). The 

majority of measures were adopted by YVR, including the construction of a Ground 

Run-up Enclosure at the airport. The Task Force was seen to fulfil its purpose and was 

disbanded at the production of the recommendations report (Y12).  

7.7 VANCOUVER INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT IN A CANADIAN 

CONTEXT 

The engagement strategies and mechanisms employed at YVR are broadly 

representative of those adopted across Canada, as supported by the survey findings. 

The survey findings outlined in this section should not be considered as mutually 

exclusive results as respondents were provided the opportunity to select more than one 

option.  

Canadian airport representatives identify engagement to occur on an ongoing 

basis, as well during preliminary and plan making stages of projects (Figure 7-13). The 

dominance of regular, structured engagement is reflective of the findings outlined in 

the previous sections for the YVR case study. Further, the proportion of respondents 

who highlighted engagement as being conducted in the preliminary stages of planning 

is reflective of  the YVR case study in which the acknowledgement of the need for 

social licence early on was described.  

A principal reason for engagement at airports in Canada is identified as a 

leadership strategy. This was also a prominent finding within the Vancouver case 

study. Notably, a number of respondents outlined the motivation of engagement being 

30%
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50%

Stage of planning when engagement is conducted

In preliminary planning/investigation

phase of a project/master plan

During the plan-making/producing phase

of a project/master plan

On an ongoing regular basis, not only

when there is a new project/master plan

Figure 7-13: Stage of planning when engagement is conducted at Canadian airports 
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driven by a historical change in legislation (Figure 7-14). This is aligned with the YVR 

case study when the Accord was established. 

 

 

The mechanisms of engagement adopted at airports in Canada are wide-ranging 

(Figure 7-15). Committee and workshop structures are prominent, in addition to 

community and public forums. This correlates with the Vancouver case, both within 

the master planning and ongoing communication strategies. 
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Figure 7-14: Motivations for engagement at Canadian airports 

Figure 7-15: Mechanisms of engagement in Canadian airports 
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The regularity of committees across Canadian airports is reflective of that at 

Vancouver airport (Figure 7-16). Committees are predominately conducted on a 

quarterly basis, as is stipulated by regulation in YVR. 

 

The purpose of the engagement committees is seen as informative across the 

Canadian context, as is evident in the Vancouver case. However, in apparent contrast 

to the Vancouver case, conflict mitigation is seen as a prominent driver within the 

respondents surveyed across Canada (Figure 7-17). 
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Figure 7-17: Purpose of engagement committees in Canadian airports 
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Engagement strategies at YVR are largely reflective of those adopted nationally. 

As with Australia, the regulatory frameworks across the Canadian airports surveyed 

were the same, which likely has an impact on this.  

7.8 CASE STUDY SUMMARY 

YVR planning and engagement strategies are influenced by a number of external 

and internal factors. Thematic analysis of interview data revealed the influences of 

geographic and cultural context, politics and power in relationships, leadership, the 

ownership structure of the airport, regulatory frameworks. The historical evolution of 

the airport is interrelated with influences of leadership, regulatory frameworks, 

ownership, and politics. An overview of the internal and external influences are 

outlined below, providing initial results for research objective 1c: Evaluate the cultural 

and contextual impacts on airport planning and stakeholder engagement. 

YVR is located on the water, similar to BNE. This context provides the airport 

with inherent benefits, particular with regard to aircraft noise (Y4; Y8). Additionally, 

the wind flows provide the airport with opportunity to be flexible in the amount of 

flights which arrive and depart over the water, as opposed to the nearby residential 

areas. The fortuitous context was described by one respondent: 

“We're also lucky that the winds here are essentially 50/50. So 50% of the 

time we're on a westerly flow, and 50% of the time we're on an easterly flow. 

And it's seasonal. In the summer and spring we see more westerly flow, and this 

has departures over the water and arrivals over the City [of Richmond] and then 

the reverse flow occurs during the fall and winter. At night, our north runway is 

closed, whenever possible for noise mitigation and we are probably one of the 

rare airports that still do two way flow on a single runway. If the winds permit, 

we will do take offs over the water and landings over the water, off our 24-hour 

south runway” (Y4). 

Notably, the geographic context does negatively influence the airport with regard 

to environmental concerns, constrained growth potential, and increased competition. 

The proximity to the water, combined with the constraint due to the island location, 

influences the airport’s planning processes and future expansion (Y4; Y8; Y15). This 

was outlined by one respondent: 
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“Yes, there's good things and bad things about being located near 

the water. We're in a very sensitive area for Salmon and wildlife. Any time 

we have to do work near the river, there are many approvals we have to 

get…the community groups are, watch us carefully, when we undertake 

development or propose projects that extend past the boundaries of Sea 

Island. One of our potential future runway options is located to the west in 

the Strait of Georgia, we know for sure that there is going to be significant 

environmental issues and community concern associated with this 

runway” (Y4). 

Local politics have resulted in a change to the airport planning and development. 

The development of a Designer Outlet Centre was opposed by the City of Richmond 

and Metro Vancouver. Metro Vancouver opposed the development as it was an 

incompatible land use according to their Regional Growth Strategy, despite the airport 

not being within their jurisdiction. The City of Richmond ‘violently opposed’ the 

original site proposed for the Designer Outlet, partially due to lack of public transport 

connections and also because of potential competition with the City’s retail 

developments. The site was eventually relocated. From a federal level, the airport has 

experienced “remarkably little political interference in major decisions” (Y3). This 

was partially seen as a result of geographic context, “I sometimes think the politicians 

in Ottawa think Canada ends at the Rocky Mountains. We don’t seem to get a lot of 

political interest or interference in local issues” (Y4). Political influence was not 

identified by many participants as a strong influence on the airports planning 

processes. This was partly attributed to the ownership and regulatory structure, which 

is outlined by one respondent: 

“Luckily I think for our model, it is not. I wouldn't call it political in that 

sense, where basically it's either a hammer, or a wedge, or some sort of tool to 

be bandied about during election time. I think again, that's just the way it's 

structured. It's not a fully privatized airport where if it was, then it would 

probably start to be used a bit more of that example” (Y15). 

Current leadership of the airport and the role of the Board was seen to have a 

significant and positive influence on the airport’s planning process through the culture 

of the airport authority. This influence was specifically highlighted by a number of 

interviewees for example, “I think from a board and CEO level leadership plays a big 
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part for driving the organization's values, culture and vision” (Y6). In the YVR model 

of airport ownership, the Board selects the CEO so leadership was seen as a Board 

influence by one respondent: “In the governance model, the type of leadership the 

board chooses will have an effect on management…I believe the boards pick leaders” 

(Y7). Despite the Board electing the CEO, the CEO was identified as having a 

particularly influential role on the airport. Leadership at YVR has seen to be a positive 

influence on the airports culture, which has improved the perception of external 

stakeholders and integration.  

The not-for-profit structure adopted for airports in Canada appears to have had 

a positive impact on the way the airport is perceived by external stakeholders. For one, 

the structure is seen as beneficial to the airport operations due to the requirement to 

invest profit back into the airport site, limiting the removal of funds from the airport. 

Despite the non-for-profit ownership, YVR is seen to be driven by profit and operates 

“in many forms like a private corporation. It has a Board of Directors and a CEO and 

they do make business decisions and have to balance budgets and operate within the 

money that they have” (Y15). This profit-driven motivation is evidenced by the 

development of non-aviation revenue streams, including the Designer Outlet Centre. 

However, the profit goes back to the airport, rather than a group of shareholders. 

Interview participants explained that the airport authority sees itself as a ‘community-

based’ airport, which is materialised in the proactive stakeholder engagement 

strategies and effective approaches to mitigate and resolve conflict. The potential 

transference of the airports to a privatised corporation, as is being investigated by the 

federal government, was seen as having a particularly negative potential influence and 

not regarded as necessary given the airport’s current success, “It doesn't seem like this 

particular entity has difficulty raising capital. It sounds like it's trying to solve a 

problem that doesn't exist (Y3). 

The fact that the airport is regulated at entirely a federal level does not appear to 

negatively influence the external perception of the airport’s planning and engagement 

significantly today, though has resulted in some challenges historically, as outlined 

earlier. The ownership structure and requirements for the Board composition are seen 

to limit the potential isolating effects of federal regulation. At YVR, the institutional 

frameworks for engagement were established soon after the transfer of the airport.  

Though the frameworks are ambiguous and have not evolved much since the 1990s, 
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the airport has been increasingly proactive in their engagement and appears to value 

their social licence to operate highly. 

The historical evolution of the airport has impacted the management of aircraft 

noise, the engagement strategies, and the broader integration of the airport. There have 

been some tenuous relationships with municipal and regional government with regard 

to land use and infrastructure historically. Examples include the development of the 

Canada line (rail line) into the airport site, and the Designer Outlet Centre 

development. These issues have been largely resolved and representatives from these 

governments identified that the relationships between them and the airport are 

improving (Y10; Y11; Y12). Historically, the airport has had conflict with the 

community regarding aircraft noise. In 1997, residents under the new flight path 

attempted to sue the airport for aircraft noise compensation (Vancouver Sun, 1997) 

The airport won the case in an appeal (Y8). Since then, there appears to have been 

minimal issues with regard to airport noise. The evolution and transfer of the airport 

has also seen to have had a positive influence on the engagement strategies of the 

airport, particularly the communication strategies (Y8).  

The geographic and cultural context of YVR has, and continues to, significantly 

influence the airport’s operations, planning, and engagement. The geographic context 

creates competition threats and environmental constraints, while the cultural context 

is seen to be a driver behind the current ownership and regulatory frameworks in place 

at the airport, and airports across Canada. Politics and imbalances of power were seen 

to have minimal influence on the airport while the leadership was seen to have 

significant positive influence on the airport’s planning and engagement strategies. The 

ownership structure of the airport and the resulting regulatory frameworks were 

identified by several participants as strong influences, particularly the ownership 

structure. The ownership structure has resulted in a ‘community’ approach to planning 

and integration which was recognised by several participants. The historical evolution 

of the airport has been perhaps the most significant and the willingness of the airport 

to evolve and change has resulted in significantly less conflict within the planning 

processes. 

Planning process and stakeholder engagement at YVR is impacted equally by 

the culture of the airport and by the regulatory framework. The numerous agreements 

and regulated committees allow the airport to have ongoing and reasonably transparent 
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engagement with their external stakeholders. Combined with the wide reaching 

engagement strategies adopted by from YVR the time of transfer, YVR by all accounts 

has minimal issues with external stakeholders.  

Table 7-1 provides an overview of the findings for the Vancouver International 

Airport case study chapter, identifying how each research objectives had been 

addressed.  

Table 7-1: Vancouver International Airport case study summary 

Research objectives Case study findings 

1b) Determine the 

governance and 

regulatory frameworks 

defining airport planning 

and stakeholder 

engagement processes 

Federal government 
• Aviation Services and Facilities Agreement  

• Ground Lease  

• Aeronautics Act 1985 

• Canadian Aviation Regulations 2017  

• The Richmond Accrod 

• Land Development and Construction By-Law 

Provincial government 
• No direct regulatory influence 

Local government 
• No direct regulatory influence 

1c) Evaluate the cultural and 

contextual impacts on 

airport planning and 

stakeholder engagement  

• Vancouver International Airport benefits from its context. 

Geographically, the airport is located on the water, which limits 

noise impacts.  

• Socially, there is little tension amongst external stakeholders and 

little negative perceptions of the influence of political context. 

2a) Identify mechanisms of 

stakeholder engagement 

employed by airports  

Mandated 

• Aeronautical Noise Management Committee 

• Environmental Advisory Committee 

• Ongoing relationships as stipulated by the Richmond Accord 

• Ground Lease consultation requirements  

• Master plan consultation  

Voluntary 

• Master plan consultation  

• Flight Plan 2037 

• Community relations consultation  

• WebTrak 

 

A complete cross tabulation of results for each case study chapter is provided in 

Appendix I. 
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Chapter 8: Institutional evolution: analysis 

and results 

8.1 INTRODUCTION 

Chapters 5, 6, and 7 presented and analysed the three case study airports and 

their planning and stakeholder engagement processes. The exploration identified the 

airport governance context for each country as well as the urban planning regulatory 

frameworks for the relevant city. The airport planning processes and specific 

regulations were identified in addition to historical and current planning processes and 

projects at each case study airport. The stakeholder engagement strategies, including 

both mandated and those outside of the regulatory requirements were explored, and a 

deductive analysis of the key influences on the airport planning and stakeholder 

engagement processes was presented. The content of the three case study chapters 

addresses research question 1 and 2, and research objectives 1b, 1c, 2a, and 2b. 

This chapter is comprised of a comparative analysis of the evolution of the 

airport institutional frameworks. The construct of each case study is broadly aligned 

with the influences outlined in each case study chapter. The influence of leadership, 

the regulatory environment, and the historical evolution are considered within 

description of institutional change. The impact of the ownership structure and politics 

are identified as contextual elements. This comparative analysis builds on the 

description of each case study’s regulatory structures and planning processes outlined 

in the preceding case study chapters. Combined with acknowledgement of the 

influences on the airport planning processes, this chapter reviews the meso level of the 

airport institution and provides an in-depth response to research objective 1a and 1c:   

1a) Determine the historical context of airports and how this impacts 

airport planning and stakeholder engagement; and 

1c)  Evaluate the cultural and contextual impacts on airport planning and 

stakeholder engagement. 

This chapter presents the comparative analysis of the evolution of airport 

institutions by adopting the conceptual framework developed in chapter 3, through the 

evaluative lens of historical institutionalism. Through the adoption of the sequential 

exploratory mixed methods design, emergent themes from interview and questionnaire 
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data detail the extent to which the core concepts of HI (institutional change, relevance 

of context, and distribution of power), and the changing role of the case study airports 

based on their historical development. Section 8.2 outlines the elements of institutional 

change apparent within the airport institutions, including description of path 

dependency, critical junctures, and incremental change. The relevance of context is 

outlined in Section 8.3, including both cultural and political contexts. Section 8.4 

details the distribution of power witnessed within the airport institutions, and section 

8.5 provides a summary of the findings of the chapter. 

8.2 INSTITUTIONAL CHANGE 

Institutional stability or change is a core component of historical 

institutionalism. Stability can be caused by path dependency, while change can either 

be a result of a critical juncture, or incremental change (Hall & Taylor, 1996; Pierson, 

2000a; Thelen, 2004). Moments of change are a result of exogenous or endogenous 

factors and can be driven by either an actor or an institution. Change can either result 

in dramatic transformations of the institutions, a change in underlying principles, or 

the crystallisation of incremental change which eventually establishes a coherent 

whole which is different from the original arrangement (Bulmer & Burch, 1998; 

Mahoney & Thelen, 2010). The way in which institutional change has occurred in each 

case study is outlined in the following subsections.  

8.2.1 Path dependency 

Path dependency is a widely adopted aspect of historical institutionalism. When 

considering path dependency of the case study institutional environments, focus can 

be on the acknowledgement that an institution is a result of its ‘path’ of evolution, 

however it is not considered path dependent when an institution just remains the same 

overtime. True dependency can only be established if viable alternatives are available 

but not adopted, and the positive feedback effects of continuing on a path are evident 

(Sorensen, 2015).  

When considering the airport institutional framework as comprised of all 

stakeholder groups and relevant rules and regulations, there is no apparent true path 

dependency across the case studies. Regulatory frameworks have been altered, 

stakeholder relationships and networks have grown, and planning processes have 

evolved. Elements of each institutional framework have established path dependency, 
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but not when considered as a whole. Further, each context has been subject to 

numerous critical junctures and incremental change.  

8.2.2 Critical junctures 

Critical junctures, or punctuated equilibrium, are moments in which the 

institution’s path is significantly disrupted (primarily from exogenous forces) (Collier 

& Collier, 1991; Hall & Taylor, 1996). This change typically occurs differently in 

different countries and results in new institutional pathways and institutional 

arrangements (Collier & Collier, 1991; Hall & Taylor, 1996; Sorensen, 2015). Critical 

junctures are considered to be rare occurrences, a characteristic reflected in this study. 

In addition, there is evidence of a critical juncture occurring within each case 

study airport institutional environment, which significantly altered institutional 

arrangements and set each case study down a different path. The critical juncture 

evident within each airport was the privatisation, partial privatisation, and transfer, of 

the airports to various forms of different ownership. This occurred in 1996 in Brisbane, 

1997 in Dusseldorf, and 1992 in Vancouver. Until this point, each airport was evolving 

concurrently with the growth of the aviation industry and were owned, operated, and 

regulated by the respective federal governments.  

Sorensen (2015) describes that timing and sequencing of critical junctures 

should be reviewed in acknowledgement of the other institutional, economic, cultural, 

and political developments. When applying this to the airport institutions, it can be 

observed that at the time of privatisation, these events were reflective of a broader, 

international movement of globalisation and resultant neoliberal ideologies which 

influenced the funding of significant infrastructure (Carrión, 2016; Freestone, 2011; 

Freestone, et al., 2006). The way this materialised varied in each country and city 

context, reflective of actually existing neoliberalism (Brenner & Theodore, 2002; 

Peck, et al., 2009). 

The privatisation of each airport of this study was a major exogenous shock to 

each airport institution and resulted in an entirely new structure for regulation, 

operation, and planning. Operational departments became regulating bodies, the public 

role of the airport infrastructure became one of private interest, government agencies 

had less influence and involvement, and an increased interest in non-aviation revenue 
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was evident. The entire institutional environment was changed and the future paths 

were significantly altered.  

The exogenous influences of geo-political events outlined in section 3.2 are 

reflective of critical junctures impacting the broader aviation industry.  Events such as 

the GFC and the September 2001 attacks had notable impacts on airports globally. The 

financial impacts of these events took years to recover from, and the airport design and 

planning impacts continue to affect airports today (CAPA, 2009; IATA, 2011; Rice, 

2011). These events are considered to be critical junctures which have occurred outside 

of the airport institution, but which have impacted airport operations. 

8.2.3 Incremental change  

Path dependency focuses on a steady institutional path, and critical junctures 

considers significant external shocks which create new institutional arrangements, 

while incremental change offers a way in which to compare more gradual change 

(Pierson, 2000a; Taylor, 2013; Thelen, 2004). Incremental change can occur through 

various means or mechanisms, discussed at large in many theories: transaction theory 

(Pierson, 2000b; Taylor, 2013), positive policy feedback (Pierson, 2000b; Sorensen, 

2015; Taylor, 2013), and institutional change theory (Mahoney and Thelen (2010). 

The latter highlighted four key dimensions of change: displacement, layering, drift, 

and conversion. 

High transaction costs have particularly prevented change within the Düsseldorf 

institutional framework. The Angerlandvergleich is a core component of the 

institutional framework and directly impacts the airport and all external stakeholder 

groups. Any change or alteration to the Angerlandvergleich would result in significant 

political and social transaction costs, in addition to any effects on airport expansion 

costs. The political costs were emphasised as hurdles of change by respondents: 

“I remember some years ago, one of our ex-CEOs thought about...to 

Kündigen [terminate] to end the contract, but the town of Düsseldorf who 

is 50% owner said ‘Don't. Don't do it. Don't disturb the peace we have 

with the other people’” (D2). 

Transaction costs to date have impeded any change to this institutional 

arrangement as a result of being “too costly to shift” (Hall, 2003, pg.941) which was 

described as: “In short, all problems we have are grounded or based in this Angerland 
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contract” (D3). It was identified that this would likely continue in the future and 

directly restrict airport growth opportunities. 

Institutional displacement can either occur in the form of critical junctures, or 

gradually (Mahoney & Thelen, 2010). In this study, displacement, or the replacement 

of rules with new ones, occurred during the critical juncture of privatisation. The 

airport regulatory framework was reformed, and the institutional framework was 

replaced with a new arrangement. This included the construction of new legislation 

and new agreements between various organisations (or stakeholder groups) within the 

institution. Displacement is considered as an institutional change void of institutional 

actor’s discretion, as evident in this occurrence of displacement in the case studies.  

Institutional layering is a common dimension of institutional change within this 

study and is identified to have occurred across all case studies. Layering reflects a 

change to rules, but unlike displacement, layering considers institutions to remain the 

same, but be subject to amendments, revisions, or additions. Amendments may be 

significant, but may also be minor and cause significant institutional change over time 

(Mahoney & Thelen, 2010; Thelen, 2003).  

In Brisbane, the Aviation White Paper, and resulting legislative changes, is a key 

example of layering. The core of existing institutional rules remained, while some 

amendments were made to reflect the outcome of the Paper. The amendments made to 

the legislation impacted the airport planning and stakeholder engagement processes 

which impacted all stakeholder groups within the institution. Notably, the specific 

engagement requirements have since been removed due to a change in political support 

of the White Paper. Despite this, the committee structures remained, reflecting a non-

trivial level of path dependency. 

Layering also occurred in Vancouver through regulatory revisions as a result of 

a runway construction project. Conditions of the project approval included the 

established the requirement for extended consultation. This altered relationships and 

engagement with all stakeholder groups, but most significantly altered the 

communication between the airport and the community. In addition, within the Ground 

Lease, YVR was given the choice to develop their own construction bylaws, “So for 

that we were given a choice that we could either fall under the jurisdiction of the City 

of Richmond in terms of the building permits and other planning processes, or we 
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could set up our own. And we decided to be masters of our own fate” (Y2). This 

decision altered the interactions between the airport and the local government. 

In Düsseldorf, layering has resulted in amendments and revisions of rules which 

were viewed negatively by the airport stakeholders. One example of layering which 

has occurred is the expanded requirements within construction approval processes. 

Layering has also resulted in increased compensation requirements in Düsseldorf, with 

each new approval (or permission) resulting in a change in compensation 

requirements, “In 1974 you got only a limited amount of money, and with the 

permission of 2005 we had to pay all the measures…for example, two windows, or 

three windows of 10, and with this permission now we paid the rest” (D4). 

Each case study airport has been impacted by institutional change through 

layering as a result of amendments or revisions to landside, airside, and noise 

regulations which have varied in significance.  

Institutional conversion is also evident within this study. Conversion occurs 

when actors enact or interpret rules in different ways, or new groups which were not 

anticipated at the institutional development are established, and redirect the institution 

or alter the trajectory (Mahoney & Thelen, 2010; Thelen, 2002, 2003). Conversion is 

evident across all case studies through the impacts of leadership, the establishment of 

non-mandated engagement mechanisms, and the influence of groups not anticipated at 

the time of institutional formation.  

In Brisbane, the airport has had one change in CEO leadership since 

privatisation, and this was widely seen by participants as having changed the 

institutions trajectory, particularly with regard to stakeholder engagement practices. 

This was seen as a ‘cultural’ change within the airport, but has impacted relationships 

and planning processes, outlined by one participant: 

“Hearing about previous CEO's and previously held operators, it 

would seem to me that hearing a story to that person and witnessing it, 

that's it's substantially changed over that time in terms of stakeholder 

engagement and taking on stakeholder feedback” (B15). 

In Düsseldorf, leadership change has impacted airport strategic priorities. This 

conversion was seen to be largely an internal change, but wider institutional impacts 

were highlighted by some, describing that the current leadership “knows about the 
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importance of the neighbourhood communication and environmental sustainability” 

(D4). Conversion can also be identified when considering the Bürger gegen Fluglärm 

in Düsseldorf. The group was not anticipated at the time of institutional formation and 

has altered the trajectory of the institutional environment through vocal opposition of 

airport operational plans.  

Each stakeholder group within the Vancouver airport institutional setting 

identified leadership has having a strong influence on the airport authority’s culture 

throughout the several changes in CEOs. More pointedly, current leadership at the 

airport is identified as having willingness to create institutional conversion, outlined 

by one participant: 

“Our CEO, is not afraid to step in and make decisions even when 

things are heading another way, and I think that's been quite beneficial to 

the organization at certain key times when there's a lot of competing 

interests and people” (Y1). 

The case study airports, seen as an actor or group within the institutional 

environment, have created conversion through the establishment of non-mandated 

engagement strategies, altering the trajectory of the institutional framework 

established at the critical juncture of privatisation. This is more prevalent in Brisbane 

and Vancouver particularly with regard to engagement with the community and 

transparency of operations.  

This study has found that airport institutional frameworks evolve and change 

incrementally through both actor and institutional driven change. These changes occur 

within their institutional context and are influenced by their broader context.  

8.3 RELEVANCE OF CONTEXT 

Historical institutionalism recognises events or comparisons within their 

cultural, economic, social, and political context. In this research, airport institutional 

arrangements are not seen as the sole cause for outcomes, but rather a result of external, 

contextual factors. Cultural and political contexts were identified by participants as 

influential on the airport planning and regulatory processes and outcomes. A 

comparative analysis of the cultural and political context of the case study airports is 

outlined in the following subsections.  
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8.3.1 Cultural context  

The cultural context was found to influence the airport planning processes 

through regulatory structures and processes. This was particularly evident within the 

Canadian and German settings; however the way in which this cultural context is 

identified as influential is not comparable. 

The Canadian culture was seen to influence the type of regulatory environment 

established and ownership structure model adopted for the transfer of the major 

airports. The non-for-profit structure adopted was described as the ‘great Canadian 

compromise’ and a ‘very Canadian way of proceeding’ (Y7; Y15). In Germany, the 

cultural influence was outlined by respondents when referring to the stringent and time 

consuming regulatory approval processes. The extended periods of approval for 

planning applications and the high importance placed on administrative procedures are 

seen as a particularly ‘German’ value (D3; D7). Cultural context in Düsseldorf and 

Vancouver is seen to have had an influence on the historical evolution of regulatory 

and ownership structures within the institutional arrangements.  The cultural context 

of Australia was not directly identified by the interview participants as influential.  

8.3.2 Political context  

As organisations, airports have a purpose to serve for their city and region , but 

due to their political context, they can sometimes become ‘carriers’ of others interests 

as well (Thelen, 2004). This study found that airport operations are affected by politics 

across local, regional, state, and federal levels of government and are a reflection of 

the ‘battles’ faced within this context (Steinmo, et al., 1992). The political influence is 

either driven within political parties, or by pressures of the communities. Perceptions 

of political context and the extent to which this impacts airport planning processes 

varied among respondents, stakeholder groups, and case studies, however, there was a 

broad acknowledgement and acceptance of it. “I mean the politics will always be 

there… there will always be a political influence with the airport. That's just the nature 

of the beast really. It's large piece of infrastructure” (B3). Discussion of politics was 

raised with regard to the economic significance of the airport, the concern of public 

perception from local politicians, restrictions on airport operations, the impact of 

contrasting political mandates, and the influence of federal government political 

directives.  
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Political context was identified as a significant driver to all discussions regarding 

constraining of airport operations, particularly at Brisbane and Düsseldorf airports. 

The discussion of a curfew on operations and restrictions on aircraft movements has 

historically, and continues to be, a ‘political football’ in each context, outlined by one 

respondent:  

“I don't think there will be a curfew. I can't see a curfew being 

introduced. In my view that would be a purely political endeavour if it was. 

It wouldn't be based on any level of fact or science at all. I think that would 

be real shame” (B9). 

The discussion of airport restrictions is seen as “very political… because we are 

so close to the city centre and due to environmental aspects. There is heavy discussion 

about having more movement is a very political one” (D3). 

Each case study airport was acknowledged from a political context to be 

economically significant to the cities and regions in which they operated, highlighted 

by one respondent: “It contributes a lot to the economy of Queensland and it is the 

second biggest concentrated area for jobs in Queensland. So governments will always 

look at that and comment on that” (B3).  

The economic significance of the airport was seen to act as a means of 

‘protection’ from political influence. This occurred on a broad scope in all levels of 

government, as outlined by one participant: 

“I think they recognise that they are a political tool but that can be 

for any government. I don't think, whether it's the left-wing government 

here in Canada or a more right wing government, I think both were to 

understand the benefit” (Y15). 

The same context was found in Australia. For example:  

“In the current climate, I think the state and local government 

recognise the contribution that we make economically. So that's something 

that we positively can contribute to Brisbane, South East, all of 

Queensland. Some people might not like that, but I think that's something 

that's being recognised at those levels of government, that it's a good thing. 

So, there is that visible level of support there” (B3). 



  

Institutional evolution: analysis and results Page 233 

The political context was also identified as being a support system for 

community groups, who identified that politicians are increasingly recognising the 

power of community groups when considering their voting audience.  

The potential negative influence of stakeholders on airport operations is 

mitigated through strong political support of the airport. This has occurred even if it is 

an unpopular decision, and is justified based on ‘economic significance’, or ‘a 

detriment to change in operations’ (D4; B14; Y15). This was highlighted in the context 

of a curfew in Brisbane. While a curfew restriction was being advocated by a federal 

member of parliament, the state government of that time vocally opposed it and took 

a strong stand to support the airport. 

The contrast in political standpoints was also highlighted as an internal 

challenge, within the same level of government. “The various ministers, even within 

a coalition, are headed from different politicians coming from different political 

backgrounds, they can really hinder and obstacle themselves, and decisions just are 

not taken because of that” (D4). 

This was also acknowledged at a local government level, particularly with regard 

to the balance of aircraft noise and economic contribution (D12). The balance of 

aircraft noise and economic significance was outlined as a driver behind political 

action and the economic significance of the airports was seen to be at odds with aircraft 

noise in a political context.  

 “The politics is driven by the conflict between economics and the 

governmental…This is the main problem. Everyone sees the economical 

effects of an airport for the whole region…Employees and money, and 

image, attractiveness, but on the other hand, you have environmental 

aspects [noise] This has to be managed” (D3). 

Public perception was seen to be a driver of political involvement at a local 

government level, particularly in Düsseldorf. This was explained by one participant: 

“They have two jobs. On one hand, he's Lord Mayor of the town of 

Dusseldorf. On this hand, he has to look at the growth of the airport, the 

growth of the city, and got a business and all these things. On the other 

hand, he's also the first man for all these citizens of Dusseldorf, and you 
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also have to care about them, in term of noise things and pollution things” 

(D2). 

In contrast, the airport representatives contend that community value is at the 

forefront: 

“The shareholders aim is a profitable company. But the airport also 

has a responsibility for the public. It's very important for the town of 

Dusseldorf, and it's very important for the land of North Rhine-Westphalia, 

for example. I think these, when I look at the airport and the general profit, 

for the national economy, this is more important than the company” (D2). 

The mandates of local government politicians in cities either encompassing the 

airport site or adjoining, were sometimes contrasting, and sometimes aligned with their 

views and the airports’ operation. This resulted in conflicting political influences on 

the airport (D6; Y1; Y2). Local politicians were also seen to oppose airport 

development publically, though support the airport privately. One interviewee 

outlined: 

“There are municipalities who take actions or pretend taking actions 

against us, but rather as a political sign to their own voters. You know 

right from the start what this government or the mayor of this particular 

community means when he says will not lead to success, but he does it as 

a sign, as a signal for his voters” (D4). 

The regulatory approval process for significant projects at Düsseldorf was also 

identified to be affected by the coalition government structure. Though the 

responsibilities of each Party fall within varying regulatory departments, the influence 

of this coalition is identified as challenging and is seen to influence decision making 

(D4; D7). This is outlined by a respondent, “If the ministries, the various ministers, 

even within a coalition, are headed from different politicians coming from different 

political backgrounds, they can really hinder and obstacle themselves, and decisions 

just are not taken because of that” (D4). 

The extent to which the political context influences the airport’s institutional 

framework varied widely across the case studies. However, the political climate was 

identified across all case studies as a strong influence on the decision to privatise the 
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airports. Though this occurred historically, the current political climate in Canada will 

potentially affect the decision to privatise the Canadian airports (Y1; Y3). 

Notably, community stakeholders perceived politics to be more influential than 

the regulatory environment, describing that “the politician situation, the politics are 

supporting the airport” (D5). Conversely, regulating bodies strongly disagree that 

politics will influence any decision making, described by one respondent: 

“Everyone tries to influence us and our decision making. Politicians 

as well as the media. I guess there will be a lot of coverage. The media will 

cover the decision making process. There's a lot of public pressure to find 

a justifiable solution” Further contending that “our decision making 

process is strictly defined by legal provisions. We have to comply with 

them. We can't just follow a political line, if I may say so. We can't obey 

some political requirements voiced by the Greens or other parties” (D7). 

The political context is not seen as a notable external influence in the Vancouver 

context as compared to Brisbane and Düsseldorf. Though historically the airport 

transfer was seen as a political decision, impacted by broad political ideologies, as 

described by one respondent:  

“The Conservative government reduced a number of those things, 

privatized a number of those things and created this devolution of airports. 

Hilarious, right? I always say that they looked at Maggie Thatcher who 

truly privatized airports and they looked at Ronald Reagan who was never 

going to let airports be privatized, and went for the great Canadian 

compromise, away from the ends, straight down the middle. Canada right 

once again” (Y7). 

Across the case studies, the political context is not seen to directly impact day-

to-day operations, but is seen to create influence and shift the balance of power 

between all stakeholder organisations within the airport institutional arrangements.   

Political context across Australia, Germany, and Canada 

The perception of airports in the survey confirmed the interview findings that 

there was an evident influence of political context across relationships with all external 

stakeholder groups. The results presented here reflect the extent to which respondents 

identified the ‘political context’ as influential on their engagement with various 
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stakeholder groups (Figure 8-1Table 8-1).  Engagement with the community was seen 

to be most influenced by the political context in Australia. The varying levels of 

governments were also identified as influenced by this context which are likely 

reflective of the regulatory frameworks.  

The influence of political context was found to be reasonably equally influential 

cross the stakeholder groups in Düsseldorf. The broad influence of political context 

apparent across most stakeholder groups is reflective of the findings in the interviews. 

In Canada, the influence of political context was also perceived to be 

proportionality influential across the case study groups. The identification of influence 

across the federal and regional government levels is reflective of the regulatory 

structures. 

The influence of political context is apparent across the countries surveyed. 

Airport respondents highlighted the influenced to be broadly influential, however more 

disproportionately so in Australia. The evident influence on the community is 

particularly apparent in the survey results and apparent in each case study. This is 

likely due to the political context giving strength to community groups which have 

required airports to respond with careful attention and consideration. 
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8.4 DISTRIBUTION OF POWER 

Distribution of power was found to be unequal within the airport institutional 

arrangements. Within this study, the distribution of power does not consider the 

cultural or political contexts as a component of institutional power relations. However, 

the political context has been seen to contribute to power of stakeholder groups.   

The airport appeared as the most influential and most powerful stakeholder 

group within the airport institutional environment. The political backing of the 

airport’s economic significance formed a strong basis for this perception. This 

relationship was identified by various stakeholder groups, including the airport, the 

community, and industry bodies, specifically outlined by one participant:  

“It's in our best interests to make sure that we support those guys 

and don't have any impediments to their future growth and development. 

They've got big pockets. They do a lot of heavy lifting for us as a State 

already by getting services in. They won that flight, that direct flight from 

Vancouver the other day…It's huge for Queensland. So we knew about 

that, we knew they were doing that. If they need any assistance, we would 

have assisted in any way we could” (B12). 

The regulatory structure of each airport, particularly Brisbane and Vancouver, 

was seen to encourage this unequal distribution of power. Because airports are entirely 

regulated at a federal level, this limits the power of other levels of government in 

decision making, underlined by one participant: 

“Invariably the tensions between what the local government's trying 

to achieve and what that airport master plan provides for often comes to 

a head…It hasn't been helped in my view by the fact that the airports 

operate under a Commonwealth piece of legislation that overrides even 

the state's legislation. So it gives the airport operators a sense of, should 

they choose to, and a couple of them have, pretty much ignore what the 

local government wants. Then they've got the free for all, it's a free kick” 

(B13). 

Despite no direct legal decision-making power, the local, regional, and state 

governments were seen to be included in airport planning processes, but it was 
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acknowledged that the airport is not required to take action based on any input and 

(Y12).  

The power held by community stakeholders was seen to closely correlate with 

politics, particularly in Brisbane and Düsseldorf. This was acknowledged by the 

airport, the regulating bodies, and the community and was often centred on the issue 

of aircraft noise. Although the power of community members was not seen as one 

which could influence decision making directly, the airport case studies were all 

sensitive to political and community pressures which did affect the engagement 

mechanisms established. 

Industry groups were not seen to have significant power within the airport 

planning processes. They do however support the airport and the airport’s growth 

across all case studies, “We do a lot of political lobbying towards the ministry because 

we are pro-airport and we try to push this towards the ministry, with a brochure of the 

survey and something like that” (D14). However, this was not identified as having a 

significant influence on the institutional power relations.   

The distribution of power across all the case studies aligns with the historical 

institutionalism argument that institutions are power laden networks affected by 

internal and external influences (Hall & Taylor, 1996; Mahoney & Thelen, 2010). 

Power was found to be distributed unevenly within the airport institution. When 

considering each stakeholder group individually, perceptions of which stakeholder 

group had the most power varied between the regulatory bodies and the airport. This 

was also evident in the dimensions of institutional change outlined previously which 

were predominately driven by the airport or regulating body actors or institutions. The 

airports did not view themselves as the most powerful stakeholder, but rather as 

susceptible to the influences of other stakeholder groups, particularly the regulating 

bodies. Community stakeholders were not identified as having strong decision-making 

power, government agencies with little regulatory involvement were viewed to have 

minimal power, and industry bodies were seen to be least powerful. When considering 

power relations as incorporated with influence from externalities, politics gave power 

to the community and non-regulatory government agencies. In some cases, this power 

was considerable and put significant pressure on the airport and the regulating bodies.  
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Distribution of power across Australia, Germany, and Canada 

The survey established the influence of government and non-government 

stakeholders, as perceived from an airport perspective. The respondents were asked to 

rank the influence of stakeholder groups. There is an evident unequal distribution of 

influence between both the government agency stakeholders and non-government 

stakeholder groups and each survey region identified a variance of these relationships, 

presented following. 

The level of influence from government stakeholders was predominantly 

identified as the regulatory body in an Australian context (Figure 8-2). Following this, 

the federal government in a non-regulatory role was identified as influential. The 

regional government was identified as least influential, which is likely a result of the 

government structure in most states of Australia not incorporating a regional 

government level. The power dynamic in favour of the regulatory authority is entirely 

comparable to the Brisbane case study findings. 

 

The most influential external stakeholder group was determined to be the 

airlines, with the least influential identified as the real estate agents/developers (Figure 

8-3). The influence of the airlines was a surprising finding; however the influence of 

the local residents and the broader community as reasonably highly ranked is reflective 

of the interview findings. 
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In a German context, the regulatory authority was seen as the most influential. 

The state government was identified as reasonably influential, while the regional 

government was found to have minimal influence (Figure 8-4). As the state 

government is the regulatory body, particularly within the case study region, this 

finding is expected. Additionally, the regional government has minimal regulatory 

authority on the airport, particularly within the case study region. 
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Similarly to Australia, the most influential non-government stakeholder was 

identified as the airlines (Figure 8-5). Local residents were identified to have 

reasonably strong influence, which reflects the interview results. The real estate agents 

were identified to have minimal influence.  

 

The influential relationships in Canada correlated with those in Australia (Figure 

8-6). The regulatory authority was found to be most influential, with the regional 

government as the least influential. The heavy influence of federal government is 

reflective of the national regulatory framework in Canada. 
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The airlines were identified as the most influential non-government stakeholder 

in Canada, reflective of the survey results from Australia and Germany. In Canada, the 

indigenous representatives and NGOs were identified as having the least influence 

(Figure 8-7). 
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There are apparent disparities in influence between the government and non-

government stakeholder groups. The influence of the regulatory bodies is the least 

surprising finding of this survey question; however, the perceived influence of the 

airlines across the case study regions is an unexpected finding. This was not a 

prominent finding in the interviews, likely due to the interview questions and themes. 

The perceived unequal distribution of influence reflected in the survey findings is 

fundamentally reflective of the results of the interviews.  

8.5 SUMMARY  

Historical institutionalism provides an effective lens for a comparative 

evaluation of airport planning institutions. This chapter has outlined the way in which 

the airport planning institutions have evolved, resulting in the context in which they 

operate today. This context is assumed to be a ‘casual chain’ or influences which are 

a direct result of its evolution, following varied means of institutional change and 

influences of context and distribution of power.  

This study has identified that the airport institutions have consolidated their 

primacy and presence as economic nodes of increasing significance, and have 

experienced significant institutional change. The research found institutional change 

to be a result of both critical junctures (radical change), and incremental change. 

Privatisation of the case study airports was identified as a critical juncture in the 

institutional arrangements, while incremental change was seen to occur as a result of 

mitigating transaction costs, and through means of institutional layering and 

conversion. The evolution of the airport institutions is seen as directly related to the 

consideration of each airport context, particularly the cultural and political context. 

The political context was viewed as particularly impactful on the airport institutions, 

particularly as a means of power provision. The distribution of power in the airport 

institutions is unequal and favours the airport and regulatory bodies.  

The essence of historical institutionalism is that institutional arrangements are a 

result of their evolution. Although each case study varies considerably, the historical 

institutionalism allows for a comparative evaluation in acknowledging the airports 

evolution, identifying commonalities and contrasts. The evolution of the airport 

institutions presented here provides an analysis of the case study airports in order to 

establish the modern context of airport planning across the case studies.  
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8.5.1 Cross tabulation summary 

The following tables provide an overview of the key findings from this chapter, 

in particularly addressing research objective 1a) Determine the historical context of 

airports and how this impacts airport planning and stakeholder engagement. Table 

8-1 summarises the findings regarding institutional change for each case study. 

Identifying the three key elements of path dependency, critical junctures, and 

incremental change.  

Table 8-1: Institutional change summary table 

Institutional change 

Brisbane 

• Path dependency is not apparent in the Brisbane case study. The significant 

alterations and evolution of the institutional context is not reflective of true path 

dependency.   

• A critical juncture was evident in the Brisbane case study at the time of 

privatisation which altered the institutional context of the airport and 

relationships with stakeholders. 

• Institutional displacement, as a form of incremental change, is apparent in the 

Brisbane case study at the time of the critical juncture of privatisation. 

Institutional layering consistently occurs with regulatory amendments and 

updates, for example with the Aviation White Paper and resulting legislative 

amendments. Conversion is also apparent in the Brisbane case study and is 

largely a result of the change in leadership, particularly regarding stakeholder 

engagement.  

Düsseldorf 

• True path dependency is not apparent in the Düsseldorf case study as the 

institutional context has evolved over time. 

• A critical juncture was evident in the Düsseldorf case study at the time of 

privatisation. This event altered the regulatory and operational context of the 

airport and relationships with stakeholders. 

• Incremental change, particularly resulting from transaction costs, is evident 

within the Düsseldorf institutional framework. Transaction costs have altered 

decisions to proceed with a planning step or process. Institutional displacement 

occurred in Düsseldorf as a result of the new privatised institutional framework. 

Institutional layering is evident also, particularly because of the increasing need 

for social license. Conversion is evident in the Düsseldorf institutional 

framework through the impact of leadership change, particularly regarding 

strategic priorities of the airport.  

Vancouver 

• Path dependency is not apparent in the Vancouver case study given the 

consistent evolution of the institutional context.   

• A critical juncture was evident in the Vancouver case study at the time of 

transfer to a not-for-profit organisation, altering the future path and operating 

environment of the airport.  

• Vancouver International Airport has evolved because of various forms on 

incremental change. Institutional displacement occurred when the airport was 

transferred. Institutional layering occurred in Vancouver as a result of a specific 

development project which offered the airport the opportunity to develop their 

own regulatory by-law. Institutional conversion occurred a result of continual 

leadership changes at Vancouver International Airport, each altering the 

trajectory of the airport institution. 
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Table 8-2 provides a summary of the relevance of context, addressing research 

objective 1c. This table supports the findings already summarised for each case study 

chapter in Table 5-2, Table 6-2, and Table 7-1. 

Table 8-2: Relevance of context summary table 

Relevance of context 

Brisbane 

• Brisbane International Airport is not seen to be impacted directly be a defined 

cultural context. 

• The political context has been seen to impact Brisbane airport negatively 

historically, particular regarding the threat of curfew on operations. The role of 

political influence has also had a positive impact on the airport, with support 

given to the airport across all levels of government. 

Düsseldorf 

• In Düsseldorf, the cultural context was seen to be reflected in the strong 

influence of community groups and the heavy reliance on procedure and 

regulation.  

• Political context is apparent in the Düsseldorf airport case study both 

historically and in the modern context. The political influence is perceived to 

impact the regulatory approval process, and is also in turn influenced by the 

community groups. Further, the governance model of a PPP has resulted in 

perceived political influence from a local government level. 

Vancouver 

• The cultural context of Vancouver International airport has impacted the 

evolution of the airport and its institutional framework. The model of not-for-

profit governance itself is seen as a very ‘Canadian way’ of proceeding, aligning 

with the traditionally passive cultural context of Canada. 

• The airport was seen to be unaffected by political context. 

 

Table 8-3 provides a summary of the impacts of the distribution of power across 

the three case studies. In each case study, the airport is perceived to be the most 

powerful stakeholder, followed by the regulating body. Other levels of government 

and the community are influential to varying levels, dependent on the social licence or 

recognition given by the airport and/or regulatory bodies. 

Table 8-3: Distribution of power summary table 

Distribution of power 

Brisbane 

• The distribution of power in the Brisbane International Airport case study is 

unequal and favours the airport. This is largely a result of the regulatory 

framework and historical evolution. The airport is not subject to local and state 

government regulation, and there is no significant mandated engagement 

processes. The community has power if social licence is considered, and the 

political support of the airports development is seen to increase the power of the 

airport.  

Düsseldorf • The distribution of power is unequal in the Düsseldorf Airport case study. The 

airport is the most influential stakeholder in the institutional environment. 
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However, the structured and organised arrangement of groups has given the 

community power, both with the airport and the political environment.   

Vancouver 

• Vancouver International Airport has the most power in the institutional context. 

The distribution of power favours the airport, mostly due to the regulatory 

context. The federal government has decision making power however other 

levels of government do not have direct influence.  

 

A complete cross tabulation of results for each case study chapter is provided in 

Appendix I. 
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Chapter 9: Contemporary airport planning: 

results and discussion 

9.1 INTRODUCTION 

The preceding chapters established the evolution of each case study airport. This 

chapter builds on chapter 8, focusing on the operationalisation of airport and 

governance regulatory frameworks through stakeholder engagement – at the micro 

level of the airport institutions. The research presents the results and discussion of the 

application of the conceptual framework outlined in chapter 3 in order to establish the 

extent to which each case study airport’s stakeholder engagement strategies are 

impacted by the factors of neoliberalism and deliberative democracy, fulfilling the 

research objective 2b: 

2b)  Understand the operational drivers for stakeholder engagement. 

All three case study airports conduct engagement within their planning and 

aircraft noise management processes motivated by regulatory requirements, as well as 

voluntary engagement. Stakeholder engagement in Brisbane International Airport 

occurs both through mandated and non-mandated mechanisms. In Australia, mandated 

engagement mechanisms are limited and are only required during times of master plan 

and major development plan production and approval every five years. The specified 

requirements for this process are minimal, however, Brisbane airport was identified to 

conduct engagement above the required amount in these processes. Non-mandated 

stakeholder engagement mechanisms are extensive. Engagement committees were 

once mandated and although the regulatory requirement is no longer imposed, the 

committee structures remain. In addition, a department within the airport facilitates 

engagement with all external stakeholder groups, there are informal communication 

channels between the airport and government agencies, and the airport provides 

extensive information to the public on noise, in collaboration with the federal 

government. Through the combination of mandated and non-mandated stakeholder 

engagement mechanisms, engagement occurs on an ongoing basis and more 

intensively when master plans and major development plans and developed.  

Düsseldorf Airport is mandated to conduct engagement through three 

engagement committee structures, during the production and application of a 
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Planfeststellungsverfahren, in the provision of noise compensation mechanisms, and 

via operational reporting to relevant government agencies. Engagement outside of 

mandated requirements is driven both by the airport and by the external stakeholders. 

The airport has established a department for community engagement regarding aircraft 

noise and provides information online for flight tracking and noise monitoring. The 

Bürger gegen Fluglärm demands engagement from the airport on a contentious basis. 

The culmination of these engagement mechanisms means the airport is engaging 

throughout the year with their external stakeholders, most predominantly with the 

community stakeholders.   

Vancouver International Airport has adopted extensive engagement strategies 

within their planning processes, both mandated and voluntary. There are several 

mandated engagement committees, some internal and one of which is required to be 

with external stakeholders. There are also regulatory requirements to maintain good 

working relationships with certain government agencies, and the requirement to 

consult as part of the production of the land use plan every ten years. Non-mandated 

engagement mechanisms are wide ranging and varied, and include an extensive 

engagement strategy as part of the master plan process which occurs in parallel with 

the land use plan production, every ten years. The airport has a department dedicated 

to community and public consultation and provision of information, and informal 

communication strategies exist with some government agencies. In addition, 

information on aircraft noise and management strategies is provided online. 

Historically, engagement has been driven from two external community and 

government based organisations, but these have since been disbanded.  

The focus of this chapter is to establish the drivers behind these mechanisms of 

engagement. Through the adoption of the sequential exploratory mixed methods 

design, emergent themes from interview and questionnaire data details the extent to 

which neoliberal ideologies and deliberative engagement practices are employed at 

airports today. Section 9.2 of this chapter outlines the way in which neoliberal 

ideologies have driven certain mechanisms and perceptions of engagement, divided 

into three key themes identified: ownership structure, commercial development, and 

regulatory environment. A discussion of these results is presented, as well as 

identification of supporting survey results.  Section 9.3 of this chapter pertains to the 

operational drivers of engagement and identifies the extent of deliberative 
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engagement. Drivers analysed include regulatory requirements, strategies of 

leadership, social licence to operate, recognition of the value of engagement, and 

lessons learnt from history. Survey results are also presented in support of the 

interview findings. Section 9.4 presents the discussion, combining the analysis and 

results from the previous chapter. 

9.2 IMPACTS OF NEOLIBERAL IDEOLOGIES ON AIRPORT 

PLANNING AND STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT  

Neoliberalism ideologies are evident to varying extents across the airport case 

study institutions through the deregulation measures and privatisation models adopted. 

Perceptions of the impact this privatised and deregulated context has had on 

stakeholder relationships and engagement mechanisms across the case study airports 

are presented below. The results presented are based on the thematic analysis of 

interviews and the questionnaire survey. 

9.2.1 Perceptions of the impact of privatisation on stakeholder engagement  

Privatisation of the case study airports was identified to directly impact the 

stakeholder engagement strategies. Thematic analysis found this impact to be 

considered with regard to the effects of specific ownership structures, and the 

contentious relationships resulting from the commercial development imperatives of 

airport operators.  

Ownership and governance models and stakeholder engagement 

The three varying models of governance and ownership are each perceived to 

have had direct impacts on engagement. The PPP model of Düsseldorf and the non-

for-profit structure of Vancouver were identified to have specific impacts on 

engagement, while ownership at Brisbane was not seen as particularly influential. 

The impacts of private interests were perceived differently across the Brisbane 

and Düsseldorf contexts by external stakeholder groups within the airport institution. 

This was particularly evident in interviews with community, industry, and non-

regulatory government agencies. There was little discussion from the regulatory 

government agencies on the broad impacts of privatisation on the engagement. 

The community stakeholder groups had the most negative reaction to the impacts 

of privatisation. Engagement was perceived to be tokenistic and the private interests 
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of the airports were seen as the priority of the airports, with community interest being 

a low priority (B7; B8; D5).  

Non-regulatory government agencies also perceived privatisation to have some 

impact on the engagement strategies of the airports. This was reflected in a similar 

manner to the community in that the private interests appear to be prioritised over the 

community interests (D12). In addition, privatisation was outlined as an impact on the 

integration of infrastructure, though it was identified as a consequence of the 

institutional arrangements, rather than the airport operator: 

“Obviously they do have a commercial imperative and that kind of 

thing, so I think [integration] is a bit clunky in parts. Like the 

transport…and I think it's probably more criticism of the system than the 

airport because they need to make a return on investment. The system 

almost requires that they need a return on investments and they need to do 

those types of things” (B15). 

The impact of the PPP model specifically, as adopted in Düsseldorf, was 

perceived differently by each stakeholder group. The 50% share of the City of 

Düsseldorf led to community expectations of public interest from the City. However, 

it was noted by community representatives that the City appeared to prioritise their 

shareholder interest in the airport over their role as a community representative. This 

context was outlined to affect the balance of powers within the engagement 

committees, with the City supporting the airport in discussions directly over the 

community representatives.   

The motivation from the private share of the airport and priorities of the public 

interest was identified as a decreasing division by other external stakeholders, “First, 

mainly driven by our private shareholders but, now, the City of Düsseldorf is joining 

in this kind of politics because they have some budget problems” (D3). In contrast, the 

impact of a 50% share of the City was seen by the airport to establish fruitful 

relationship with minimal conflict, “The city of Dusseldorf has no problem with us 

because they are 50% owner” (D3) and the relationship is seen to be positive and 

collaborative though planning and engagement (D3; D11).  

The ownership structure of Vancouver International Airport and unique 

governance structure was identified as particularly influential on the airport’s 
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engagement strategies and integration. The community elected Board structure was 

perceived by both airport and external stakeholders to positively impact stakeholder 

relationships as a result of the elected Board members having “a fiduciary to act in the 

best interests of the airport”(Y4). This requirement of the Board was seen to directly 

benefit engagement and integration:   

“We have a community-based board of directors, and that is their 

role to ensure that as a community-based organization we deliver what the 

community needs. I think that not for profit structure and governance of a 

community-based board that helps guide our decision making” (Y1).  

This view was supported by several external stakeholders, and directly compared 

to the potential effects of a wholly privatised model of ownership: 

“The Board of Directors are local grassroot stakeholders that 

generally want to see the airport succeed, just for the general benefit of 

the region and the local communities, and for the broader provincial and 

national economy vs. ultimately, we have to basically make a profit here 

to basically give out back out to our shareholders” (Y15). 

This opinion was contrasted by one external stakeholder representative, who 

described that, “They are now somewhat a private operation, even though with certain 

legal agreement with Transport Canada, they are operating as if they are a private 

business and their business objectives drive everything that they do” (Y11). Broadly 

speaking however, the Board structure adopted was seen to encourage broad and wide-

ranging engagement and transparency with external stakeholders (Y10; Y13; Y15), 

described by one participant: 

“I think it's driven by their own internal objectives, but within that 

framework and lens, they do a great job in terms of consultation. Given 

the governance framework, however, it sets up a situation where the 

engagement has to be stilted on some level…It's almost like required 

collaboration. I think that the governance structure sets the stage for a 

different kind of engagement.” (Y10). 

The apparent neutrality of the non-for-profit structure is also seen as beneficial 

in negations and mediation, outlined in two examples, “we can get both of these people 

in the same room and we can act as mediator, conciliators, combiners, and that is 
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perhaps the real genius of our model, which is we actually can bring people together” 

(Y7); and  

“One of the advantages of the unique Canadian model is that we can 

go to government and say, "Hey, we're not government, but we're not scum 

sucking capitalist-roader pigs just trying to get rich. No, we're just like 

you. We're here to serve the public, we have no shareholders. We don't get 

dividends. Look at this, that's my halo, just like your halo. Let's work on 

public policy" (Y7). 

This critical juncture of privatisation at Brisbane airport was actually 

identified as having a positive impact on engagement and integration by 

respondents. It was outlined that historically when the airport was operated by 

the federal government there was minimal discussion with the external 

stakeholders. State government representatives observed an increased 

willingness from the private entity to engage in comparison (B14). This was also 

observed in a Canadian context: 

“After years of Transport Canada, operations of the airport, God 

bless them, the airport managers of the day couldn't say boo without going 

to Ottawa first, they couldn't say boo and the communication was not very 

good. Got a noise complaint madame? Okay, we'll be back to you. About 

two months later they'd get back to them or something. It was all pathetic” 

(Y8). 

Though the impact of privatisation was generally seen to have positive impacts, 

the community groups perceived engagement to be a secondary priority, stating that 

“First and foremost they're about protecting their business ... I think it does some good 

to try to have the community on board, and to say we have a community on board” 

(B8).  

Notably, industry groups perceived privatisation positively. The interest of the 

industry bodies interviewed was the economic development and contribution of the 

airport to the city and region, and all case study ownership models were seen to have 

a positive impact on this (B17; D14; Y15; Y16). 
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Perceptions of the influence of ownership across Australia, Germany, and Canada  

The survey results correlate the apparent influence of airport ownership models 

on airport planning and stakeholder engagement. The perceived impact of this varied 

dependent on the external stakeholder group. The survey results presented in the charts 

below depict the number of respondents who identified ownership as influential on 

engagement (Figure 9-1). 

The influence of ownership was identified by airport stakeholders in Australia 

to influence the relationship with the federal government predominantly. This is 

presumably a result of the regulatory structures resulting in direct connection to the 

federal government and correlates with findings in the interviews. Interestingly, the 

airport respondents perceived the community and state government to be the second 

most affect stakeholder groups by airport ownership. In Germany, the ownership 

structure was evenly influential across local, regional, and state government levels. 

Notably, the survey was not distributed outside of airport authorities, so it is unclear 

whether the perception of the community would reflect the findings in the Dusseldorf 

interviews. The ownership structure in Canada was perceived by survey respondents 

to be principally influential on relationships with the federal government, followed by 

the state government and the community.  
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The prominent influence of ownership on relationships with the federal 

government is unsurprising given the regulatory framework and is reflected in the 

interview with Vancouver participants. 

Ownership structure has an evident influence on airport planning and 

stakeholder engagement practices across all three national case study contexts. The 

impact of this is predominantly evident in relationships with the federal government, 

which is likely an effect of the regulatory frameworks established in privatisation, 

particularly in Australia and Canada.  The influence on engagement with the state 

government is reflective of this relationship in Germany. This survey result supports 

the findings of the interview data. 

Commercial development and stakeholder engagement 

Commercial development and strategies to increase non-aeronautical revenue 

were identified as important across all case studies and virtually all stakeholder groups. 

Commercial developments detailed included parking, airline charges and fees, retail 

within the terminal, retail outside of the terminal within the airport site, and 

commercial and industrial development within the airport site. This was seen as an 

inevitable consequence of privatisation by several participants (B7; B15; D6): 

“It's probably one of the downsides, maybe even an unintended 

consequence of privatization. If the airport was completely government 

owned like it used to be in the past, you wouldn't have those. There 

wouldn't be the commercial imperative, but the government set up a 

commercial imperative so of course those things are going to happen” 

(B15). 

This inevitable consequence was also seen as a result of the broader shift in 

globalisation and subsequent increase in competition, outlined by one participant:  

“I guess you have to see it in a broader scope, because the European 

Union enhanced competition and the whole field of air transport. In former 

days I guess it was some kind of public domain and now there is 

competition. Therefore, an aerodrome operator sometimes is run by a 

private company, or here joint venture. They have to follow their needs as 

a private company. They need to be successful. It's understandable that 

they want to improve their possibilities and that they want to have more 
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movement, things like that. That's the way it goes. It's competition and it's 

an air transport market, as far as my understanding is concerned” (D6).  

The prevalence of commercial development was more apparent in discussions at 

Brisbane and Vancouver airports. Although Düsseldorf airport developed a 

commercial precinct on airport land (the ‘Airport City’), this project was not discussed 

at any length by interview participants. The project seemingly occurred with minimal 

lasting negative perceptions from external stakeholders, or was not a priority of 

concern at the time of discussion. Contrastingly, the commercial development at 

Brisbane and Vancouver, though historic, was consistently provided as an example of 

how privatisation negatively impacted stakeholder engagement and relations.  

Brisbane and Vancouver airports have both developed retail shopping centres 

within the airport sites. When Brisbane proposed the direct factory outlet (DFO), the 

local and state governments were both shareholders in the airport. The development 

was vehemently opposed by the local government and a local property developer based 

on grounds that an airport should not develop retail or commercial developments of 

that magnitude, based on the argument that it would directly compete with retail 

centres nearby within city bounds (Freestone, et al., 2006; Greenblat, 2003). The 

conflict ended in court proceedings, which the airport ultimately won in February 

2005, based on the allowed inclusions of airport development within the Airports Act 

1996 (Freestone, et al., 2006). The city and state governments sold their shares in the 

airport following the court case and the relationship between the airport and city 

government was contentious as a result, but has seen to be improving since then (B3; 

B6; B17). 

The DOC developed at Vancouver International Airport also received significant 

backlash from the local government, as well as the regional government. The conflict 

with stakeholders resulting from the commercial development at Vancouver was 

because of the location and proposed land use. The original site proposed was opposed 

by the city and regional governments due to the reliance on car transport for access in 

addition to close proximity to nearby city shopping centres (Y7; Y10; Y12). The land 

was zoned as ‘Industrial’ within regional planning, “even though we don't fall under 

the official, the regional growth strategy, but they like to include us anyway” (Y2). 

Interviewees described that as a direct result of engagement with the local and regional 
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governments, the development site was relocated to one closer to public transport 

linkages and further away from local retail centres: 

“We had a lengthy conversation with the City of Richmond and the 

result of that conversation; we moved the facility to where it is now, next 

to the Canada line. That I would say that, not 100%, but mostly assuaged 

the City of Richmond. They thought it was a much better location being 

next to public transit, less likely to generate as many car trips as it would 

have in the other location... So we did move it after consultations with the 

City” (Y2). 

9.2.2 Perceptions of the impact of deregulation on stakeholder engagement  

The institutional arrangements resulting from the critical juncture of 

privatisation established a level of regulatory isolation at all three case study airports. 

Deregulation has created a context in which the airports operate quite separated from 

the local planning policies and regulations, creating challenges within stakeholder 

relationships and engagement strategies in these case studies which is seen as largely 

as an issue of integration. 

Regulatory isolation was discussed by government agencies and the industry 

bodies and was not highlighted as an issue by community stakeholder groups. This 

was assumed to be a result of lack of understanding within the community around how 

the airport is regulated, “I think you'd be hard-pressed to find a community that 

understands that the airport operates under a different piece of legislation than the 

rest of the development” (B17). 

The potential impacts of deregulation on stakeholder engagement appear to have 

been mitigated at Vancouver airport through the establishment of communication 

agreements at the beginning of privatisation. When developing airport specific 

development bylaws, the airport was required to establish an ‘Accord’ with the 

adjoining local government which was identified to directly have positive impacts on 

stakeholder relationships and communication (Y7). 

Planning at Brisbane is seen to “fall between policy and ledge” (B13) when 

describing the interface between the airport and the local planning framework. This 

was identified to create “invariable tensions between what the local government's 

trying to achieve and what that airport master plan provides for often comes to a head” 
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(B13). The airport has been seen to establish engagement strategies in order to combat 

this isolation, described by one external stakeholder:  

“Apart from the federal government when they needed approvals, 

they didn't need any state of local approvals. So it's been much more 

difficult. So what's happened is they've had to work hard to actually have 

that cohesion with us by setting up their own models to deal with, to create 

engagement between the City and the State” (B12). 

The isolation is also apparent in Düsseldorf, particularly within spatial planning 

documents, described by one participant: “It’s a grey blob on the map. That's it. Not 

else…All these, the Flächennutzungsplan, or the Regionalplan, or the 

Landesentwicklungsplan. It's all on the internet, as you can see. It's really just airport 

and that's it” (D2). Collaboration was not evident in the development of the spatial 

plans, described by a government representative as an impact of the long term and non-

changing status of the airport, “When we we're preparing for the new plan now to be 

honest…I just, I copied it…There was nobody that complained seemed to be okay 

because the area of the airports actually aren't changing anymore” (D9). This was 

not identified as an issue by planning agencies, however it was identified by the 

community that there is no participation or consultation with the public during 

planning or construction on landside at the airport. This is not a result of the airport 

isolation but rather the broader planning context of the City, which also applies to 

landside development at the airport.  

Perceptions of the impact of deregulation across Australia, Germany, and Canada 

The survey results identified the regulatory environment to be influential on all 

external airport stakeholders, supporting the interview findings. The results presented 

here reflect the extent to which respondents identified the ‘regulatory framework’ as 

influential on their engagement (Figure 9-2). 
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In Australia, this was identified principally as an influence on the relationship 

with the federal government and the community. The influence on the relationships 

with the federal government is perhaps unsurprising given the privatised structure of 

the airports and is evident in the case study interviews. However, the strong influence 

on the community was interesting, and is assumed to be as a result of mandatory 

engagement practices.  

In Germany the influence was reasonably equally distributed between most 

stakeholder groups, with the regional and state governments being most influenced. 

As the state government is the regulatory body this was perhaps unsurprising, however 

the influence on the regional government implies different stakeholder network 

operations at airports across Germany.  

In Canada, the influence was similar to that in Australia, with the chief influence 

falling to the relationship with the federal government. This finding supports the 

interview findings also. The secondary level of influence was identified to be on the 

relationship with the state government and the community. The prominent influence 

on the engagement with the state government is a result which does not directly 
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correlate with the findings in Vancouver, due to the regulatory structure in British 

Columbia. 

The impact of the regulatory framework is identified as influential on all external 

stakeholders, to a varying extent. The influence on the encompassing local government 

was proportionally influenced by the regulatory frameworks across the survey, which 

is interesting given the regulatory isolation of the local governments in Australia and 

Canada. This influence is likely driven by mandatory and voluntary engagement 

mechanisms driven by ambition for integration. In correlation with the case study 

interviews, there is an evident influence on the regulating bodies within the respective 

countries. In Australia and Canada this affects engagement with the federal 

government, while in Germany this is more evident with the state and regional 

governments.  

9.2.3 Impacts of neoliberalism 

Neoliberal ideologies are evident in the ownership structures adopted at the case 

study airports: a wholly privatised entity, a PPP with equal part private and public 

interest; and an independent non-for-profit airport authority. These models correlate 

with global models of airport privatisation identified in the literature (Gillen, 2011; 

Oum, et al., 2006).  Each model has affected engagement differently, both positively 

and negatively. Negative perceptions were typically held by the community, while 

positive perceptions of privatisation were held by the industry representatives, perhaps 

unsurprisingly. The negative perceptions of the community were facilitated by the 

belief that private interests were put above the community interests and that 

engagement was ‘token’. The perceptions of non-regulatory government agencies 

tended to be related to challenges with integration, while still considering and 

recognising the role that the airport plays in the community and economy.  

The varying perceptions of specific ownership models were evident in the 

interviews. The literature identifies conflicting objectives to contribute to 

inefficiencies of some ownership models (Gillen, 2011; Oum, et al., 2008). While this 

study did not review operational cost efficiencies, it did find that the impact of 

conflicting objectives apparent in some ownership models also has a negative effect 

on stakeholder relationships. The PPP model has resulted in a contrasting expectation 

to reality, particularly from a community perspective. The 50% share and no 

controlling interest party led the community to believe that the City of Düsseldorf 
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would represent their interests in planning and operations. However, the perception is 

that the private shareholding interests of the City are more prevalent. In stark contrast, 

the non-for-profit ownership model and subsequent Board structure adopted in 

Vancouver was identified to mitigate potential conflicting objectives as it entails a 

representative Board, nominated by the community at large. There is minimal conflict 

between objectives of the airport and external stakeholders as interests were seen to be 

largely represented within the airport ownership and governance model. The wholly 

privatised entity model adopted at Brisbane is not particularly influential or notable 

based on stakeholder perceptions. While conflicting objectives were apparent, 

perceptions of the privatised model evolved and improved over time, and the model 

seemed to allow for flexibility and adaptation.  

The increase in commercial imperatives resulting from both private ownership 

and broader neoliberal ideological influences is evident across all case studies, aligning 

with a global trend (Graham, 2009; Sager, 2013; Vasigh & Gorjidooz, 2007). The 

commercial development strategies were identified to have caused tension between 

stakeholders, particularly non-regulatory government agencies. The monopolistic 

behaviour and approach taken by the airports, particularly Brisbane and Vancouver, 

was perceived as a negative impact of the business imperatives of the airports 

neoliberal ownership and governance structures. The engagement strategies adopted 

during these developments significantly altered the path of conflict. 

The framework of deregulation and isolation of the airport within regulatory 

provisions did not impact the engagement strategies as much as it did the planning 

processes and integration of land use and infrastructure. While historically the 

deregulation was seen to have more of an impact, the institutional evolution has seen 

the influence on engagement in a modern context minimised due to the mandatory and 

voluntary engagement strategies adopted by each case study airport.  

The perceptions within the airport institutional frameworks mostly align with the 

current literature reviewing the impacts of neoliberalism and airport planning. 

Conflicting objectives within certain models of ownership and commercial 

development at airports were identified to create tensions with external stakeholders. 

These negative perceptions of neoliberal ideologies were held by virtually all external 

stakeholder groups; however the historical evolution of these acknowledged 

improvement. 
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Impacts of neoliberalism in Australia, Germany, and Canada 

The survey results identified neoliberal ideologies to be an evident influence, 

particularly through the ownership structures and regulatory frameworks. The results 

presented here reflect the number of respondents which identified the regulatory 

framework and ownership structures as influential on engagement categorised across 

the stakeholder groups. A summary of these impacts across the three cast studies and 

their respective stakeholder groups is depicted in Figure 9-3.  

 

The perceived impact of ownership and deregulation were both most influential 

on the relationship with the federal government across the case study regions. This 

finding supports the interview findings from each case study and is an apparent result 

of the institutional arrangements established at the critical juncture of privatisation. 

9.3 EVIDENCE OF DELIBERATE ENGAGEMENT IN AIRPORT 

PLANNING  

The following subsections outline the drivers of stakeholder engagement, in 

answer to research objectives 1c and 2b. Inductive interview analysis has found four 

key drivers of engagement: strategies of leadership, recognition of social licence, 
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recognition of engagement value, and lessons learnt from the historical evolution. 

These findings are supported by the questionnaire data. Each of these is detailed here, 

followed by a discussion of how this fits with the literature.  

9.3.1 Engagement driven by regulatory requirement  

Each airport is subject to several regulatory requirements for engagement. This 

research has focused on land use planning regulation, as well as specific engagement 

around aircraft noise. Structures of regulated engagement varied considerably across 

each context; however, there are some comparable mechanisms. Notably, there are no 

consistently comparable engagement mechanisms across all three case studies as of 

the time of the research. There are also some unique requirements to specific airports, 

in particular the requirement for noise compensation measures at Düsseldorf and the 

Accord for ongoing dialogue between Vancouver and the City of Richmond.  

All airports were, at one point, required to conduct quarterly committee meetings 

with various stakeholders on a range of operational themes. This practice is still 

regulated at Düsseldorf and Vancouver, however is no longer mandated at Brisbane. 

When established at Brisbane, these committees were seen to be driven by a desire of 

the regulating body to encourage objective engagement processes:  

 “Well it was a Commonwealth idea, so I think it was about them 

probably saying to the major airports, you need to be listening more. I 

suspect that is probably what they were saying, and a regular forum with 

an independent chair is going to make you do it without it being a 

regulatory answer. It is a get closer to your community, set up these, and 

I think it is excellent” (B1). 

In Düsseldorf, the committee structures are seen to be divided between the 

community groups and all other external stakeholders in attendance. The committees 

are recognised to only have an advisory role, with no decision making ability “In this 

group there cannot be given or taken hard decisions. It’s only an advising group to 

the ministry of traffic in NRW” (D5). This was apparent across all case studies, 

described in Vancouver, “they do not have decision making authority. They provide 

advice and recommendation on our plans, but the decision making rests with the 

airport authority. It's purely an advisory committee” (Y5). 
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The requirement and formation of the committees was identified as an inevitable 

evolution of the airport engagement strategy in Vancouver, “I think the committee will 

remain advisory. However, there may be future opportunities of having citizen 

representatives and city staff on board on some of the decision-making” (Y5). 

While the committee structures are seen as a fundamental component of the 

airport’s engagement strategy at Vancouver, they are viewed as only one component 

of the overall engagement, outlined by one participant: 

“I don't think those committees are the best fundamental way of how 

we do community. I think they're a bit of a legacy piece from the 

government saying, "You have to have these two committees," and they 

function the way that the federal government structured them to be set up 

20 years ago. I think the real community engagement happens on the 

project on project basis and the other components that we do as well. I 

think that's one key piece, but I think that there's more opportunities to be 

part of decision making in other aspects as well” (Y1). 

At Vancouver, the committee structure combined with the Board structure was 

seen to provide a high level of transparency and communication: “It means you've got 

dynamic integration going on all the time. People understand what's going at the 

airport, why it's happening” (Y8).  

Brisbane and Vancouver airports are required to conduct engagement as part of 

their master planning process. Düsseldorf, despite producing a master plan, is not 

mandated to engage outside of the airport during the process. Some strategic 

engagement does occur if a project can be advertised as economically beneficial to the 

City, however the master plan is not publically released.  

Vancouver is legislatively required to engage for the approval of their land use 

plan and this process is conducted concurrently to the master planning period. In 

Brisbane, the master planning process occurs every five years, while this occurs every 

ten years in Vancouver. The regulatory requirements for the land use plan in 

Vancouver are limited in prescription, “The consultation based on the ground lease 

is…very general. It is ‘must consult with the City of Richmond and surrounding 

municipalities, Transport Canada, the Federal Government, and the Province’” (Y2). 

In more recent approvals, Transport Canada has requested to see a more detail record 
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of community consultations – although this is not written into the lease, “They want 

to see a record of consultation with the community. So which is new, we didn't have to 

do that the last time. So it's sort of an internal requirement by Transport Canada” 

(Y2). 

Brisbane and Düsseldorf are required to consult on significant projects, 

specifically during the development of MDPs at Brisbane or a 

Planfeststellungsverfahren at Düsseldorf. The engagement for these processes follows 

similar structures at both airports, including a period for public comment and the 

requirement to address the comments and issues raised. In Düsseldorf, there is an 

additional requirement to hold a public hearing where submitters are able to discuss 

their feedback verbally. The extent to which the airport communicates the engagement 

is subject to airport discretion to a certain extent, and Brisbane was seen to adopt a 

broader, more wide-reaching strategy in their engagement than that of Düsseldorf, as 

outlined in the case study chapters. 

The most recent MDP at Brisbane airport was for the new runway project. The 

driver for engaging in a proactive and transparent way was outlined by a participant:  

“It's being open, providing a lot of information, being frank about 

it. And also customise the information, because if you just tell the story in 

a general, from a general perspective that it's good and more will operate 

over the bay and it will grow to capacity, that new runway is a very good 

story, Brisbane is waiting for it. But if you live in certain areas that don't 

have noise at the moment but will have it for the first time, we have to 

customise our message to that group” (B5). 

The engagement for this project was seen as imperative to project the future 

operation of the new runway: 

“For us why we think stakeholder management, or give it a name, 

community engagement, is really important is, we need support. It's going 

to be tough so we need support also from local government, state 

government, and federal government, when it's really changing” (B5). 

The measures were not seen as enough by the community groups, who explained 

that, “there's been no notices in the paper, local paper, about coming along to a 
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community forum or something, but no there's been no personalized letter at all, or 

even just  neighbourhood letter to say this is going to be happening” (B8). 

The requirement for an ongoing dialogue between the airport and local 

government is only mandated at Vancouver airport, through the Richmond Accord, 

which was identified to mitigate or minimise conflict in several scenarios (Y2; Y3; 

Y4). 

“[The Accord] is kind of like a memorandum of understanding to 

basically govern the relationship between the airport and the City [of 

Richmond]. It recognises that disputes or disagreements are bound to 

happen and it lays out a framework to work through issues and resolve in 

a collaborative manner. The Accord also outlines a mechanism to resolve 

issues when there is no consensus among both parties” (Y4). 

Although the impact of deregulation is evident in the Vancouver context, the 

impacts of this have been mitigated through the development of the Accord. The City 

was consulted when developing the Construction By-Laws and the Accord ensures 

that the City’s interests are represented, “Richmond, they basically like to see a level 

playing field. They don't want, you know, a process that's vastly different, that would 

sort of encourage somebody to build here as opposed to in the city” (Y3). The Accord 

also ensures the airport interests are equally balanced and represented. One example 

given was the collaborative development of zoning covenants on nearby land: 

“When we built the north runway for example there was a noise 

lawsuit that was bought by residents of Richmond. I mean by and large the 

city was neutral but shortly after that the city decided rezoned an area 

under the north runway called Odlin Woods as residential and under the 

Richmond Accord we consulted with them on that and as an end result they 

agreed to put a covenant on land title saying that when you're buying here 

you're buying a high noise area and you know it. So we have had these 

very touchy issues but we've been able to work them out without having to 

resort to the court” (Y2). 

In Düsseldorf, there is a regulatory requirement for the airport to pay noise 

compensation to residential property owners within boundaries defined by law. This 

compensation is centred on aircraft forecasts and subsequent noise contours produced. 
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There is doubt however that the defined areas are accurate and are seen by the 

community to be intentionally reduced in area in order to minimise costs. 

This mistrust was seen as a challenge of lack of acceptance by regulatory bodies, 

“The data which are used to make forecasts are challenged as well. People sometimes 

feel betrayed and misled by the airport. They simply say, ‘You are lying. This forecast 

can't be true. There won't be this volumes of traffic. You only say you wish to have.’ 

See what I mean?” (D7). 

Each airport engages as per the regulatory requirements, and the expansion or 

extent of these requirements is further motivated or driven by leadership, the 

recognition of social licence, the understood value of engagement, and from lessons 

learnt historically. 

9.3.2 Engagement driven by airport leadership 

Leadership is seen as a significant driver for engagement at Brisbane, Vancouver 

and, to a lesser extent, Düsseldorf. Leadership strategies have built on regulatory 

requirements for engagement and to affect the corporate culture and attitude toward 

engagement within the airport planning departments. An external stakeholder went so 

far as to say it was the most influential aspect on engagement, describing that: 

“I think I probably put the leadership as the number one thing. You 

can have legislative requirements to do that as there are, then you can do 

it in a very tokenistic way or not a whole hearted and genuine way. I think 

what makes that live and breathe and work actively is the leadership, and 

I've seen [the CEO] do that through those committees, through the various 

I suppose stakeholder engagements” (B15). 

Leadership is seen to be setting an example, which is then filtered into senior 

management at the airport and the general approach the airport takes to planning and 

engagement (B5; B7; B15; Y7; Y8), “If the CEO, the boss is on board it’ll happen. If 

the boss isn’t on board it won’t happen. There’s no doubt [the CEO]’s personal 

commitment and involvement has been very important” (B7). Further explained: 

“[the CEO] shows good leadership example. That's something that 

I absolutely believe in to, and so does [middle management]. So it's the 

way we work. It often starts at the top, so if [the CEO] wouldn’t show that 
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example and show the opposite, that would have an impact. So leadership 

is absolutely important” (B5). 

This perception was shared by external respondents, who explained that: 

“I think very much as the CEO, very much has that ethic of engaging 

with stakeholders. It's not just words; [the CEO] genuinely does that 

herself and asks/requires her staff to do the same. I think it's a genuine 

ethos that they want. They want to engage with their stakeholders and have 

good working partnerships” (B15) 

Leadership at the Düsseldorf was historically seen to restrict the airport’s vision 

and engagement, which negatively impacted management culture, “I think there a big 

change in management culture. Before…we were kind of authoritative. Our technical 

boss was a very strict and controlling person…He didn’t allow to think in an open way 

and to think too much into the future” (D3). 

In addition to leadership from the CEOs, the Board structure at Brisbane and 

Vancouver was seen to influence engagement, in alignment with the push from the 

CEO, “I think there's a significant focus in that area from [the CEO]’s perspective 

and from the board so that they're prepared to allocate time and cost and energy into 

the engagement and give due consideration to the responses” (B9).  

The governance model adopted at Vancouver and specifically the Board 

structure was seen as influential on engagement, as outlined earlier. However the CEO 

was identified to be the driver and facilitator of this model through setting an example 

of the culture at the airport: 

“It is true that the CEO's are the single largest difference maker in 

establishing culture. No question about it. When I started, I didn't believe 

that…It's absolutely the case. I've watched three different CEO's here, and 

they've got very different styles. They created very different cultures” (Y7). 

The leadership shown by the CEO was identified as having a strong influence 

on the broadness of engagement. This was identified as a common thread throughout 

the history of Vancouver airport, “The airport has been blessed with very competent 

CEOs. Somewhat different in their approaches, but nevertheless all with a keen eye on 

engaging with the community, all sectors in the community, and communicating well. 

That's the biggest thing…They've all been good at that” (Y8). This was also discussed 
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in the context of Düsseldorf, “He's not narrow minded. He's open to the lower ones, if 

I may say it like that” (D4). 

The importance of deliberative engagement from leadership was highlighted by 

a number of participants, with one external stakeholder testifying, “I think it's 

important that the leadership team at the airport are doing it because they want to, not 

because they think they have to” (B9). Further supported by another external 

respondent, “It's a leadership thing. They've got a very strong, cultural, wanting to 

communicate and wanting to involve the community” (B11). This deliberate 

engagement was identified to improve good working relationships with regulatory and 

non-regulatory government agencies: 

“I feel like as leadership [the CEO] is doing a very good job and is 

a big part of the reason I would personally say as to why we are going so 

... and are respected by the government bodies. They are interested, they 

are not interfering and that is because they know we are doing the right 

thing, and [the CEO] has a big part to do with that” (B1).  

This was reiterated by another respondent:  

“I think leadership has got a lot to do with it. I think a quiet 

leadership has proven to be quite successful, particularly with Council and 

how that relationship has changed over the years. So I would never 

underestimate the impact that whoever the leader, or the public leader is, 

their style of leadership. I think that actually has a lot to do with the 

outcomes and the approach that we take” (B3). 

Engagement driven by leadership across Australia, Germany, and Canada 

Leadership was identified across all survey regions to be influential on 

engagement with all stakeholder groups. The results presented here reflect the extent 

to which respondents identified ‘leadership’ as influential on their engagement. The 

values reflect the number of respondents which identified leadership as influential on 

each stakeholder group and do not reflect a ranking of these. 

 In Australia, the relationships with the community, federal, and state 

governments were the most influenced by leadership. This supports the interview 

findings, particularly the influence of leadership on relationships with the community 

and local government.  
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In Germany, the influence was predominately on the engagement with the state 

government and the regional government. The Düsseldorf airport did not identify 

significant leadership influence, however.  

Canadian airports identified an even distribution of influence of leadership 

across virtually all stakeholder groups. This was evident in the Vancouver interviews 

also, with leadership being a driver of engagement across the board (Figure 9-4). 

 

The survey results correlate and support the interview findings with regard to the 

influence of leadership. The influence of leadership was perceived as equally 

distributed across stakeholders in Vancouver, as is reflected in Canada. The influence 

in Düsseldorf was marginal, however is identified as particularly influential on 

relationships with state and regional governments across Germany. Leadership has 

affected relationships with the community and local government in Australia, which 

is evident in the strategies adopted at Brisbane. 

9.3.3 Engagement driven by the recognition of social licence 

The level of social licence was disparate across the case studies; however the 

context of the changing societal expectations was widely acknowledged and was 
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identified as a motivation for proactive engagement which goes above minimal 

requirements. 

“Look, airports operate in a public environment and therefore 

public policy of all sorts is critical. Those who do not pay attention to 

public policy, as it was, as it will be, and advocate for it, are going to be 

in serious planning trouble, and they're going to be in serious trouble with 

all their other stakeholders” (Y7). 

The recognition of the improved engagement strategies of the airport was seen 

to align with the broader shift in societal expectations. This was highlighted by 

participants in each a case study context:  

“I think they've learned, which has happened across the board in 

terms of community consultation. It doesn't matter whether it's the airport, 

or whether it's a developer…It's been important to engage early on, to get 

a better outcome, whatever that may be. Yes, I think it has changed, and 

it's become a lot more open, but I would say that's probably a broader 

property type thing as well, in terms of engagement overall” (B17). 

This was reiterated by several respondents in Vancouver: 

“I think that even with social media and being able to connect more, 

I think people are more educated and it's not like you're five people 

showing up at an annual public meeting. People are more vocal and have 

ways to give feedback, and if you're not engaging people well or during 

the process they are going to fight back vehemently. I think planning 

decisions need to have those elements of community, and when they're not 

we're seeing the impact of that on other airports…Community is a really 

key component, and I think that's only going to grow. I think it's an 

opportunity to do it right, but I think it's a challenge and a risk” (Y1). 

And aligned with the perspectives in Dusseldorf, “You have to have a dialogue 

with your neighbours. You have to do this in these times. I think in the '60s, '70s, I 

would say our…Positions were taken, end of discussion. In the moment, in these times, 

it's not possible” (D4), explaining further that “The action is increasing. We have new 

and a bit more aggressive groups. Of course that, in a way, reflects the state of mind 

of the citizen” (D4). 
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Community groups acknowledged their increase in power due to their social 

licence, not only to the airport, but also to the regulating bodies, highlighting that both 

stakeholder groups are increasingly acknowledging the community groups as 

influential stakeholders due to their ability to apply social pressure.  

The unencumbered operation of the NPR project in Brisbane is an example of 

social licence potentially impacting actually operations which was highlighted by 

participants as a key driver for transparent and throughout engagement: 

“I would think it's not just the building of the runway.  That's just a 

technical job running around with shovels and concrete. Once it's up and 

running it's got to operate as unencumbered as possible. You don't want 

situations during the day where you use one runway and during the night 

you use the other one and have a number of rules around it.  That's why I 

say as unencumbered as possible.  The challenge for the airport is to make 

sure that there's strength in that community engagement so that they have 

the freedom to operate without restriction and it is appreciated that they 

are” (B9). 

Despite this strategy, a certain inevitably of conflict was described, “Consulted 

well and say here will be the impacts, but people don't take any notice until actually 

the first plane flies over” (B3). 

The existing and potential attainment of social licence impacting the airport 

operations was outlined by one government respondent, stating that “They say the 

community gives us license to operate. They can't actually stop it but they can make 

life impossible. You can see it, you can see the impact that it can have” (B11). This 

was also acknowledged in Vancouver: 

“We recognise that from both a practical and a prudent sort of stand 

point that it's a benefit to us to maintain good relations with our 

neighbours, because we want to avoid the court challenge, because a court 

challenge could very easily narrow how much of a master our own fate we 

are. So to the extent that we can develop communications and processes 

where we work things out, we definitely try to do that” (Y2). 

It was also noted that to maintain good relationships with airport neighbours was 

paramount to conflict mitigation (Y2). The impact of negative social licence was 
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identified in Düsseldorf to have already affected airport operations, through the 

continued enforcement and vocal support of the Angerlandvergleich by community 

and political stakeholders. It was seen to be economically detrimental when 

compensation challenges were raised (D3; D4): 

“You must have because the other side the people say, ‘You produce 

damage now and you make nothing. You pay. You want to pay nothing or 

something’. That is the reason because we pay a little bit more like 

required” (D3). 

The potential financial detriment was identified as a motivation for engagement 

in other case study contexts also, having historically impacted Vancouver, “The well-

organized opposition opposed to the runway for that period of time were clearly the 

most important attention. One of the strategies we used immediately was to address 

them” (Y8) and was identified as a potential threat to airport growth and expansion: 

“Our brand has become more important and our reputation in the 

community so that people know why we're growing as well. We think if we 

don't have good relationships in the community then there may be uproar 

and they may not let us grow because that's a key possibility” (Y1). 

The recognition of the correlation between social licence and restriction of 

airport operations was also evident in Brisbane, “I think you do it because it adds to 

your bottom line. I think it’s a very strong economic side to it. Because if you don’t 

have that social licence you get curfewed, for arguments sake, or other things” (B7). 

At Vancouver, the ownership model was identified to directly benefit the social 

licence of the airport: “I think the fact that our airports are being caught up in this 

quasi space between private and government controlled allows it to be for the benefit 

of the community, for the region, and benefit from having a stronger social licence” 

(Y16).  

The notion of social licence was identified as a threat to infrastructure projects 

by one respondent, outlining that it’s “crippling investment in large projects” (Y16). 

However, this view was contrasted with view that social licence was a requirement for 

a successful project, “If you can’t have a social licence, you’re probably not going to 

get a regulatory licence” (B7). 
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The influence of changing societal expectations being integrated and recognised 

within airport planning and engagement strategies was outlined by a non-regulatory 

government representative in Vancouver:  

“Not including stakeholders nowadays when you have Twitter and 

Instagram…it's to your own detriment…I think that if anyone's half decent, 

whether it be a businessman because they're privately held or whether it 

be a public entity that's legislatively required to do it, it think that public 

stakeholder input is so much more important now and more expected than 

it ever was. Even 10 years ago when I came here, 15 years ago working 

here, you just do what you do and you do it…That whole attitude has 

shifted in every part of our world now. That public input from stakeholders 

is not only expected in many cases it's legislated, but it's what we do and, 

I think, YVR for sure I think he's also very much on the road and if we have 

complaints people take it seriously. Before bigger stakeholders wouldn't 

return your phone calls but provincial government, federal government, 

YVR they now do that more. It's just expected” (Y13). 

9.3.4 Engagement driven by recognition of the value 

Despite being driven by regulatory requirements and the recognition of social 

licence, the airports (particularly Brisbane and Vancouver) were also seen to 

acknowledge the value of engagement and to conduct engagement outside of 

mandatory requirements because it was the “right thing to do” (Y3), identifying that, 

“We do try to balance that need to be run like a business with that more deliberative, 

democratic accountability that I think most people would expect from an asset like the 

airport” (Y15). 

Non-mandatory engagement was motivated by the belief in the value, outlined 

in a number of examples. The requirement for inclusion in the noise committee is 

parties who are within 10 nautical miles of the airport. The airport has expanded this 

voluntarily: 

“We want to be good neighbours, so we've expanded the membership 

on our committee to include some of these outlying communities, even 

though with aircraft noise is not a significant contributor at these 

locations, but it's good to have them inside the tent and talk to them… I 
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think it's part of our attitude. I would much rather have people 

participating and knowing what's going on rather than not” (Y4). 

This willingness to engage was also recognised by external stakeholders, “I 

found YVR staff had been cooperative, proactive and open to sharing information, so 

I have no concerns in terms of their willingness to address any City's issues related to 

aircraft operational impacts on the community” (Y11). 

Additionally, the Richmond Accord does not specify engagement periods or 

structures aside form mechanisms of conflict resolution. However, the airport and City 

have collaboratively developed a structure, “Under the Accord, the City and the 

airport have 'ambassadors'…They serve as official liaisons and meet regularly to 

discuss issues and resolve before they escalate” (Y4). 

Brisbane airport was seen to value engagement from the perception of external 

stakeholders, recognising that, “I think the level of community engagement is not just 

a box ticking exercise, it is actually taken very seriously by the airport from my 

observation” (B9). A second respondent agreed with this view, “They do it over and 

above…It's genuine and they go way over what we would expect them to do. They do 

it...I mean they have real differences; we don't always agree but they have frustrations 

but they do a good job” (B10). This was supported by another: “I think they're 

genuinely genuine about building relationships in the community and across Brisbane. 

They genuinely want to have good, positive working relationships across the city” 

(B15).  

It was highlighted that Brisbane airport had engagement committees prior to the 

original regulatory requirement, but that the change in legislation at the time of the 

White Paper gave the authority to the airport to engage stakeholder groups which were 

previously difficult to engage, “I think Brisbane airport would have done community 

consultation, but it would have been harder. You wouldn’t have been able to do it like 

this; you needed the authority of the white paper” (B11). Although the committees are 

now a voluntary engagement strategy, there is a perception in the community that the 

committees adopted at Brisbane are mandatory and that they would not be conducted 

if not required by law (B8), however, they also recognised that the airport goes above 

regulatory requirements, highlighting that “I think they put themselves out there, in 

terms of being at community events, they don't have to do that” (B8).  
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A desire for transparency and “approachability” was outlined as a driver 

for non-mandatory engagement strategies at Düsseldorf airport:  

 “When you understand things, when you're not afraid of things, 

when the airport company is not a dark monster somewhere, if you can 

turn to them without asking, just show up and have a problem, "Can you 

explain me this?" This is what we want, so we get direct personal contact 

with the neighbourhood as much as possible” (D4). 

9.3.5 Engagement driven by historical lessons learnt 

Each case study airport identified lessons learnt from their historical evolution 

to be a driver for voluntary and proactive engagement. The changing role of airports 

in a Canadian context was highlighted in the last few decades by one participant: “The 

nature of the airports has changed so radically in the last 30-40 years. More 

particularly in the last 25, here in Canada, in particular” (Y8), further explained in 

the context of Vancouver, “I think just even our business has changed in ten years. 

We're much more intentional about knowing that we need to connect with the 

community” (Y1).  

Engagement is seen to be less ‘tokenistic’ and more genuine than historically in 

Australia and Brisbane airport representatives specifically reflected on the evolution 

in the airports engagement strategies: 

“You know what, if you had of asked me that question 5 years ago, 

or even 10 years ago, definitely 10 years ago it was just because it was 

regulatory. BAC has come a long way since then and goes above 

compliance. So yes we do it because it's a regulatory requirement…But a 

lot of them are just things that we want to do” (B6). 

Specific relationships were seen to have improved throughout the history of the 

airport: 

“The way in which that manifested itself in Brisbane for quite a 

considerable period of time was very unhealthy, but it was more 

relationship issues, so when the airport decided that it was going to change 

the way in which it did business, and involve council and consulted the 

processes, et cetera, the whole dialogue changed dramatically” (B13). 
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At Brisbane airport, improved engagement practices were identified as a result 

of feedback from the master planning process: 

“I suppose this process probably came out of the 2009 master plan 

that received comments that we weren't consulting, which depends on what 

side of the fence you're looking at. So we thought ok well how can we get 

better consultation and more involvement, active consultation happening” 

(B3). 

The current stakeholder engagement strategies at Brisbane were identified to be 

significantly improved on past experiences afnd the current climate was highlighted as 

the best it has ever been and is seen to be genuine engagement. In addition, the 

evolution of Brisbane airport has seen an improvement of integration, described by a 

regulatory participant as a mutual recognition: 

“I think part of the issue is with the integration is that Brisbane 

Airport, or Commonwealth airports, have been seen to be islands. It’s their 

bit of land they can do whatever they want. I think there was, going back, 

that’s kind of how they behaved. The borders here, I can do what I damn 

well want here. But, we talked about; you need to integrate with the 

community. Yes, you’re not a light weight, yes you are differently regulated 

piece of land… so in some cases I think councils and state government 

would like to have a bit of involvement and part of the purpose of the 

consultation groups is to alleviate some of their concerns” (B11). 

Engagement driven by historical evolution in Australia, Germany, and Canada 

The survey respondents identified the historical relationship with stakeholder 

groups to be an influence on all external stakeholder groups. The results presented here 

reflect the extent to which respondents identified the ‘historical evolution’ as 

influential on their engagement. The values reflect the number of respondents which 

identified the historical evolution as influential on each stakeholder group and do not 

reflect a ranking of these.  

Within the survey respondents for Australia, this evolution was chiefly an 

influence on relationships with the community in Australia, as well as the local and 

federal governments. This result is supported in the Brisbane case study through the 
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evident reduction in submissions and complaints as outlined in Section 5.8 (Figure 

9-5).  

In Germany, the influence of history was identified to impact the relationships 

with the nearby local government, as well as the encompassing local government and 

the state government. The impact on local government is apparent in Düsseldorf, 

particularly with regard to the Angerlandvergleich (Figure 9-5).  

In Canada, the influence of history was equally influential on relationships with 

the community and federal government. The influence on the relationships with the 

community and federal government is evident in Vancouver, with an improved 

relationship identified by respondents for these groups particularly (Figure 9-5). 

 

 

The historical evolution and the impact this has on stakeholder engagement with 

certain groups is evident across the cases, and is paralleled with the survey results 

presented. Despite similarities, it is important to note that contextually specific 

changes and events are often the reason for an evolution of the historical relationship, 

as is evident across the case study airports. 
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9.3.6 Evidence of deliberative engagement 

There is an evident determination to deliberately engage with stakeholders 

across all case studies, materialised through varying mandatory and non-mandatory 

stakeholder engagement outlined in the case study chapters. Regulatory requirements 

are a significant driver of engagement across the airports, however none of the case 

study airports conducted engagement merely due to mandatory requirements. A 

significant number of non-mandatory engagement strategies are established at each 

airport, and these have been driven by four key elements: airport leadership, the 

recognition of the importance of social licence, the recognition of the value of 

engagement, and through lessons of the past. The  combination of both implicit and 

explicit engagement strategies and the drivers of these can be aligned with recent 

evolutions of deliberative democracy which allows for consideration of micro spheres 

(procedural requirements for engagement) and macro (public discourse) (Hendriks, 

2006; Mäntysalo & Jarenko, 2014).  

Airport leadership was seen to be substantially influential on the stakeholder 

engagement practise at each airport, particularly the non-mandatory engagement. In 

conjunction, the recognition of social licence was widely influential across all case 

studies. The effect of this modern context was evident in the pre-emptive strategies of 

the airports, particularly with regard to large scale projects. This is a modern construct 

however, and the evidence of the consideration of social licence was not apparent in 

historical developments at the airport. In these instances, social licence after the fact 

has been seen to impede airport operations and to cause significant confit within airport 

institutional arrangements. The negative socio-political risk of social licence was 

evident in Brisbane and Vancouver historically, while Düsseldorf continues to be 

impacted by it.  

The value of stakeholder engagement was recognised across the case studies and 

the deliberative engagement of stakeholders was evident. The drive to reach consensus 

in this engagement was not evident. Despite this, some consensus as a result of 

engagement was evident in Vancouver airport. 

Lessons learnt were identified from feedback or conflict in the past and the 

airports all recognised the changing role of airports and the impact this has had on their 

engagement strategies.  
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Evidence of deliberative engagement in Australia, Germany, and Canada 

The drivers of engagement as identified in the survey correlate with the findings 

of the interview, particularly with regard to leadership and historical evolution of 

relationships (Figure 9-6). The results presented here reflect the number of respondents 

which identified leadership and historical evolution as drivers of engagement ranked 

across the stakeholder groups. 

 

Presented cumulatively, leadership is seen to substantially influence all 

stakeholder relationships, particularly with local and federal governments, and the 

community. The influence of history is less evident in the survey, however the 

relationships this impacts correlate with the case study findings, particularly the 

influence on local government. 

9.4 DISCUSSION  

Research to date has reviewed the influence of neoliberalism and of deliberative 

democracy in planning theory and practice, but has largely failed to thoroughly 

investigate the impact of neoliberalism and changing societal expectations in the 

context of international airport planning. The aim of this research is to provide a 

comparative analysis of airport planning and stakeholder engagement processes and to 

establish the level of influence these factors have on these processes. 
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The comparative analysis of the case study airports within their historical 

evolution identified each airport to experience similar types of incremental change 

within their institutional setting, beginning with a critical juncture of privatisation and 

resulting in a specific and contextually bound cultural and political environment. This 

forms the results of the preceding chapter, and the basis for the results in this chapter. 

This discussion section presents the implications of this analysis and results from the 

two chapters, framing them within the current literature.  

The discussion presented here is structured based on the ranking of significance 

of findings, beginning with the most significant. The presence of deliberative 

engagement in a neoliberal context is outlined, the recognition of social licence and 

expectations is discussed, the influence of ownership, governance and leadership is 

presented, and the underpinning acknowledgement of historical evolution is reviewed. 

9.4.1 Deliberative engagement in a neoliberal context 

Effective deliberative engagement is possible within a neoliberal operating 

environment, as evidenced in this research. Normative goals of communicative 

planning, particularly the notion of consensus building, may not be possible however, 

due to the unequal distribution of power apparent both within and external to the 

airport institutions. 

Neoliberalism is argued to have an inherently negative impact on an institution’s 

capacity to deliberatively engage with stakeholders (Harvey, 2005; Purcell, 2009; Roy, 

2015). The unequal distribution of power, seen as an attribute of neoliberal 

environments and outlined to be evident in the airport case studies, is perceived to 

make true deliberative democracy questionable (Mäntysalo & Jarenko, 2014; Purcell, 

2009).  

Planners who are committed to a genuinely democratic, collaborative process 

within such a dominant neoliberal planning paradigm must enable marginalised groups 

if there hope to make an impact on a hegemonic neoliberal planning process (Roy, 

2015). The literature contends that truly democratic processes demand inequalities to 

be mobilised and conflicts to arise in order to formulate alternative discourses and 

achieve a consensus reflective of a true democratic process (Roy, 2015). 

This research has found that power dynamics resulting from the neoliberal 

context are not inherently detrimental to airport planning processes, and the effects of 
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power can be mitigated through stakeholder engagement strategies in order to improve 

legitimacy of airport planning processes and outcomes.  

The control of private interests in neoliberal environments is seen to undermine 

collaborative efforts in these contexts (Harvey, 2005; Purcell, 2009; Roy, 2015). In 

addition, the literature identifies the real possibility of regulatory authorities being 

influenced by market forces, further toppling the institutions in the favour of private 

enterprise (Taşan-Kok & Baeten, 2012). This research has found that private interests 

are not as influential on deliberative engagement as perhaps perceived in the literature, 

and as was expected. At the critical juncture of privatisation, the privatised structure 

and deregulated environment of airports was likely perceived to be a negative 

influence on the airports’ engagement strategies. However, throughout the evolution 

of the airports and concurrent evolution of societal expectations, the airports have 

adapted within their institutions. As a result, the private interest is no longer seen as 

having an inherently negative impact on engagement, and in fact, was found to have 

minimal impact in the wholly privatised structure of Brisbane.  

The historical evolution of the airport is equally important to consider when 

reviewing engagement effectiveness. As outlined by Hooper and Rawson (2012), 

engagement which is not successful may not be entirely the fault of the current airport 

operator, but a result of the historical evolution. This is apparent in Düsseldorf, where 

a contract signed over 50 years ago continues to create challenges for the airport and 

its ability to affectively engage and operate.  

Theories of agnostic pluralism argue for the acceptance of power dynamics, as 

assumed within historical institutionalism literature (Hall & Taylor, 1996; Mouffe, 

1999, 2000). This is ontologically and epistemologically contrasting to communicative 

planning theory, however there is an increasing body of literature which argues for a 

middle ground of theory between communicative planning and agnostic pluralism 

(Bond, 2011; Inch, 2014). A theoretical framework which acknowledges the politics 

and conflict within airport planning, but still contends normative goals for engagement 

may be more appropriate to the study of airport planning and engagement.  

9.4.2 Evolving societal expectations 

The twenty-first century context of airport operations requires transparent and 

informative planning processes. This is particularly evident when considering the 
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challenges resulting from management of aircraft noise, as is the focus of this study. 

Airports are responding to the changing expectations of society through non-

mandatory engagements strategies in their planning processes.  

These changing expectations are reflected in urban planning and business 

management literature and practice (Allen, 2013; Davies, 2004; Innes & Booher, 1999; 

Scherer & Palazzo, 2011). The prominence of collaborative, or communicative, 

planning theory is evidence of the normative goals of stakeholder engagement in urban 

planning today (Healey, 1999, 2003). This has been transferred to the airport planning 

context, demonstrated by research arguing for more engagement at airports, 

particularly with regard to privatised airports (Hill & May, 2006; Hooper & Rawson, 

2012). The community stakeholder groups receive the most attention in the literature, 

and the challenge of aircraft noise is the focus of this body of research (Gasco, et al., 

2017; Netjasov, 2012; Oosterlunck & Swyngedouw, 2010; Zass, 2006). The literature 

identifies the need for improved dialogue between stakeholders to improve integration 

from a policy, land use, infrastructure, and community consultation perspective (Baker 

& Freestone, 2012; Freestone, 2009; Freestone, et al., 2011; Hooper & Rawson, 2012). 

Engagement is also identified to mitigate or reduce conflict and annoyance, and 

improve trust, with external stakeholders (Asensio, et al., 2015). In addition to the 

airport planning engagement literature, the business management literature reflects the 

changing expectations in society through the increased recognition of corporate social 

responsibility and the social licence to operate (Boutilier & Thomson, 2011; Branco 

& Rodriques, 2007; Rönnegard, 2013; Schwartz & Carroll, 2003). 

The airports in this study have responded to this changing climate by 

incorporating proactive strategies in order to improve their social licence and attempt 

to meet the expectations of society. Deliberative engagement is particularly evident in 

Brisbane and Vancouver airports, materialised through extensive non-mandatory 

engagement strategies and positive perceptions of stakeholders. Aligning with the 

literature, these strategies have been identified to mitigate conflict and annoyance. 

Potentially as a result of less engagement, there is a marked level of mistrust at 

Düsseldorf airport between the community and the airport, as well as the community 

and the regulating authorities. 

There is an evident disparity in the levels of social licence at each airport. The 

level of social licence appears to be highest at Vancouver airport, while Brisbane 
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continues to improve theirs through evolution. Düsseldorf appears to have a low level 

of social licence, experiencing significant conflict with the external stakeholders, and 

particularly with the community. There is an apparent attempt to improve this social 

licence; however the mistrust within the community is the likely barrier to the success 

of these strategies. 

While Legacy, March, et al. (2014) contend that deliberative measures should 

be incorporated within regulatory structures to encourage transparency and ongoing 

communication, this study has found the regulatory structure of engagement to be the 

least influential of the engagement strategies employed at the airport. Whilst important 

in initiating engagement, influences such as leadership and recognition of social 

licence were identified to drive airports to engage outside of these structures and 

embark on establishing own models of engagement.  

9.4.3 Ownership, governance and leadership 

The most pervasive influence of neoliberalism on stakeholder engagement is in 

the ownership structures of the case study airports. The adoption of neoliberal 

governance models varies across the case studies and is an example of actually existing 

neoliberalism (Brenner & Theodore, 2002; Peck, et al., 2009). The ideologies adopted 

and institutionalised are place-specific and carry the political rhetoric of their context. 

Institutional change, both path dependent and incremental, shapes the form of 

neoliberalism in that context (Brenner, et al., 2010a; Brenner & Theodore, 2002).  

The governance and institutional frameworks in which each airport operates 

influence the extent to which an airport is affected by the ownership models (Adler & 

Liebert, 2014; Gillen, 2011). There is an evident impact of the ownership structures 

on the perceptions of the airports stakeholder engagement strategies, which vary 

between the case studies.  

In addition to the ownership structures, the leadership of the airport has a strong 

influence on the airport engagement processes and mechanism. As identified in the 

historical institutionalism literature, an individual has the capacity to abide 

institutional rules, or to act in a self-interest manner (Hall & Taylor, 1996). Individuals 

have the capacity to create institutional conversion and drive institutional change 

through individual action, altering the path of the institution (Mahoney & Thelen, 

2010; Thelen, 2002, 2003). The need for this level of entrepreneurial leadership is 
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identified as crucial for the success of complex, large scale projects (Carrión, 2016; 

Johnston, 2011; Szyliowicz & Goetz, 1995). In this study, the individuals leading the 

airports, particularly at Brisbane and Vancouver, have acted outside of the regulatory 

structures in order to expand stakeholder engaging strategies and mechanisms. This 

was identified as a powerful and positive influence on stakeholder engagement at all 

case study airports, particularly Vancouver and Brisbane.  

9.4.4 Airport contexts as a result of historical evolution  

The modern airport planning context is a direct result of the historical evolution 

of the airport institution. The unequal distribution of power was one of the key findings 

of this historical evolution (as outlined in the previous chapter), and one which is also 

considered in the neoliberalism and deliberative democracy literature. Power 

distribution was directly affected by a variety of factors, including the political context, 

the regulatory frameworks, and ownership structure of the airport. Perceptions of 

power varied between stakeholder groups. The airport and regulatory bodies were 

identified to have the most power by external stakeholders. However, the airport 

identified the regulatory body as the most powerful organisation within the 

institutional arrangements, and acknowledged the power of politics within their 

context.  

Privatisation of airports is recognised in the literature as a driver of unequal 

distribution of power and recognises the presence of regulation to mitigate the negative 

impact of this (Baker & Freestone, 2012; Gillen, 2011; Johnston, et al., 2011). This is 

apparent in the airport institutional arrangements reviewed, also reflecting the 

argument of historical institutionalism that institutions are laden with unequal 

distribution of power (Hall & Taylor, 1996; Mahoney & Thelen, 2010).  

Deliberative democracy and communicate planning literature argues that 

engagement strategies have the ability to minimise the effects of unequal power 

relations through collaborative efforts (Habermas, 1981; Healey, 1999; Schmidt, 

2011). Critiques of communicative action contend that this may have some 

exclusionary impacts as it assumes political equality without achieving socio-

economic equality (Mouffe, 1999, 2000; Roy, 2015). The claim that power ‘around 

the table’ can minimised equalised with the right strategies (Innes, 2004) seems 

unlikely in the context of this research, particularly within established airport 

institutional arrangements. The insufficient acknowledgement of ‘power outside the 
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dialogue’ within the discussion of consensus building (Innes, 2004) is not reflective of 

the airport planning context evaluated in this study.  

Outside the institutional arrangements of the airport, the political context has 

influenced the power relations in each case study through external influence. At a high 

level, the political context of each airport can be seen as a reflection of neoliberal 

ideologies, and the structures of power aligned with that (Brenner, et al., 2010b; Cidell, 

2006). On a more operational level, the political context is influential at each case 

study airport, evident in a variety of relationships. Margerum (2002) identifies two 

main areas of power which influence planning processes: the power in capacity to 

influence agendas, information provided, and persuasiveness; and the power which 

comes from the ability to mobilise, influence, and organise action of resistance through 

stakeholder populations. The latter is seen to be a challenge for the minority groups 

(Margerum, 2002). This study has found that external influences, such as political 

context, have the power to influence this dynamic and to mobilise minority groups in 

an airport planning context. The political context is directly related to the power of the 

community groups and, to an extent, the regulatory frameworks and incremental 

change to these through processes of layering. 

This research has found that power is unlikely to be equally distributed within 

the airport planning and engagement frameworks, given the complex and multifaceted 

nature of airports. Relationship dynamics are entrenched within the arrangements 

based on their historical evolution and established political and cultural context. 

Airports stakeholders believe they are the best to make final decisions due to the expert 

knowledge required for the field of operations and this view was support by most 

external stakeholders. Despite the seemingly unavoidable influence of power, this 

study found that in addition to regulatory structure, the extent to which power relations 

materialise or impact airport planning and engagement was dependent on a number of 

factors, including the airport leadership, recognition of social licence, the recognition 

of the value of engagement, and through lessons learnt historically at each airport.  

9.4.5 Addressing the research aim 

This research focuses on the complexities of airports, particularly pertaining 

public perception, challenges resulting from inequal distribution of power and political 

influences, and the need for entrepreneurship in leadership to ensure their 

effectiveness. Modern airport planning, and the engagement strategies employed, are 
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a direct result of their historical evolution. This evolution is apparent in neoliberal 

ownership and deregulation structures, which are seen to impact the planning and 

management. The external influence of deliberative demoracy, and its increasing 

adoption across planning and business litreaure and practice is also reflected within 

the airport planning and stakeholder engagement context. An increase in measures to 

improve social licence is evident, and the impact of not doing so is apparent.  

The literature suggests that deliberative, fulfilling engagement is negatively 

impacted by neoliberal contexts. This study has found that while this may be the 

inherent characteristic of these operating environments, the impacts of this can be 

mitigated through effective engagement strategies. At the point of privatisation, the 

formation of a governance structure which encourages integration and representation 

from external stakeholders has been identified to positively impact planning and 

stakeholder engagement processes. The establishment of regulated engagement 

mechanisms has the ability to set the airport institution down the right path. Further, 

leadership of the airport has a significant impact on mitigating the innate influences of 

power which exist within privatised structures.  

This study has presented an in-depth comparative analysis of the international 

airport planning processes, established a sound understanding of the impact of the 

airport historical evolution and the external influences of neoliberalism and 

deliberative democracy. This comparative analysis addresses the research aim and 

identifies some alignment, and some contrast, with the current body of research 

pertaining to neoliberalism and deliberative democracy. Limitations of this research 

are outlined in the concluding chapter. 

9.4.6 Cross tabulation summary 

The following tables provide an overview of the key findings from this chapter,  

fulfilling the research objective 2b: understand the operational drivers for stakeholder 

engagement. A complete cross tabulation of results for each case study chapter is 

provided in Appendix I. 

The influence of neoliberalism has been reviewed in the context of ownership 

and governance models, commercial development, and deregulation. The impact of 

these elements of neoliberalism is summarised in Table 9-1, below.  
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Table 9-1: Influence of neoliberal ideologies summary table 

Impacts of neoliberal ideologies on airport planning and stakeholder engagement 

Brisbane 

• The impact of ownership and governance models is perceived to have a mixed 

impact on stakeholder engagement at Brisbane International Airport. There was 

some perception by the community stakeholders that privatisation had reduced 

the priority of the community’s interests. However, the impact of the privatised 

governance structure was seen more as an impact of the institutional framework 

rather than the influence of private interests. The private interests were also 

perceived by some external stakeholders to have a positive influence on 

engagement as the private companies were seen to pay more consideration to 

engagement than the former federal government airport structure. 

• The commercial development strategies of Brisbane airport were identified as a 

direct, and inevitable, result of the privatised model of airport ownership. 

• Deregulation was identified to have an impact on engagement by external 

government and industry stakeholders, however the community did not 

acknowledge this framework. Regulatory isolation was identified as a challenge 

for land use planning in particular. 

Düsseldorf 

• The PPP model adopted in Düsseldorf was identified to have an impact on 

several aspects of the airport planning and stakeholder engagement strategies. 

The ownership and governance model is identified to complicate the political 

context and have a negative impact relationships and engagement with the 

community in particular. In contrast, the airport and the City of Düsseldorf 

perceive the model as beneficial for integration. 

• Commercial development strategies are limited at Düsseldorf as a result of 

historical decisions to sell land and development was not identified as a 

significant impact with external stakeholders currently.  

• The airport does not operate in an entirely isolated framework. Deregulation of 

land use planning is limited at Düsseldorf airport, and airside regulation remains 

the responsibility of the federal state. 

Vancouver 

• The ownership and governance model of Vancouver International Airport was 

directly identified to have positive impacts on planning and engagement at the 

airport. The required Board structure is seen to improve the stakeholder 

relationships and the not-for-profit model is seen to reduce the motivation driven 

by profit by most external stakeholders.  

• The commercial development strategies at the airport have had negative 

impacts on relationships with some external stakeholders, however they have 

been largely improved due to engagement strategies. 

• Deregulation and commercial development is closely tied at Vancouver airport. 

Challenges resulting from commercial development are correlated to the land use 

regulatory isolation. 

 

The evidence of deliberative engagement across each case study varies. There 

are four key ways in which deliberative engagement has been identified: strategies of 

leadership, recognition of social licence, recognition of engagement value, and lessons 

learnt from the historical evolution. These are summarised in Table 9-2 below, for each 

case study.  
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Table 9-2: Evidence of deliberative engagement summary table 

Evidence of deliberative engagement in airport planning 

Brisbane 

• Strategies of leadership have resulted in deliberative engagement to varying 

extents historically at Brisbane International Airport. Current leadership is seen 

to have resulted in more deliberative engagement and resultant improved 

relationships with external stakeholders. 

• There is an overall perception that the recognition of social licence has impacted 

the deliberate engagement strategies while also simultaneously empowering the 

community groups. This recognition and resultant power has increased 

deliberative engagement, particularly within the most recent master plan process, 

and is identified to be an ongoing context for airport operations.  

• The value of engagement was identified as a value of Brisbane airport, which 

materialised through the strategies of engagement which went ‘above and 

beyond’ the mandated requirements. 

• Deliberative engagement is also driven by lessons learnt at the airport which is 

directly related to leadership, social licence, and recognition of the value of 

engagement. Historical challenges with stakeholders and poor integration has 

improved through more deliberative strategies employed by the airport and this 

is recognised by all external stakeholders as an improved context. 

Düsseldorf 

• Deliberative engagement at Düsseldorf Airport is less impacted by leadership 

than Brisbane and Vancouver, as a result of the governance structure. There is 

little drive or influence direct from one person, however the current leadership is 

seen to have a more strategic, inclusive perspective of the value of engagement. 

• There is a recognition that social licence is an unavoidable context of 

contemporary airport planning. However, despite the deliberative engagement 

practices in place, social licence at the airport remains a challenge. 

• The airport recognises the value of engagement and has increase deliberative 

engagement as a result, particularly through the opening of the ‘neighbourhood 

office’ with the intent of increased transparency and approachability. 

• Historical lessons are a significant consideration at Düsseldorf and motivation 

for deliberative engagement. Regulatory structures develop several decades ago 

remain in force and continue to impact engagement with external stakeholders. 

Vancouver 

• Vancouver International Airport has historically and continues to adopted 

deliberative engagement practise as a result of leadership at the airport. 

Leadership is elected by the Board and the Board is representative of a broad 

range of community members. As such, there leadership encourages engagement 

which goes beyond the mandated requirements.  

• The recognition of social licence motivates deliberative engagement practices at 

the airport and this is often seen as a having a correlation with the not-for-profit 

structure and community based Board. 

• The airport recognises engagement as ‘the right thing to do’ and sees value in 

engagement which goes beyond regulatory requirements. 

• Vancouver has not had significant historical conflict with external stakeholders, 

however practices of engagement have evolved based on specific developments 

or projects and the lessons learnt as a result.   

 

A full cross tabulation of research key findings is provided in Appendix I.
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Chapter 10: Conclusion 

10.1 OVERVIEW 

This chapter provides an overview of the outcomes of this thesis through the 

sequential presentation of responses to each research question and objective. The 

chapter outlines how the research addresses the research aims and contributes to theory 

and knowledge gaps outlined in chapters 2 and 3. The conceptual framework and the 

application of the research methods outlined in chapter 4 are reviewed and 

summarised, drawing on evidence from chapters 5, through to 9. The chapter 

concludes with an overview of the challenges and limitations faced within the research 

process, the contributions made to the literature and practice, and recommendations 

for further research. 

10.2 SUMMARY OF RESEARCH THEMES AND PROBLEM 

The changing role of airports has resulted in an increase in neoliberal influences 

at airports, particularly through privatisation and reregulation (Baker & Freestone, 

2012; Freestone, et al., 2011). Concurrently, the increased expectations of society for 

transparency and engagement are evident in planning research and practice, supported 

by communicative planning theory (Healey, 1998a; Innes & Booher, 1999). This 

research addresses a number of gaps within these two core frameworks of literature.  

The influence of neoliberalism on airport planning and engagement has received 

some attention in the literature, with focus on the impacts of deregulation  related to 

integration of land use planning and infrastructure, as well as the conflicts created by 

the adoption of commercial development imperatives (Baker & Freestone, 2012; 

Freestone, 2011; Stevens, et al., 2007). This research contributes to these topics, as 

well as addressing the gap on the varied privatised ownership models, as representative 

of neoliberalism, and the impacts these have on planning and engagement processes. 

General stakeholder engagements strategies employed at airports within their master 

planning, or project planning, processes also receive some attention by scholars, 

however the focus is typically limited to engagement concerned with the community 

(Hill & May, 2006; Schalk, 2010). This research presents results which expand on this 

knowledge, considering all key external stakeholder groups within the airport 

institution. There is debate that neoliberalism has inherently negative impacts on 
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engagement (Harvey, 2005; Healey, 2006a; Hooper & Rawson, 2012; Roy, 2015), 

however the realities of this context in an airport planning environment has received 

little investigation within the literature to date. This is addressed by this research.  

10.3 SUMMARY OF RESEARCH FINDINGS: ANSWERING THE 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

Through the adoption of a mixed methods research approach, this study 

addresses two key research questions. A summary of the answers to these research 

questions, and entailed objectives, is outlined below.  

1. How does airport planning integrate stakeholder engagement? 

This research has found that international airport planning integrates stakeholder 

engagement within the planning frameworks. In fulfilling the objectives, below, the 

way in which this is materialised has been determined and evaluated. 

a. Determine the historical context of airports and how this impacts 

airport planning and stakeholder engagement 

In order to understand the modern context of airport planning, there is a necessity 

to review the historical evolution. There are evident impacts that each case study 

airports historical evolution has on airport planning and stakeholder engagement 

strategies. These have materialised in significant regulatory changes, legal 

proceedings, leadership change, and cultural and political contextual influences. The 

historical evolution of an airport is undeniably influential on the current institutional 

arrangements and helps to understand the reasons for the contemporary structures. 

b. Determine the governance and regulatory frameworks defining airport 

planning and stakeholder engagement processes 

Governance and regulatory frameworks defining airport planning processes vary 

significantly across the case studies. Typically, regulation for airspace and airside 

aspects is either regulated by the federal government, or delegated to another 

government agency. The regulation for land use planning was dependent on the 

governance frameworks established. The entire airport site (airside and landside) is 

regulated at a federal level in the Brisbane and Vancouver airports. In contrast, 

landside regulation at Düsseldorf is defined within the local planning regulations. 

Regulation of noise impacts crossed airport site boundaries and was typically regulated 
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by the federal government, but implemented by the local government at land use level. 

The frameworks influencing each airport institutional environment has direct and 

apparent impacts on the airport planning and stakeholder engagement processes.  

c. Evaluate the cultural and contextual impacts on airport planning and 

stakeholder engagement. 

Neoliberalism and deliberative democracy are the main contemporary influences 

on planning and engagement at the case study airports. The findings with regard to 

these contextual influences support the existing literature claiming the influences of 

neoliberalism and deliberative democracy. However, these influences were not 

entirely contradictory and the influence of these factors was mitigated through internal 

corporate governance measures at the airports. 

2. How do airport operators engage with their external stakeholders? 

Airports have context specific means of engaging with stakeholders that are both 

mandated and voluntary. The mechanisms and drivers for this engagement, at an 

operational level, were found in responding to the research objectives, below. 

a. Identify mechanisms of stakeholder engagement employed by airports 

Mechanisms of engagement were found to be both mandated and voluntary 

across all three case studies. Committee structures were identified as a common 

mechanism across the case studies, and also within the surveyed airports. These were 

typically mandated. Other mandated mechanisms of engagement identified included 

the requirement for noise compensation, memorandums of agreement, and 

consultation requirements within specific strategic planning or development projects. 

Voluntary engagement mechanisms included a dedicated office within the airport for 

engagement and communication, informal ongoing dialogues with stakeholders, the 

provision of aircraft noise management online, and meeting the demands of organised 

community groups. 

b. Understand the operational drivers for stakeholder engagement. 

This research has found that the operational drivers for stakeholder engagement 

are both a result of the broader influences permeating the operational environmental, 

as well as internal institutional drivers. An inevitable driver of engagement is the 

regulatory requirements. This mandated context is supported by non-mandatory 
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engagement strategies and mechanisms, which are driven by airport leadership, social 

licence, the recognition of the value of engagement, and the result of reflection on 

historical lessons. Some operational drivers were identified to reflect the broader 

influential factors influencing airport planning processes, particularly the recognition 

of social licence. Significantly, drivers of engagement were reasonably comparable 

across the case study airports. 

10.4 SIGNIFICANCE OF THE RESEARCH 

This dissertation makes significant contributions to governance and planning 

theories, as well as important practical and empirical contributions. The research 

adopts a novel evaluative approach across three complex case studies. The 

contributions are summarised below.  

10.4.1 Theoretical significance 

This study contributes to three key areas of theory: neoliberalism, deliberative 

democracy, and new institutionalism. The contribution of this research is not only to 

each area individually, rather the relationships occurring between the three within a 

complex planning context. Neoliberal ideologies are now dominant and practiced, at 

least in part, across the world stage, including the United States, Australasia, Europe, 

and Asia (Harvey, 2005). Airport governance and planning have been directly 

impacted by the global shift toward neoliberal institutional reforms but has received 

comparatively little investigation. This research contributes specifically to the 

literature by reviewing the impacts of neoliberal ideologies on airport governance and 

planning. Deliberative democracy is theory, derived mostly from the political science 

literature, which has evolved to become a core component of planning theory, 

particularly reflected in the ideas of communicative planning (Sager, 2002). This 

research contributes to the body of literature which identifies the relationships and 

influences between neoliberal ideologies and communicative planning processes.  

Despite the seemingly global phenomenon of neoliberalism, it is important to 

note that neoliberalism cannot exist separately to the institutional differences and 

specific histories of each context in which it exists (Peck, et al., 2013). New 

institutionalism, particularly historical institutionalism, has recently been 

acknowledged as a theoretical foundation for evaluative frameworks in comparative 

planning studies. Historical institutionalism is a “young” body of literature, with 
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limited empirical application in planning research, and no “apparent” use in the airport 

planning and governance field. This study contributes a novel approach by adopting 

historical institutionalism as the lens to comparatively evaluate international airport 

planning processes. 

10.4.2 Applied significance 

This research provides practitioners and regulators with an in depth comparative 

review of international airport planning processes. A broad representation of the 

perceptions of airport stakeholder engagement strategies provides an accurate 

understanding of their impact. Through the identification of common challenges and 

strategies within international airport planning processes, this research identifies 

opportunities for airport operators to improve their stakeholder relationships and 

potentially improve integration. This is relevant not only for the case study airports, 

but also for airports within the same, or similar, regulatory frameworks. Furthermore, 

this improved understanding provides significant contributions to policy makers with 

regard to the impact governance and regulatory frameworks have on stakeholder 

engagement strategies and outcomes. The detailed international comparison of 

regulatory environments and the impact that these structures have on airport 

integration provides policy makers with a frame of reference for potential policy 

reviews. 

10.4.3 Empirical significance  

This research contributes to the overall body of airport planning literature 

through the combination of economic, political science, and urban planning 

approaches.  

The research strengthens the connections between literature on airport 

governance, airport planning processes, and stakeholder engagement strategies. This 

research will establish empirical research which identifies drivers of the stakeholder 

engagement and hurdles that are encountered – an area of stakeholder research 

acknowledged to be underdeveloped (Lindgreen, Kotler, & Vanhamme, 2012). 

This research is empirically significant given the complexity of contexts 

explored. In addition to the international context, the research presents a comparison 

of varying language and cultural contexts within comparable review structures.  
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Lastly, the extensive amount and range of data collected for this research is 

noteworthy. A significant number of interviews in each case study supported by an 

international survey, present a strong empirical contribution to the knowledge in this 

field. 

10.5 RESEARCH CHALLENGES AND LIMITATIONS 

The research was not without challenges or limitations; a number of which were 

largely inherent given the international context of the research. The following 

challenges and limitations are outlined. 

10.5.1 Research challenges 

The first challenge was developing the conceptual framework. The research on 

airport planning is limited, despite the significance and practical relevance of the topic. 

In order to produce a research framework which encapsulated all the various aspects 

of airport planning and apply that within various cultural environments, a broad range 

of literature had to be sourced. Using an inductive method allowed for the framework 

to be revised throughout the process. This challenge was overcome through constant 

review and reconsideration of the conceptual framework based on the document 

review and interview data. 

The second and perhaps most significant challenge, was the language barrier. 

The researcher has limited written, spoken, and reading German language skills. With 

support from colleagues at the University of Cologne (Germany) the relevant German 

text and interview data was translated to the best of the researcher’s ability where 

necessary. In addition, colleagues from the University were able to attend some 

interviews when a participant informed the researcher in advance of limited English 

skills. In some instances, for general information provided on a website, Google 

Translate was utilised to gather an initial understanding. If further clarification was 

required, colleagues from the University of Cologne assisted. With regard to the online 

survey, two colleagues from Germany assisted in translation. The survey was first 

translated by a colleague in the social sciences in Germany and reviewed by the 

researcher with some further clarification required. The survey was then sent to a 

colleague in the airport research field in Germany to ensure research specific 

terminology was correctly translated. The language barrier was addressed as much as 
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possible, but it is acknowledged that a comparative level of detail may not have been 

reached across all three case studies, despite best efforts in doing so.  

Another challenge, typical to social science research, was the critique of 

qualitative case study methods. As it is often seen as descriptive and lacking rigour, 

the research overcame this through three key means. First, a multiple case study 

approach was adopted; second, significant amounts of interview data has been 

collected across a wide range of stakeholders; and third, an online survey was 

conducted to support findings (acknowledged to be only from one stakeholder 

perspective). 

This dissertation covers a large scope and contains significant amounts of data 

and theoretical concepts. Efforts have been made to reduce the scope to enable a more 

in-depth investigation of certain elements. The complexity and scale of this research 

have resulted in ongoing challenges for the researcher. These have been addressed to 

the authors’ best ability.  

10.5.2 Research limitations  

There was one key limitation that could not be overcome within the timeframe 

of this thesis – access to all relevant documents or feasibility in translating documents. 

It was originally intended to code documents alongside interview data. Due to the lack 

of comparable document quality and quantity, it was decided not to thematic analyse 

in a way that would falsely present the analysis as an equal comparison. Instead, a 

document review was conducted of those documents seen pertinent to this research 

and was not subject to a thematic, or coded, analysis. 

The conceptual framework has been applied to three specific contexts. The 

importance of context in this research means that it cannot be applied in a generalised 

manner across every airport context. Though the survey was conducted to allow for 

some broader generalisation, the generalisability of the detailed interview outcomes is 

limited 

Every effort was made to include all key stakeholder groups within each case 

study airport context; however, a notable absence in this is the community groups in 

Vancouver. Participants maintained that there were no active community groups 

relating to the airport and no referrals were provided. Although the impacts of this gap 
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are seen to be minimised by the wide ranging consultation with other external 

stakeholders, it is a limitation that should be acknowledged.  

 Brussels Airport was originally a fourth case study. In order to fully understand 

the planning process at Brussels Airport, three languages were required: French, 

Flemish, and English. Often these texts were not accompanied by an English 

translation. In addition, initial discussions with airport operators and federal 

government agencies identified a very complex regulatory framework for airport 

planning processes. Given the already complex research design, Brussels Airport was 

discarded as a case study due to these complexities. 

10.6 RECOMMENDATIONS  

This research has addressed some complexities of modern airport planning 

through the adoption of specific conceptual and analytical approaches. The results 

provide the following recommendations for practice and research which can build on 

the findings from this thesis.  

10.6.1 Recommendations for policy and practice 

This research has identified specific ownership models to be more influential on 

deliberative engagement strategies than others. Ownership structures which are not a 

combination of public and private interests have been seen to reduce conflict and 

improve integration between the airport and their city contexts. It is recommended that 

policy makers investigate the adoption of wholly private, or not-profit-structure to 

operate airports. The not-for-profit structure was found to have particularly evident 

positive influences.  

The creation of regulated engagement practices at the establishment of a 

privatised airport institution has the potential to establish a positive path of engagement 

for the institution. Although mandated engagement strategies were not identified as 

necessarily the most influential on stakeholder perceptions, the existing structures 

from institutional inception was identified to have positive impacts on the evolution of 

the airport. It is recommended that structures be set up at the establishment of airport 

institutions. There would also be benefit in establishing these structures within existing 

institutions.  
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10.6.2 Recommendations for further research 

The scope of this research is focused on the planning processes of airports within 

their institutional environments. It is designed to establish an understanding of the 

institutional environments, rather than one particularly organisation or stakeholder 

group within. This research could be supplement by an evaluation combining the 

newest branch of new institutionalism, discursive institutionalism, to recognise 

endogenous change by infusing ‘structures’ with ‘agency’ and focusing on the ideas 

of real actors to help explain change and continuity in institutions, both at critical 

junctures and incrementally. This is perhaps the most suitable method for 

incorporating both structure and agency in an evaluation of airport planning processes 

across time.  

There are several approaches in which this research can be applied across 

different contexts to better understand airport planning complexities internationally. 

The conceptual framework can be applied to other models of airport ownership, for 

example a wholly public entity. The way in which this different ownership context 

interprets the external influences of neoliberalism and deliberative democracy may 

vary to this study and provide additional insights for research and practice. The 

research could also be applied outside of a democratic, Anglo-Saxon culture in order 

to establish a more in-depth understanding of the influence of socio-political and 

cultural contexts. 

This research has focused on aircraft noise and the impacts it has on land use, 

and resultant stakeholder engagement. There are conflicts within the dynamic of local 

government, federal regulators, market influences, and airport operators when 

investigating this issue. Further research may shift the focus to the land use 

implications of airspace design and safety requirements for obstacles and visual 

impairments on flight paths.  

The interviews and survey identified an unexpected relationship between the 

airlines and the airports with regard to stakeholder engagement in their planning 

processes. Airlines were not originally considered to be a stakeholder in this research 

given their assumed limited influence on land use planning issues. Further research 

should explore these relationships in order to establish the influence and involvement 

airlines have. 
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10.7 CONCLUDING COMMENTS 

Airports operate within contextually bound institutional frameworks whose 

planning processes are influenced by both internal and external factors. Mechanisms 

of stakeholder engagement strategies are driven by the broader influences, as well as 

operational drivers which are context specific. A corporation may not have a legal 

obligation to act responsibly, but as the literature suggests, and as evidenced in the 

case studies, incorporating reasonable stakeholder engagement practices will assist in 

reducing stakeholder issues and result in short and long term benefits - not only 

financially, but also the corporation’s social and environmental reputation. The case 

study airports have demonstrated the capacity to evolve within the contemporary 

airport planning context, adapting to societal norms. 

It is important for policy makers and regulators to consider the impact of 

effective stakeholder engagement strategies when reviewing or establishing 

institutional frameworks for airports. Establishing a continual dialogue with all 

stakeholders is crucial if there is to be comprehensive integration between the airport 

and its surrounds and to effectively manage aircraft noise. The potential negative 

impacts of neoliberalism on stakeholder communication can be mitigated, or 

minimised through deliberative engagement. When implemented effectively, 

stakeholder engagement strategies have the potential to directly benefit the airports 

operations through reduction in conflict, improved integration with the surrounds, and 

to ensure a social licence to operate is granted.  
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Chapter 12: Appendices 

APPENDIX A: GLOSSARY 

Airport planning 

For the purposes of this research, airport planning is described as the process of 

planning for an airport, inception, production, and implementation of the adopted 

planning mechanism, such as a master plan, within the predefined governance context. 

Airport institution 

This study considers the ‘airport institution’ as the multifaceted context which 

comprises of a complex network of organisations and actors that have evolved over 

extended periods of time as a result of both significant events of change and 

incremental change. The institutions reflect horizontal and vertical relationships 

between stakeholder groups identified as organisations within the ‘airport institution’, 

including all levels of government, the community, industry bodies, and the airport.  

Airside 

‘Airside’ refers to the areas of the airport accessibility and utilised by aircraft, 

including the runways, taxiways, and aprons. 

Governance 

The increased adoption of neoliberal derived strategies for management and 

operation of airports globally has furthered the complexities of airport governance. To 

ensure inclusion, a broad understanding of the term ‘governance’ is adopted. The 

airport governance context, as it is intended here, refers to: the airport ownership 

structure, corporate governance, and management strategies.  

Landside 

‘Landside’ refers to areas of the airport site which are not required for airport 

operations or airport accessibility, including retail, commercial and industrial zones, 

carparks, roads, and public transport networks. 

Stakeholder  

A stakeholder in the airport planning context and this research is any person or 

group who is seen to have an interest or stake in the airports operations and planning. 
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This includes all regulating bodies, non-regulatory government agencies nearby or 

adjoining the airport, community individuals or groups, industry representative 

groups, and the broader public.   
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APPENDIX B: RESEARCH RECRUITMENT EMAIL 

 



  

Appendices 

 Page 343 

APPENDIX C: PARTICIPATION INFORMATION SHEET AND CONSENT 

FORM 
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APPENDIX D: INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

Airport authority stakeholders 

• Can you describe your current position at this airport and what type of 

work you do? Have you worked in different positions at this airport or in 

other airports? 

• Can you describe which stage of planning for the airport you are involved 

in? For example, initial consultation with the community, producing 

draft airport plans; or working on or producing the final airport plan; or 

making sure the plan is implemented on the ground as intended. 

• Based on your experience, either in your current role or a previous role, 

were you required to follow any specific direction from the local plan or 

consult with the city authority? How do you believe this impacted the 

planning process? Similarly, was there any specific direction from state 

or federal plans? Are there any other contractual arrangements that are in 

place that affect the planning process?  

• My research has a focus on integration. Can you tell me how you would 

define/interpret integration in the airport planning process? 

• With regard to this policy level integration, are you aware of any 

strategies in place that proactively promote integration of the airport 

planning within the policy framework? If so, who/what organisations are 

responsible for this approach?  

• How well do you think the airport integrates within it surrounds? For 

example how the land uses on the boundaries of the airport site and city 

boundaries meet; or how the transport networks flow between the airport 

site and the city boundaries; or how environmental impacts such as noise 

are managed. 

• With regard to this integration on the ground, are you aware of any 

strategies in place that proactively improve this integration of the airport 

within the city? If so, who/what organisations are responsible for this 

approach?  
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• What do you believe are the main influencing factors on integration, 

either negatively or positively? For example political pressure, 

regulatory requirements, historical relationships of the airport, 

community support or opposition. 

• When I refer to stakeholder engagement, what does this mean to you? 

• Do you involve residents surrounding the airport or community 

organisations in your planning process?  If yes, can you please explain 

their involvement? Is this a regulatory requirement, or a voluntary 

practice by the airport? 

• Do you involve the local, state, of federal government in your planning 

process? If yes, can you please explain their involvement? Is this a 

regulatory requirement, or a voluntary practice by the airport? 

• Are there any other groups or individuals that you think important in your 

airport planning process? What type of role do they play, for example, 

do you just need to inform them or do they actively participate in 

meetings? Do they have much influence on your planning process? 

• Did you encounter any problems when you tried to involve the 

community or government or other groups? If yes, how did you 

overcome this? If no, why do you think this was relatively easy for you? 

Was it the result of specific strategies?  

• What do you believe are the major areas of conflict with those affected 

by the airport planning process? For example noise issues with the 

community, integration of transport infrastructure with government or 

private entities. At what stage of the planning process do you most 

experience this? 

• Are there any other comments you would like to make that you believe 

are important for my research? 

• Do you have any questions about this interview? 

 

Community stakeholders 
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• Can I start by asking how you are involved with the airport and main 

reason for this? How long have you been involved for? If it’s a negative 

involvement, what is the main issue you have with the airport?  

• Can you describe which stage of planning for the airport you are involved 

in? For example, initial consultation in the first stages of developing a 

plan, the reviewing of draft plans for public comment; or production of 

the final airport plan; or after the plan has been approved and is 

implemented.  

• My research has a focus on integration. Can you tell me how you would 

define/interpret integration in the airport planning process? 

• Are you aware of any strategies the airport has in place that proactively 

promote its integration within its surrounds? For example to deal with 

how the land uses on the boundaries of the airport site and city boundaries 

meet; or how the transport networks flow between the airport site and the 

city boundaries; or how environmental impacts such as noise are 

managed. If you have personal experience in this, can you your 

experience? Do you know if this is a voluntary practice, or is it a 

requirement by legislation? 

• What do you believe are the main influencing factors on the airport 

integrating in such a way, either negatively or positively? For example 

political pressure, regulatory requirements, historical relationships of the 

airport, community support or opposition. 

• When I refer to stakeholder engagement, what does this mean to you? 

• Are you aware of any strategies the airport has in place to involve the 

community in their planning process? Can you please explain them? Do 

you know if this is a voluntary practice, or is it a requirement by 

legislation? 

• In your opinion, has the airport been successful in their involvement or 

engagement with the community? 

• What do you believe are the main influencing factors on the success or 

failure of community engagement practices? 
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• Do you have any contact with other stakeholders in the airport planning 

process? For example: the municipality, the state government, the federal 

government, or other groups. 

• Are there any other comments you would like to make that you believe 

are important for my research? 

• Do you have any questions about this interview? 

Local, state, and federal government stakeholders 

• Can you describe your current involvement with the airport and what 

type of work you do? Have you had other roles which were involved with 

the airport previously? 

• Can you describe which stage of planning for the airport you are involved 

in? For example, initial consultation with the community, the production 

of draft plans; or production of the final airport plan; or making sure the 

plan is implemented on the ground as intended. Is this in a regulatory 

capacity or as a stakeholder involved in the process?  

• My research has a focus on integration. Can you tell me how you would 

define/interpret integration in the airport planning process? 

• With regard to policy level integration, are you aware of any strategies 

in place that proactively promote integration of the airport planning 

within the policy framework? If so, who/what organisations are 

responsible for this approach?  

• Based on your experience, either in your current role or a previous role, 

how well do you believe the airport integrates within its surrounding 

municipality/state on a policy level? And how well do you believe the 

airport integrates spatially (i.e. on the ground)? 

• Are you aware of any strategies the airport has in place that proactively 

improve integration, either spatially or in policy?  

• What do you believe are the main influencing factors on integration, 

either negatively or positively? 

• When I refer to stakeholder engagement, what does this mean to you? 
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• Are you aware of any strategies the airport has in place to engage with 

the *local, state, federal* government? Can you please explain them? Do 

you believe they are a regulatory requirement, or a voluntary strategy by 

the airport? 

• In your opinion, has the airport been successful in their engagement with 

your organisation? 

• What do you believe are the main influencing factors on the success or 

failure of stakeholder engagement practices? 

• Do you have any contact with other stakeholders in the airport planning 

process? For example the other levels of government, the community, or 

external consultancies? 

• Are there any other comments you would like to make that you believe 

are important for my research? 

• Do you have any questions about this interview? 

Regulating body 

• Can you describe your current involvement with the airport and what 

type of work you do? Have you had other roles which were involved with 

the airport previously? 

• Can you describe which stage of planning for the airport you are involved 

in? For example, consulting with the community, the production of draft 

plans; or production of the final airport plan; or making sure the plan is 

implemented on the ground as intended. Is this in a regulatory capacity 

or one stakeholder involved in the process?  

• My research has a focus on integration. Can you tell me how you would 

define/interpret integration in the airport planning process? 

• With regard to this policy level integration, are you aware of any 

strategies in place that proactively promote integration of the airport 

planning within the policy framework? If so, who/what organisations are 

responsible for this approach?  
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• Based on your experience, either in your current role or a previous role, 

how well do you believe the airport integrates within its surrounding 

municipality/state on a policy level? And how well do you believe the 

airport integrates spatially (i.e. on the ground)? 

• Are you aware of any strategies the airport has in place that proactively 

improve integration, either spatially or in policy?  

• What do you believe are the main influencing factors on integration, 

either negatively or positively? 

• When I refer to stakeholder engagement, what does this mean to you? 

• Are you aware of any strategies the airport has in place to engage with 

the *local, state, federal* government? Can you please explain them? Do 

you believe they are a regulatory requirement, or a voluntary strategy by 

the airport? 

• In your opinion, has the airport been successful in their engagement with 

your organisation? 

• What do you believe are the main influencing factors on the success or 

failure of stakeholder engagement practices? 

• Do you have any contact with other stakeholders in the airport planning 

process? For example the other levels of government, the community, or 

external consultancies? 

• Are there any other comments you would like to make that you believe 

are important for my research? 

• Do you have any questions about this interview? 

Other external stakeholders 

• Can I start by asking how you are involved in *airport name* planning 

process? How long have you been involved for? 

• Can you tell me what stage of airport planning you are involved in? For 

example, preliminary planning, plan making, or implementation of the 

plan? 
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• My research has a focus on integration. Can you tell me how you would 

define/interpret integration in the airport planning process? 

• Based on your experience, either in your current role or a previous role, 

how well do you believe the airport integrates within its surrounding 

municipality on a policy level? And how well do you believe the airport 

integrates spatially (i.e. on the ground)? 

• Are you aware of any strategies the airport has in place that proactively 

promote its integration within its surrounds? For example to deal with 

how the land uses on the boundaries of the airport site and city boundaries 

meet; or how the transport networks flow between the airport site and the 

city boundaries; or how environmental impacts such as noise are 

managed. If you have personal experience in this, can you your 

experience? Do you know if this is a voluntary practice, or is it a 

requirement by legislation? 

• What do you believe are the main influencing factors on integration, 

either negatively or positively? 

• When I refer to stakeholder engagement, what does this mean to you? 

• Are you aware of any strategies the airport has in place to engage with 

groups such as yourself? Can you please explain them? Do you believe 

they are a regulatory requirement, or a voluntary strategy by the airport? 

• In your opinion, has the airport been successful in their engagement with 

your organisation? 

• What do you believe are the main influencing factors on the success or 

failure of stakeholder engagement practices? 

• What do you believe are the major areas of conflict with any of your 

stakeholder groups in your airports planning process? At what stage of 

the planning process do you most experience this? 

• Do you have any contact with other stakeholders in the airport planning 

process? For example the community, the government, or other external 

consultancies? 
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• Are there any other comments you would like to make that you believe 

are important for my research? 

• Do you have any questions about this interview? 
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APPENDIX E: INTERVIEW IDENTIFIERS AND CATEGORIES 

Table 12-1: Brisbane International Airport interview identifiers and categories 

Brisbane International Airport 

Interview identifier Participant category 

B1 Airport representative 

B2 Airport representative 

B3 Airport representative 

B4 Airport representative 

B5 Airport representative 

B6 Airport representative 

B7 Community representative 

B8 Community representative 

B9 Regulatory body representative 

B10 Regulatory body representative 

B11 Regulatory body representative 

B12 State government representative 

B13 State government representative 

B14 State government representative 

B15 Local government representative 

B16 Local government representative 

B17 Industry group representative 

 

Table 12-2: Düsseldorf Airport interview identifiers and categories 

Düsseldorf Airport 

Interview identifier Participant category 

D1 Airport representative 

D2 Airport representative 

D3 Airport representative 

D4 Airport representative 
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D5 Community representative 

D6 Regulatory body representative 

D7 Regulatory body representative 

D8 Federal-state government  representative 

D9 Regional government representative 

D10 Local government representative 

D11 Local government representative 

D12 Local government representative 

D13 Local government representative 

D14 Industry group representative 

 

Table 12-3: Vancouver International Airport interview identifiers and categories 

Vancouver International Airport 

Interview identifier Participant category 

Y1 Airport representative 

Y2 Airport representative 

Y3 Airport representative 

Y4 Airport representative 

Y5 Airport representative 

Y6 Airport representative 

Y7 Airport representative 

Y8 Airport representative 

Y9 Regulatory body representative 

Y10 Regional government representative 

Y11 Local government representative 

Y12 Local government representative 

Y13 Local government representative 

Y14 Local government representative 

Y15 Industry group representative 
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Y16 Industry group representative 
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APPENDIX F: ONLINE QUESTIONNAIRE SURVEY  
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APPENDIX G: POLICY AND PRACTICE REVIEW DOCUMENTS 

Table 12-4: Brisbane International Airport policy and practice review documents 

Brisbane International Airport 

Publisher Year  Title Type of document 

Commonwealth 

government 
1996 The Airports Act Regulation/legislation 

Commonwealth 

government 
1988 Civil Aviation Act Regulation/legislation 

Commonwealth 

government 
1998 

Civil Aviation Safety 

Regulations 
Regulation/legislation 

Commonwealth 

government 
2003 Manual of Standards Regulation/legislation 

Commonwealth 

government 
2011 Aviation White Paper Regulation/legislation 

Commonwealth 

government 
1996 

Airports (Building Control) 

Regulations 
Regulation/legislation 

Commonwealth 

government 
2015 Australian Standard AS2021 Regulation/legislation 

Queensland government 2009 Sustainable Planning Act Regulation/legislation 

Queensland government 2009 SPA Regulation Regulation/legislation 

Queensland government 2016 Planning Act Regulation/legislation 

Queensland government 2016 State Planning Policy 
Planning instruments 

and/or policies 

Queensland government 2009 SEQ Regional Plan 
Planning instruments 

and/or policies 

Queensland government 2017 ShapingSEQ 
Planning instruments 

and/or policies 

Brisbane City Council 2014 Brisbane City Plan 
Planning instruments 

and/or policies 

Brisbane Airport 

Corporation 
2009 Brisbane Airport Master Plan 

Airport planning 

document and/or strategy 

Brisbane Airport 

Corporation 
2014 Brisbane Airport Master Plan 

Airport planning 

document and/or strategy 

Brisbane Airport 

Corporation 
2007 NPR Major Development Plan 

Airport planning 

document and/or strategy 

Brisbane Airport 

Corporation 
2017 BACACG Minutes 

Stakeholder engagement 

documentation 
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Brisbane Airport 

Corporation 
2012 

Above and beyond: working 

together to manage aircraft 

noise at Brisbane Airport 

Noise management 

policies and planning 

instruments 

 

Table 12-5: Düsseldorf Airport policy and practice review documents 

Düsseldorf Airport 

Publisher Year  Title Type of document 

Bundesrepublik 1997 Raumordnungsgesetz Regulation/legislation 

Bundesrepublik 1960 Baugesetzbuch Regulation/legislation 

Bundesrepublik 2003 Landesplanungsgesetz Regulation/legislation 

Bundesrepublik 1922 Luftverkehrsgesetz Regulation/legislation 

Bundesrepublik 1977 Verwaltungsverfahrensgesetz Regulation/legislation 

Bundesrepublik 1971 Gesetz zum Schutz gegen Fluglärm Regulation/legislation 

Bundesland 2011 
Fluglärmschutzverordnung 

Düsseldorf  
Regulation/legislation 

Oberverwaltungsgericht 1965 Angerlandvergleich Regulation/legislation 

Bundesland 2016 
Landesentwicklungsplan 

Nordrhein-Westfalen 

Planning instruments 

and/or policies 

Bezirksregierung 

Düsseldorf 
2016 Regionalplan 

Planning instruments 

and/or policies 

Stadt Düsseldorf 2017 Flächennutzungsplan 
Planning instruments 

and/or policies 

Stadt Düsseldorf 2009 Düsseldorf 2020+ 
Planning instruments 

and/or policies 

Flughafen Düsseldorf 

GmbH 
2012 Düsseldorf Airport Master Plan 

Airport planning 

document and/or strategy 

Flughafen Düsseldorf 

GmbH 
2014 Schallschutzprogramm  

Noise management 

policies and planning 

instruments 

 

Table 12-6: Vancouver International Airport policy and practice review documents 

Vancouver International Airport 

Publisher Year  Title Type of document 

Federal government  1980 
Vancouver International 

Airport Zoning Regulations 
Regulation/legislation 

Federal government  1992 Richmond Accord Regulation/legislation 
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Federal government  1992 
Aviation Services and 

Facilities Agreement 
Regulation/legislation 

Federal government  1992 Ground Lease Regulation/legislation 

Federal government  1985 Aeronautics Act  Regulation/legislation 

Federal government  2003 Community Charter  Regulation/legislation 

Federal government  2014 
Land Use In The Vicinity Of 

Aerodromes (TP1247) 
Regulation/legislation 

Federal government  2017 
Canadian Aviation 

Regulations  
Regulation/legislation 

Government of British 

Columbia 
2015 Local Government Act Regulation/legislation 

Government of British 

Columbia 
2010 

Greater Vancouver Regional 

District Regional Growth 

Strategy Bylaw Number 1136 

Planning instruments and/or 

policies 

City of Richmond 2012 Official Community Plan 
Planning instruments and/or 

policies 

City of Richmond 2013 
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 

8500 

Planning instruments and/or 

policies 

Vancouver Airport 

Authority 
1992 

Land Development and 

Construction By-Law 

Planning instruments and/or 

policies 

Vancouver Airport 

Authority 
2007 YVR: Your Airport 2027 

Airport planning document 

and/or strategy 

Vancouver Airport 

Authority 
2007 Land use plan 2027 

Airport planning document 

and/or strategy 

Vancouver Airport 

Authority 
2017 Flight Plan 2037  

Airport planning document 

and/or strategy 

Vancouver Airport 

Authority 
2017 Land use plan 2027 

Airport planning document 

and/or strategy 

Vancouver Airport 

Authority 
2017 

Aeronautical Noise 

Management Committee 

minutes 

Noise management policies 

and planning instruments 
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APPENDIX H: CASE STUDY TERMS OF REFERENCE 

The following table presents the terms of reference adopted for the government 

levels across each case study. 

Australia Canada Germany17 
Generic 

Commonwealth 

government 
Federal government Bundesregierung  

National 

government 

State government 
Provincial 

government 

Landesregierung (Federal 

State) 
State government 

Regional government 
Regional 

government 
Bezirksregierung 

Regional 

government 

Local government Municipality  

Kommune (Community) 

Kreisfreie Städte (Urban 

District) 

Local government 

Community Community Citizens Community 

 

 

                                                      

 

17 German terms vary depending on the context. Those represented in this study are 

relevant to the case study environment. 
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APPENDIX I: CROSS TABULATION SUMMARY TABLES 

 Case study comparison 

Research objectives Brisbane International Airport Düsseldorf Airport Vancouver International Airport 

1. How does airport planning integrate stakeholder engagement? 

1a) Determine the historical 

context of airports and 

how this impacts airport 

planning and stakeholder 

engagement. 

• Path dependency is not apparent in the 

Brisbane case study. The significant 

alterations and evolution of the 

institutional context is not reflective of 

true path dependency.   

• A critical juncture was evident in the 

Brisbane case study at the time of 

privatisation which altered the 

institutional context of the airport and 

relationships with stakeholders. 

• Institutional displacement, as a form of 

incremental change, is apparent in the 

Brisbane case study at the time of the 

critical juncture of privatisation. 

Institutional layering consistently 

occurs with regulatory amendments 

and updates, for example with the 

Aviation White Paper and resulting 

legislative amendments. Conversion is 

also apparent in the Brisbane case 

study and is largely a result of the 

change in leadership, particularly with 

regard to stakeholder engagement.  

• True path dependency is not apparent in 

the Düsseldorf case study as the 

institutional context has evolved over 

time. 

• A critical juncture was evident in the 

Düsseldorf case study at the time of 

privatisation. This event altered the 

regulatory and operational context of 

the airport and relationships with 

stakeholders. 

• Incremental change, particularly 

resulting from transaction costs, is 

evident within the Düsseldorf 

institutional framework. Transaction 

costs have altered decisions to proceed 

with a planning step or process. 

Institutional displacement occurred in 

Düsseldorf as a result of the new 

privatised institutional framework. 

Institutional layering is evident also, 

particularly as a result of the increasing 

need for social license. Conversion is 

evident in the Düsseldorf institutional 

• Path dependency is not apparent in 

the Vancouver case study given the 

consistent evolution of the 

institutional context.   

• A critical juncture was evident in the 

Vancouver case study at the time of 

transfer to a not-for-profit 

organisation, altering the future path 

and operating environment of the 

airport.  

• Vancouver International Airport has 

evolved as a result of various forms 

on incremental change. Institutional 

displacement occurred when the 

airport was transferred. Institutional 

layering occurred in Vancouver as a 

result of a specific development 

project which offered the airport the 

opportunity to develop their own 

regulatory by-law. Institutional 

conversion occurred a result of 

continual leadership changes at 

Vancouver International Airport, 
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framework through the impact of 

leadership change, particularly with 

regard to strategic priorities of the 

airport.  

each altering the trajectory of the 

airport institution. 

 • The distribution of power in the 

Brisbane International Airport case 

study is unequal and favours the 

airport. This is largely a result of the 

regulatory framework and historical 

evolution. The airport is not subject 

to local and state government 

regulation, and there is no significant 

mandated engagement processes. 

The community has power if social 

licence is considered, and the 

political support of the airports 

development is seen to increase the 

power of the airport.  

• The distribution of power is unequal in 

the Düsseldorf Airport case study. The 

airport is the most influential 

stakeholder in the institutional 

environment. However, the structured 

and organised arrangement of groups 

has given the community power, both 

with the airport and the political 

environment.   

• Vancouver International Airport has 

the most power in the institutional 

context. The distribution of power 

favours the airport, mostly due to the 

regulatory context. The federal 

government has decision making 

power however other levels of 

government do not have direct 

influence.  

1b) Determine the governance 

and regulatory frameworks 

defining airport planning 

and stakeholder 

engagement processes. 

Federal government 

• The Airports Act 1996 

• Civil Aviation Act 1988 

• Airports (Building Control) Regulations 

1996  

• Airports (Environment Protection) 

Regulation 1997 

State government 

• No direct regulatory influence 

Federal government 

• Luftverkehrsgesetz (LuftVG) (Civil 

Aviation Act 1922) 

• Verwaltungsverfahrensgesetz (VwVfG) 

(Administrative Procedures Act) 

• Gesetz zum Schutz gegen Fluglärm 

(FluLärmG) (Aircraft Noise Act 1971) 

Federal state government 

• Fluglärmschutzverordnung Düsseldorf 

(FluLärmDüsseldV) 

Federal government 

• Aviation Services and Facilities 

Agreement  

• Ground Lease  

• Aeronautics Act 1985 

• Canadian Aviation Regulations 2017  

• The Richmond Accrod 

• Land Development and Construction 

By-Law 
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Local government 

• No direct regulatory influence 

• Landesentwicklungsplan Nordrhein-

Westfalen  

• Angerlandvergleich (Angerland contract) 

Regional government 

• Regionalplan 

Local government 

• Flächennutzungsplan 

• Baugenehmigung 

Provincial government 

• No direct regulatory influence 

Local government 

• No direct regulatory influence 

1c) Evaluate the cultural and 

contextual impacts on 

airport planning and 

stakeholder engagement. 

• Contextually, Brisbane is fortunate to be 

located on Moreton Bay which limits 

potential aircraft noise challenges.  

• Culturally, external politics are seen to 

have minimal influence on the current 

planning and engagement process. The 

historical evolution of the airport has 

evolved and improved cultural aspects 

including the leadership of the airport, 

relationships with external stakeholders, 

and the adoption of voluntary 

engagement processes. 

• Düsseldorf is directly impacted by its 

geographical context, particularly with 

regard to noise. The airport is in close 

proximity to a number of densely 

populated residential areas which in turn 

has increase noise related challenges. 

• The cultural context also has impact on 

planning and engagement at Düsseldorf 

airport. The ongoing influence that 

community groups is evidence of this. 

Further, the political environment is seen 

to impact the airport, not only within the 

operation but also within the planning 

approval process. 

• Vancouver International Airport 

appears to benefit from it’s context. 

Geographically, the airport is located 

on the water, which limits noise 

impacts.  

• Socially, there is little tension 

amongst external stakeholders and 

little negative perceptions of the 

influence of political context. 

2. How do airport operators engage with their external stakeholders? 

2a) Identify mechanisms of 

stakeholder engagement 

employed by airports  

Mandated 

• Master plan consultation  

Mandated  

• Flughafenbeirat 

Mandated 
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• Major development plan consultation 

Voluntary 

• Brisbane Airport Community Aviation 

Consultation Group  

• Brisbane Area Airport Round Table  

• Technical Noise Working Group  

• Corporate relations event 

• Above and beyond noise management 

report 

• WebTrak 

• Flughafenkommission der Stadt Ratingen 

• Fluglärm-Kommission 

• Planfeststellungsverfahren consultation  

• Noise compensation 

• Building approval (Baugenehmigung ) 

engagement 

Voluntary 

• Nachbarschaftsbüro (Neighbourhood 

Office)  

• Online aircraft noise monitoring (TraVis) 

• Bürger gegen Fluglärm 

• Aeronautical Noise Management 

Committee 

• Environmental Advisory Committee 

• Ongoing relationships as stipulated by 

the Richmond Accord 

• Ground Lease consultation 

requirements  

• Master plan consultation  

Voluntary 

• Master plan consultation  

• Flight Plan 2037 

• Community relations consultation  

• WebTrak 

2b) Understand the 

operational drivers for 

stakeholder engagement. 

 

• The impact of ownership and 

governance models is perceived to have 

a mixed impact on stakeholder 

engagement at Brisbane International 

Airport. There was some perception by 

the community stakeholders that 

privatisation had reduced the priority of 

the community’s interests. However, the 

impact of the privatised governance 

structure was seen more as an impact of 

the institutional framework rather than 

the influence of private interests. The 

private interests were also perceived by 

some external stakeholders to have a 

positive influence on engagement as the 

• The PPP model adopted in Düsseldorf 

was identified to have an impact on 

several aspects of the airport planning 

and stakeholder engagement strategies. 

The ownership and governance model is 

identified to complicate the political 

context and have a negative impact 

relationships and engagement with the 

community in particular. In contrast, the 

airport and the City of Düsseldorf 

perceive the model as beneficial for 

integration. 

• Commercial development strategies are 

limited at Düsseldorf as a result of 

• The ownership and governance model 

of Vancouver International Airport 

was directly identified to have positive 

impacts on planning and engagement 

at the airport. The required Board 

structure is seen to improve the 

stakeholder relationships and the not-

for-profit model is seen to reduce the 

motivation driven by profit by most 

external stakeholders.  

• The commercial development 

strategies at the airport have had 

negative impacts on relationships with 

some external stakeholders, however 
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private companies were seen to pay 

more consideration to engagement than 

the former federal government airport 

structure. 

• The commercial development strategies 

of Brisbane airport were identified as a 

direct, and inevitable, result of the 

privatised model of airport ownership. 

• Deregulation was identified to have an 

impact on engagement by external 

government and industry stakeholders, 

however the community did not 

acknowledge this framework. 

Regulatory isolation was identified as a 

challenge for land use planning in 

particular. 

historical decisions to sell land and 

development was not identified as a 

significant impact with external 

stakeholders currently.  

• The airport does not operate in an 

entirely isolated framework. 

Deregulation of land use planning is 

limited at Düsseldorf airport, and airside 

regulation remains the responsibility of 

the federal state. 

they have been largely improved due 

to engagement strategies. 

• Deregulation and commercial 

development is closely tied at 

Vancouver airport. Challenges 

resulting from commercial 

development are correlated to the land 

use regulatory isolation. 

 • Strategies of leadership have resulted in 

deliberative engagement to varying 

extents historically at Brisbane 

International Airport. Current leadership 

is seen to have resulted in more 

deliberative engagement and resultant 

improved relationships with external 

stakeholders. 

• There is an overall perception that the 

recognition of social licence has 

impacted the deliberate engagement 

strategies while also simultaneously 

empowering the community groups. 

This recognition and resultant power has 

increased deliberative engagement, 

particularly within the most recent 

• Deliberative engagement at Düsseldorf 

Airport is less impacted by leadership 

than Brisbane and Vancouver, as a 

result of the governance structure. There 

is little drive or influence direct from 

one person, however the current 

leadership is seen to have a more 

strategic, inclusive perspective of the 

value of engagement. 

• There is a recognition that social licence 

is an unavoidable context of 

contemporary airport planning. 

However, despite the deliberative 

engagement practices in place, social 

• Vancouver International Airport has 

historically and continues to adopted 

deliberative engagement practise as a 

result of leadership at the airport. 

Leadership is elected by the Board 

and the Board is representative of a 

broad range of community members. 

As such, there leadership encourages 

engagement which goes beyond the 

mandated requirements.  

• The recognition of social licence 

motivates deliberative engagement 

practices at the airport and this is 

often seen as a having a correlation 
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master plan process, and is identified to 

be an ongoing context for airport 

operations.  

• The value of engagement was identified 

as a value of Brisbane airport, which 

materialised through the strategies of 

engagement which went ‘above and 

beyond’ the mandated requirements. 

• Deliberative engagement is also driven 

by lessons learnt at the airport which is 

directly related to leadership, social 

licence, and recognition of the value of 

engagement. Historical challenges with 

stakeholders and poor integration has 

improved through more deliberative 

strategies employed by the airport and 

this is recognised by all external 

stakeholders as an improved context. 

licence at the airport remains a 

challenge. 

• The airport recognises the value of 

engagement and has increase 

deliberative engagement as a result, 

particularly through the opening of the 

‘neighbourhood office’ with the intent 

of increased transparency and 

approachability. 

• Historical lessons are a significant 

consideration at Düsseldorf and 

motivation for deliberative engagement. 

Regulatory structures develop several 

decades ago remain in force and 

continue to impact engagement with 

external stakeholders. 

with the not-for-profit structure and 

community based Board. 

• The airport recognises engagement as 

‘the right thing to do’ and sees value 

in engagement which goes beyond 

regulatory requirements. 

• Vancouver has not had significant 

historical conflict with external 

stakeholders, however practices of 

engagement have evolved based on 

specific developments or projects and 

the lessons learnt as a result.   
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