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Executive Summary

National aviation policies and planning regimes
throughout Europe appear overwhelmingly pre-
disposed towards unrestrained airport
development. Although environmental impact
assessments are required by law, the resulting
studies can be variable in content, tactical not
strategic in outlook, as well as difficult to
understand.

At airport level, communities and local
governments struggle to comment
knowledgeably on proposed developments and
often lack the resources to do so effectively.
Transport Ministries and Civil Aviation Authorities
constantly promote the sector’s expansion using
outdated “predict and provide” techniques.
Mitigation measures are seen as ineffective and
increasingly outpaced by growth, with
technological solutions that are designed to
reduce pollution at source struggling to cope
too.

“Predict and Provide” should be replaced by
sustainable national aviation policies with clear
short, medium and long term targets for
controlling and reducing air transport’s
environmental impacts over a 30 year timeframe.
For example, a long-term aim could be to
stabilise greenhouse gas emissions. A medium
term goal could be to achieve noise impacts
around airports that meet World Health
Organisation guidelines.

National policies in this field should form part 
of a country’s overall sustainable transport
objectives for air, road and rail and reflect
sustainable commercial and personal needs. They
should relate to climate change policies and
Kyoto targets as well.

In addition, we strongly recommend that the
policy suggestions contained in the UN World
Health Organisation’s Charter on Transport, 
Environment and Health are incorporated directly
into sustainable air transport policies.           

Once established, coherent sustainable national
policies and targets can then be translated into
airport development standards.

We also strongly support the recent Commission
of the European Communities “Air Transport and
the Environment” Communication and the U.K.
Department of the Environment, Transport and
the Region’s Aviation Policy development
programme and recommend their analyses and
processes as excellent starting points for policy
development.

And because we want urgent action taken, 
we will be formally asking all European
Governments to confirm by Autumn 2000 that
they have similar 30-year sustainable aviation
policy development initiatives underway.

Such policy frameworks should include:

- early and progressive removal of inappropriate
subsidies to the air transport sector and the
imposition of a tax on kerosene and/or
emissions charges and effective trading
schemes, and VAT on ticket sales and aircraft
purchases

- development of a 10 year programme to
transfer short haul flights of up to 1000 km on
to rail

- land-use planning policies that facilitate and
ensure the physical separation of affected
populations and airport development to reduce
noise and third party risk problems

- tough international standards for future noise
and greenhouse gas reduction at source, i.e.
airframe and aeroplane engine performance,
currently in need of urgent attention through
ICAO

- emissions from all internal and international air
transport movements and activities should be
inventoried and published by nations and clear
evidence provided of greenhouse gas
reduction performance by the air transport
sector against national and international
UNFCCC/Kyoto-derived targets

- airport-linked noise and other health impacts
should also be measured against appropriate
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international standards with greater direct
involvement and responsibility for both Health
and Environment Ministries, and Environmental
Protection Agencies in policy development, 
as well as compliance monitoring against 
standards, guidelines and targets with
mandatory legal penalties

- immediate action to significantly reduce car
dependency as a means of access to and from
airports

- clear and unambiguous statutory responsibility
for environmental protection across the sector’s
range of impacts

Although airports are perhaps the most obvious
target, airline operators and the manufacturing
sector of the industry need to accept too that air
transport’s “favoured nation” status is under a
cloud, quite literally of its own making. They
should be prepared to play their part in
comtrolling and reducing the sector’s impacts.  

The way society consumes fossil fuel powered
transport of all types simply has to change 
and the air transport industry is no exception.
Previously acceptable targets such as better fuel
efficiency per passenger kilometre and “quieter”
individual planes no longer mitigate against the
worrying pollution burden forecast growth rates
inevitably bring. The freedom we are told air
travel gives us could yet prove illusory, carrying as
it does such an unacceptably high environmental
price tag.

Third party safety

Whilst crashes with significant civilian casualties
are infrequent, most aircraft accidents occur on
take off and landing and forecasts of annual
losses from aircraft manufacturers show an
increasing upward, albeit slowly moving, trend.

Urgent reviews of third party risk around airports
should be carried out and strict land use policies
developed to reduce the numbers of people at
risk, preferably with independent Health and
Safety authorities taking the leading role.

A three zone policy with land use restrictions
applied to domestic and commercial
development and transport links based on
rigorous risk assessment, consequence and cost
benefit analysis, including societal risk, should
underpin PSZ policy development. 

Wherever major terminal, runway or other
capacity enhancing developments trigger
environmental impact assessments, mandatory
third party risk assessment should also be
undertaken as part of the EIA process.

Noise

With regard to noise, the main area for reporting
improvement would be to publish clear and
complete details of the status and progress/roll
out of home insulation schemes and their
effcetiveness and acceptance

We felt that airlines infringing noise and track
keeping policies should be identified and the
details published – “naming and shaming”.
We would also like to see the development of
common and comprehensive operational
measures to reduce noise that could be
implemented at all airports, e.g. take off and
approach techniques, tight track keeping
regulations, appropriate fines and further
sanctions for repeat offenders, mandatory use of
fixed electrical power and so on.

All aircraft are given noise certificates when
manufactured. Real life measurements at many
airports show that these “official”figures are
regularly exceeded. Noise regimes and
monitoring systems at airports should be
standardised, with infringement levels set
according to certified figures, plus a small
allowance, for all aircraft types on both approach
and take off.

Governments, regulators and organisations such
as ACI Europe should set, in the first instance,
recommended minimum annual reporting
standards covering noise, air and water quality,
waste and energy use, and their monitoring and
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performance for all commercially operated
airports. Ideally these should be independently
audited. All European airports should produce
such reports by 2005, if not before.

Noise performance is universally presented as
either under control or improving. However,
whilst World Health Organisation standards and
guidelines are frequently mentioned when
airports present air quality reports, only one
airport in this survey mentioned WHO noise
exposure standards – so we will.

In order to protect the populations living around
Europe’s airports from excessive noise we
recommend the medium-term introduction of
land use policies based upon and designed to
meet World Health Organisation Guidelines for
Community Noise, so that:

- any increase in the number of people living 
in areas exposed to daytime noise levels in
excess of 55dBA Leq is prevented

- an action plan is developed to reduce the
number of people currently exposed to
daytime noise levels in excess of 55dBA Leq

- people are not exposed to night time noise
levels above 30dBA Leq, interior bedroom
levels, between the hours of 23.00-07.00. 
Outdoor individual noise events at night should
not exceed 60 dBLAmax

In order to give an idea of the scale of the
problem to be solved, BAA plc supplied an
analysis for 1997 at Heathrow, which showed
300,000 people living within the 57dBA Leq
contour there. In the short term, noise protection
zones should be set up around airports with
responsibility for their development and control
given to local authorities and environmental
protection agencies. They should reflect the
noise impact of the fleet mix and number of
flights at maximum potential capacity (i.e. worst
case), with special attention paid to hourly Leq
contours for each airport’s busiest periods.

Continuing to use Leq as the sole determinant for
assessing the impact of aircraft noise however, is

unacceptable. Evening and night-time periods
should have appropriate weightings integrated
into measurement techniques. Individual peak
noise events and overall frequency should be
given equal importance when assessing noise
impacts and the WHO standards quoted
previously should be used as thresholds for
planning purposes.

A radical solution to this problem would involve
large-scale property “buy outs” and relocating
residents elsewhere to overcome poor land use
policies in the past. We think a sensible cost
benefit case could be established taking into
account all external costs such as insulation 
schemes, health detriments, property devaluation
and those associated with third party risks, 
for this proposal to be implemented. Proper 
“no development” buffer zones could then be
established.

Air Quality

Airports should be treated no differently from
other major industrial sites in terms of both their
total aggregate emissions and their compliance
with the various international and national air
quality standards that can be applied.
Comparative rankings with other point sources
should be produced. Ideally colour mapping of
regions showing air quality sources by major
pollutants should be produced and include
airports. Local Governments and Environment
Protection Agencies should be given control over
air quality monitoring, preferably as part of a
wider regional/national framework, along with
enforcement responsibility for non-compliance.

Statutory Air Quality Management zones will
probably be needed at many airports in the near
future. Tougher aero engine NOx standards
should be researched, adopted and reviewed at
regular intervals, probably through ICAO. 
If progress is slow individual states and blocs
should take faster unilateral action.

Airports should produce mandatory programmes
for reducing airside emissions from taxi-ing
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planes by, for example, introducing single engine
taxiing, with mandatory engine shutdowns and 5
minute APU use only on arrival and before
departure, whilst on stand.

There should be significant on-airport
programmes for the active conversion of vehicle
fleets and other aircraft servicing equipment to
“cleaner” and alternative fuels with emission
reduction targets as part of the programme.

Policies to switch passenger and staff access from
today’s unacceptably high levels of car
dependency are welcomed. Some airports are
making good progress. However, switching 
targets are still relatively low and lack any real
relationship with emission reduction targets. 
This situation needs to be urgently rectified, as
well as limits put on both on and off airport car
parking expansion.

There seems a real opportunity for much more
effort to be put into marketing and incentives 
for increasing public transport use to and from
airports. Active consideration should be given 
to developing innovative ways of selling public
transport to all classes of uses. Consortia of 
airports, airlines, tour operators and taxi, bus, 
rail and coach operators should be established to
sell or book the most appropriate form of public
transport when tickets for air travel are
purchased. This is not exactly rocket science!

The health effect impacts of air pollution need to
be considered as part of the overall pollution-
linked burden imposed on surrounding
populations along with noise. A few airports,
including Hamburg, Heathrow and Schiphol told
us they had carried out or were considering
health impact studies as part of planning
applications for terminal or runway construction
projects. The recent World Health Organisation
Charter we have already referred to is one of a
growing number of authoritative and
independent studies that clearly show the need
for action to control and reduce the potential
that airport-derived pollution has to damage
human health. The Health Council of the

Netherlands last year published a specially
commissioned report from an eminent collection
of clinicians and academics which was peer
reviewed internationally and similarly raised and
commented on the potential negative health
impacts of major airports

The following quote from a 1993 UK publication,
the “UK Environmental Foresight Project” 
suggests this prognosis for current air quality
standards:

“Most of the epidemiological research (either
occupational or community based) has
centred on acute health effects of short-term
exposures to pollutants such as NO2, SO2 and
O3.

As new research defines the health effects of
long-term, lower level exposures, it can be
expected that current ambient air pollution
standards will be seriously reviewed for the
adequacy of protection they avail.”

Air quality issues around airports are frequently
dismissed as “no worse than existing city centre”
levels and often attributed largely to road traffic
sources. The fact that airports become magnets
for motorway development in themselves, and
hence other emissions is an issue. Nevertheless
emissions directly attributable to airport activities
from both aircraft and other mobile sources re-
present a significant contribution to local and
regional air quality issues beyond the airport’s
boundary fence. These emissions need to be
controlled and reduced - right now they simply
are not. This is an unacceptable situation.

Water Quality

Although the commentary on water quality is
quite short because good progress is being
made, there are additional controls necessary.
Greater freedom of information and reporting
about consents, system failures, exceptional
events and spillage incidents and successful
compliance should all be mandatory.
Risk assessment techniques and studies to
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establish reliability and failure rates should be
undertaken, especially for complex engineering
solutions, and made public. Regular testing,
water quality sampling, and high maintenance
levels should aim for fail safe real life perfor-
mance of such solutions. Research is needed into
more environmentally benign forms of de-icer,
both for tarmac and aircraft use.

Finally, it should be possible to guarantee zero
water course pollution, coupled with the
reduction also to zero of effluent discharge
consents, through the application of existing
engineering and pollution  control techniques.
This should be the stated aim of both airports,
planning authorities and enforcement agencies.

Waste, Energy Efficiency and Climate Change

It is clear that airports and airlines recognise and
understand the problem of waste management.
It is also clear that much needs to be done to
minimise and recycle all types of waste. 
Tough European Union regulations are due to
come into force in 2002, which should
concentrate minds on developing new policies
and practices.

Although current policies and achievements may
be no better or worse than outside the airport
boundary, an airport is a tightly defined
geographical area and often a close knit
community. Airports are ideal places, therefore,
for significant “community” initiatives to
introduce and test waste management policies
that can dramatically improve recycling rates and
waste minimisation techniques.

The airport association, Airports Council
International – Europe, is ideally placed to
conduct initial research to aid the development
of ambitious policies and produce a “best
practice” guide – a voluntary code that sets
radical new horizons and tough targets for waste
management at airports. We look forward to ACI
Europe’s positive response to this suggestion.

There also seems to be a need for benchmarking

in respect of energy efficiency activity and a look
at renewable energy sources too. Present day
terminal designs appear to be unduly heavy
consumers of energy and construction materials.
Climate change taxes can spur further efficiency
gains and the avoidance of wasting energy. Again
we would urge ACI Europe to instigate research
and guidance into energy efficiency standards
and schemes and renewable electricity supply
sources. Likewise, terminal design badly needs to
take a leap forward from the monolithic glass,
steel and concrete spaces currently being built.

Climate change is the most fundamental
challenge facing the air transport industry today.
Expecting the industry and its promoters and
regulators, Transport Ministers and Civil Aviation
Authorities, with their symbiotic relationships, to
deal effectively with this admittedly difficult area
would be naive. 

Yet the sector must play its part in controlling and
reducing greenhouse gases – it is not simply a
question of paying a small fee, in the form of an
emissions charge here or a climate change levy
there, and then continue “business as usual.”

Industry-wide efforts are needed to reduce the
sector’s climate change impacts. In addition to
fuel efficiency and other technological and
operational improvements, these should also
encompass research-based solutions that
examine:
- video conferencing concepts and case studies

where companies have successfully adopted
this technology and reduced travel

- similar studies aimed at reducing over-night
and express document courier services

- dedicated air freight services should be subject
to sustainable guidelines

- rail alternatives to short haul air traffic
- full compliance by the sector with Kyoto targets
- public and business directed information

campaigns to encourage alternatives to air
transport
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Introduction

Over the past few years, Vereniging
Milieudefensie (Friends of the Earth Netherlands)
has been working to raise awareness amongst
the public, policy-makers and industry in Europe
about the growing negative impact of air
transport on the environment. Together with
citizen’s groups all over Europe, and beyond,
Friends of the Earth has organised activities from
the local to the international level to help put the
issue of sustainable air travel  on the political
agenda in the European Union and across its
Member States. A new attitude seems to be
developing amongst some of the political
institutions we have tried to influence, as this
statement from the European Commission
indicates:

“Air transport is a growth industry. This
implies that it is important for the economies 
of the European Union. But the air transport
industry is growing faster than we are
currently producing and introducing
technological and operational advances,
which reduce the environmental impacts at
source. The overall environmental impact is
bound to increase since the gap between the
rate of growth and the rate of environmental
impact is bound to increase since the gap
between the important fields such as the
emissions of greenhouse gases. This trend is
unsustainable and must be reversed because
of its impact on climate and the quality of life
and health of European citizens. The long-
term goal therefore must be to achieve
improvement of the environmental impact of
the growth of this sector.”

Source: C.E.C. Communication “Air Transport and the

Environment”, 1999

Currently “The Right Price for Air Travel”
campaign has more than 150 active groups in
twenty European countries. From the summer of
2000, the network will be renamed the “Green
Skies” Alliance and aims to strengthen its

European activities as well as develop a world-
wide campaign platform to control and reduce air
transport’s environmental impacts.

The purpose of this survey, report and
commentary is to try and build an up to date
picture of environmental policies at Europe’s
airports, what the most significant problems are,
what effective measures are in place to control
and reduce them, to highlight deficiencies in
current policies and to suggest improvements
where needed.

Airports have a crucial, although not exclusive,
role to play in curbing the environmental impact
of air transport, as much of the sector’s activities
centre around them. They have become focal
points for heated discussion, opposition and 
protest wherever significant expansion plans are
mooted. It might well be the case, therefore,
that airport capacity and environmental policies
will be instrumental in determining the future
development of the aviation industry.

Current European policy does not include an
overall strategy encompassing balancing
increasing environmental impacts against
expansion based on current “predict and
provide” growth forecasts. Indeed, many
industry sources, from regulators through to
airports, airlines and manufacturers deny that
these impacts, including key areas such as noise
and air quality, will increase and worsen at all.

In the last couple of years expert, independent
and authoritative investigation and research
projects into issues ranging from the global
impact and contribution of aviation emissions to
climate change, to the health impact of
operations at large airports, have been
undertaken and placed in the public domain. 

Without exception, the recorded response of the
industry has been to minimise, deny or delay the
scale of the identified impacts, their importance
and any solutions that could impact their
preferred “business as usual” option. This simply
has to stop. This report, however, is avowedly
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not independent, but we have tried hard to be
objective and reasonable. In addition to the
detailed recommendations put forward in the
report, we would like to highlight two main areas
of concern.

The first is the clear failure of self-regulation in
the air transport industry and the symbiotic
nature of the relationship between Transport
Ministries, Civil Aviation Authorities and the
industry - airports, airlines and manufacturers.
The client/agency relationship between all these
parties has developed seamlessly over the past
few decades of the jet age and has become an
unhealthy one where all barriers have been
broken down and dissolved to the extent where
regulators appear to serve only the expansionist
aims of the industry - the continual assertion of
commercial primacy. Under such a self-serving
regime, any environmental protection or fiscal
policies that could effect demand or limit
capacity are non-starters.

We therefore strongly suggest that Environment
Ministries and Environment Protection Agencies
in all European Union and European Civil Aviation
Conference Member States urgently consider
how, when and where they could become
actively involved, at the earliest possible
opportunity, in policy development to control
and reduce the negative environmental impacts
of air transport.

Secondly, we want to impress on all those
involved in this debate the need to look ahead 
for solutions. In our view, these may well involve
demand management options. Unfortunately,
the best efforts of all the industry’s prolific public
relations output combined will not result in the
day to day operations of airports and airlines
suddenly becoming environmentally neutral or
benign. If any reader believes this not to be 
the case we respectfully suggest they read the
reference documents quoted throughout this
report. 

Our money rests firmly on the fact that
unimpeachable sources such as the United

Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change, the World Health Organisation, the
Health Council of the Netherlands and the
United States General Accounting Office all
unhesitatingly confirm the detrimental
environmental impacts of air transport’s
operations. They can no longer be ignored as
inconvenient.
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PART 1 Airports and the environment

There are a number of ways in which the
environmental impacts of airports are currently
regulated. Planning regimes and policies exist at
local, regional and national levels and provide a
framework that allows airports to seek permission
to construct and operate facilities – runways,
passenger terminals and so on – and expand to
meet demand, subject to scrutiny of varying
degrees of effectiveness along the way.

The resulting environmental impacts, noise, air
pollution, habitat loss, water quality and others, are
accepted as part of the price society is apparently
willing to pay for more and more air travel.
Mitigation packages are developed to try to offset
some of these impacts or, at most, to attempt to
slow the rate at which they increase. 
The geographical location of many European
airports adjacent to densely populated urban areas
is a key factor leading to an increasingly degraded
environment for neighbouring communities.

In the case of large airports, the right to operate
within and up to existing planning permissions and to
expand beyond them can be found at all policy levels.
This policy of always approving, and in some cases,
carefully pre-determining expansion to meet
unrestrained demand is known as “predict and 
provide”. Self-evidently, environmental protection
policies will always struggle to contain a continually
increasing overall pollution burden if “predict and
provide” remains the forecasting and planning
mantra applied to the air transport industry’s
apparently insatiable appetite for infrastructure.

This is not just our view. Although published 6 years
ago, the U.K. Royal Commission on Environmental
Pollution’s 18th report was, and still is, a seminal study
of air transport’s impacts and had this to say about
unconstrained demand:

“An unquestioning attitude towards future growth
in air travel, and an acceptance that the projected
demand for additional facilities and services must

be met, are incompatible with the aim of
sustainable development… The demand in air
transport might not be growing at the present
rate if airlines and their customers 
had to face the costs of the damage they are
causing to the environment.”

Source: Royal Commission on Environmental Pollution

report “Transport and the Environment”, 1994

The recent European Commission Communication
“Air Transport and the Environment: Towards meeting
the Challenges of Sustainable Development”, states:

“Air Transport is a growth industry. This implies
that this industry is important for the economies
of the European Union. But the air transport
industry is growing faster than we are currently
producing and introducing technological and
operational advances which reduce the
environmental impact at source. The overall
environmental impact is bound to increase since
the gap between the rate of growth and the rate
of environmental improvement appears to widen
in important fields such as emissions of
greenhouse gases. This trend is unsustainable and
must be reversed because of its impact on climate
and the quality of life and health of European
citizens. The long-term goal therefore must be to
achieve improvements to the environmental
performance of air transport that outweigh the
environmental impact of the growth of this
sector.”

Source: C.E.C. Communication “Air Transport and the

Environment”, November 1999

Of course, the last sentence in the quote above
rather begs the question what happens if (and
probably when) we run out of environmental
performance improvements? If this is the most
likely scenario, then “beyond technology”
solutions need to be found, agreed and
implemented urgently.
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Figure 1: Growth Situation of Aviation

Source: DLR (Deutsches Zentrum fur Luft- und 

Raumfahrt)

Figure 2: Forecast of Passenger Demand in 
Aviation (10 9 Revenue Passenger Kilometre)

Source DLR (Deutsches Zentrum fur Luft- und Raumfahrt)

Figure 3: Fuel burned, NOx and CO2 forecast
1991/2 and 2015

Environmental impact assessment (EIA) is a
statutory requirement as part of the planning
process across Europe nowadays. However, the
scope, forensic detail, accuracy, transparency,
clarity and independence of developer-
commissioned and financed EIA’s are still far too
variable. Local government planners can play an
important frontline role in the planning process
but increasingly face budget and resource
difficulties when coping with even an initial
analysis of a major airport expansion plan.
Finding and funding these resources, let alone
the commitment needed to question or oppose
such developments through a planning process
which can last several years, is another question.

Environmental Assessment could be seen as an
example of predict and provide in action - EIA’s
predict a level of impact based on operations
some 15 years or so in advance. Whether this
forecast impact is right, and hence whether
mitigation measures are sufficient, is never the
subject of a review. Perhaps the system should
be changed to require airports to monitor their
performance against the forecast impact. If a
given impact is exceeded then a new planning
application should be required.
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The de-regulation of Europe’s air transport market
in the last few years has also led to growth 
without any EIA at all at some minimum-facility
airports used almost exclusively by low-cost
budget airlines.

Transport Ministries and Civil Aviation Authorities
regulate both national policy and operational
standards and are closely involved in sponsoring
and supporting most, if not all, airport
developments. These agencies are heavily
involved too in the research and development of,
for example, policies to control aircraft noise
around airports. Noise from commercial aircraft
operations (and airlines and airports in turn) is
exempted from legal action for noise nuisance,
once again, across Europe. The only airport-linked
environmental impacts and effects controlled by
independent statutory environment protection
agencies are groundwater pollution incidents from
de-icer, fuel tank spills or leaks and other airport-
produced industrial effluent that breach agreed
discharge consent levels.

There can also be additional voluntary
agreements, policed by airports and airlines them-
selves, that purport to add extra controls or 
mitigation policies to offset some environmental
impacts, for example home insulation schemes or
night flight policies.

It is, however, perfectly possible to avoid what
could be termed strategic environmental impact
assessment, i.e. a thorough look at the cumulative
effect of impacts over a period of years as built
developments service significant increases in
passenger and flight numbers. Simply by breaking
large infrastructure projects down into bite-sized
pieces and avoiding publishing and discussing so-
called “master plans”, detailed scrutiny of the
bigger picture can easily be avoided. This approach
could be faster, cheaper and more successful for
the airport developer – it is also less than honest.
In some European countries, the planning system
can encourage this kind of behaviour.

Airports are often owned by the state, regional or
local government authority, all of them having an

overwhelming desire to ensure expansion ad
infinitum in pursuit of real and perceived economic
benefits. There are obvious and serious ethical
“conflict of interest” issues involved where
planning authorities actually own the airport assets
whose future they are called to decide upon. 

The relationship between Transport Ministries,
Civil Aviation Authorities and airlines, airports and
the manufacturing sector of the air transport
industry is necessarily symbiotic but at times 
represents a powerful and united force that can
operate to the detriment of the environment.

There is a clear difficulty Government Ministries
and regulators face when trying to reconcile and
balance the unavoidable conflict between
promoting the commercial interests of air
transport against the financial costs and limits that
effective environmental protection surely entails. 

Promoting these commercial interests is often
their decreed statutory task and frequently
described as “in the national interest”. It is 
doubly difficult when, as our inquiries show, there
is no balancing statutory remit or clear and
unambiguous policy responsibility at national level
for environmental protection, as opposed to
mitigation, within these same departments. We
would welcome any evidence otherwise.

There are, however, some small but welcome
signs of change. For example, Eurocontrol’s ATM
2000+ Strategy has this objective:

“That for all phases of flight, to enable the
safe, economic, expeditious and orderly flow
of air traffic through the provision of ATM
services which are adaptable and scalable 
to the requirements of all users and areas 
of airspace of the ECAC member states. 
The services shall accommodate demand, 
be globally interoperable, operate according
to uniform principles, be environmentally
sustainable and satisfy national security
requirements”

Source: Eurocontrol Agency Environmental Focal Point
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It is also clear that the recent European
Commission Communication on Air Transport and
the Environment has benefited enormously
because of the high degree of co-operation that
developed between the Commission’s Transport
and Environment Directorates during the report’s
genesis and writing. We want to see this kind of
involvement and co-operation repeated
everywhere to ensure that both transport and
environment policy makers are involved in
influencing the future direction air transport takes.

In addition to national policies and planning
processes, a range of advisory and mandatory
international standards are developed through
the United Nations International Civil Aviation
Organisation. These cover operational, land use
planning, safety, emissions and noise areas - these
last two areas are handled by ICAO’s specialist
group, the Committee for Aviation and
Environmental Protection. ICAO is working
through CAEP on the climate change impacts of
air transport as well.

However, ICAO member states have widely 
differing views about the importance of these
environmental issues and the previous comment
concerning the extreme closeness of the
relationship between Governments and the air
transport industry’s commercial interests also
applies to this body.

Within Europe, the European Civil Aviation 
Conference has a regional role similar to ICAO’s
and also has a specialist environment group, 
the ECAC Group of Experts on the Abatement of
Nuisances caused by Air Transport, ANCAT.
Environmental NGO’s have recently gained
observer status at both ICAO and ANCAT.

International standard-setting in respect of noise
and emissions, and the current studies and 
discussions underway formulating the industry’s
response to climate change, seem to us set to just
parcel up and reflect what has been achieved since
standards were last set – sometimes several
decades ago. These intervening gains represent
only what past, present day and near-future

technology can deliver based on the industry’s
own forecasts. This bottom-up approach
unfortunately appears to avoid developing future
standards to meet clearly defined targets that
have been designed to reduce air transport’s
overall environmental impacts - “what can we do”
rather than “what do we need to do”.

These missing targets should reflect how best 
to close the increasing gap between the rate of
growth and the rate of environmental
improvement, as identified by the European
Commission’s Communication and last year’s
United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change Special Report “Air Transport and the
Global Atmosphere”.

If this gap is, as we believe, correctly labelled
unsustainable, and this definition is acceptable to
all those involved in the debate, sustainable air
transport must, of course, mean reversing this
trend. This cannot be achieved solely through the
current range of mitigation policies in use at
airports across Europe today.

The European Commission’s Communication
represents an extremely valuable attempt to 
examine the issues, establish the facts and then
try to develop policies across the whole spectrum
of air transport’s environmental impacts. In the
United Kingdom right now an extensive
programme of formal and informal contact and 
consultation is underway involving all interested
parties over a 2 to 3 year period which will
eventually lead to an aviation policy for the next 
30 years. There is a real opportunity for the EC
analysis and the UK’s policy development
programme to form a template that policymakers
throughout member states could and should
adopt as a matter of urgency.

A small “health warning” follows - this is not
however, a total endorsement of all the policy
options or suggestions outlined in either
document!

1999 also saw the publication of the long-awaited
comprehensive new “Guidelines for Community
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Noise” from the World Health Organisation that
set tough health-based guidelines designed to
reduce the following impacts that transport noise
sources, including aircraft noise, can cause:

“Specific effects to be considered when setting
community noise guidelines include:
interference with communication; noise-
induced hearing loss; sleep disturbance effects;
cardiovascular and psycho/physiological effects; 
performance reduction effects; annoyance
responses; and effects on social behaviour.”

Source: “Guidelines for Community Noise”, World

Health Organisation, 1999

This important statement was incorporated into
the seminal, wide-ranging World Health
Organisation Charter on Transport, Environment
and Health, adopted by 73 Government Ministers
from 57 nations, in London in June 1999. The
Charter covers all aspects of the environment and
health impacts of all forms of transport, including
aviation, and sets out a number of positive ways,
allied to both legally and non-legally binding
standards, guidelines and policy documents, to
develop future improvements and compliance
strategies.

The Third Ministerial Conference on Environment
and Health was the forum that discussed and
adopted the Charter and issued a Declaration
which included this statement:

“We undertake to adopt the principles and
strategies set out therein and commend them
as a basis for progress at international,
national, sub-national and local levels. We will
strengthen the enforcement of current
legislation and strive to implement the
measures in the Charter’s plan of action,
especially those aimed at attaining the health
targets, and to integrate health and
environment concerns into current and new 
transport, water and land use planning
policy…”

Source: Third Ministerial Conference on Environment

and Health Declaration, Commission of the European

Communities/World Health Organisation, London, June

1999

It seems that there is now broad agreement on
the facts and figures of the sector’s environmental
impacts and their scale both now and in the
future. We know we have to find better ways of
coping with the resulting local and global
problems. We know too that demand is currently
doubling every 15 years or so and that there are
significant economic benefits that this activity
brings. But we have serious doubts that the
political will currently exists to alter the prevailing
and pervasive “predict and provide” mentality
that dominates today’s policy development arena.

This quote, also from the U.K. Royal Commission
on Environmental Pollution 18th report, neatly
sums up why “predict and provide” must go:

“A reduction in the growth of air travel would
help considerably towards reducing, or at least
stabilising, emissions from aircraft. It would
also reduce the scale of some of the other
environmentally damaging effects of air
transport, such as noise and the loss of land
for airports and surface links.”

Source: Royal Commission on Environmental Pollution

18th report, “Transport and the Environment”, 1994

Whilst airports acknowledge that real difficulties
do exist, their basic business function is to expand
to meet demand. Environmental mitigation and
protection is a cost and costs should always be
kept low. Actual limits could affect their physical
growth and profits. Environmental reports and
community programmes are, however, no longer
sufficient to fill the gap between growing demand
equalling increasing environmental impacts, the
inevitable end result of slavishly following “predict
and provide” policies.
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An article from Lars Ehnbohm, the current
Chairman of the Airports Council International
Europe Environment Committee, and
Environmental Co-ordinator at the Swedish Civil
Aviation Authority, follows and outlines the
airport operator’s current perspective on
environmental issues. We are grateful for his
contribution.

Airport Council International - ACI - is the only
world wide professional association of airports.
We have an international approach to
environmental questions. The European region of
ACI, Brussels-based ACI EUROPE, represents the
interests of some 450 airports in 48 countries
throughout Europe, from the Portuguese Azores
in the West to the Pacific seaboard of Russia in
the East and from the Canary Islands, Spain, in the
South to Norway in the North.

The ACI EUROPE work programme

The ACI EUROPE Environment Committee
recognises sustainable development as the
context and technical basis for its work. This work
covers a broad range of environmental issues.
The Committee is strongly involved in aircraft
noise issues and our work programme includes
matters such as:

noise classification and certification stringency for
aircraft; perception of aircraft noise; noise-related
operational procedures and restrictions; aircraft
noise and track monitoring; engine testing on the
ground; land use planning in the vicinity of airports
and noise insulation schemes.

Engine emissions questions are also dealt with
and they include both global effects like CO2

production and high altitude emissions as well as
local effects.

The ACI EUROPE Environment Committee is
obviously dealing with other local airport
questions as well. Among these local questions
the use of chemicals for runway de-icing and for
aircraft de-and anti-icing, fuel storage and fuel
spillage, as well as the work with Environmental

Key Performance Indicators, must be mentioned.
By communicating environmental information
between member airports, the airports can make
their work on water pollution, energy and waste
management more efficient. Furthermore an
increasing number of airports are implementing
Environmental Management Systems.

The IPPC Special Report on Aviation and the
Global Atmosphere

Among the questions currently on the agenda,
the role of aviation on the greenhouse effect is 
of special interest. Recognising the problem of
potential global climate change, the World
Meteorological Organisation (WMO) and the
United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP)
established in 1988 the Intergovernmental Panel
on Climate Change (IPCC). The role of the IPCC
is to assess the scientific, technical and socio-
economic information relevant for the
understanding of the risk of human-induced
climate change.

The aviation sector has worked together with the
IPCC. The Special Report on Aviation and the
Global Atmosphere has been recently approved
and no doubt this report will be used within the
aviation sector as a background for planning
purposes.

Today’s aircraft are 70% more efficient than those
of 40 years ago, and the industry is continuing to
invest in technology to improve fuel efficiency. 
In 1993, the international limits on NOx emissions
from aircraft were reduced by 20%, followed 
by 16% in 1999, reflecting the direct impact of 
NOx emissions on the production of ozone, a
greenhouse gas.

ACI has put a lot of pressure on the International
Civil Aviation Organisation (ICAO) on the stringen-
cy of emissions regulation. ACI realise that growth
in air traffic and environmental protection can go
hand in hand. The regulatory levels for gaseous
emissions from aircraft engines should contain at
least a further 20 % reduction of NOx for future
generations of aircraft engines.
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ACI EUROPE welcomes an open debate on
aviation and the environment. Indeed Friends of
the Earth in their “Atmosphere and Transport”
and “The Right Price for Air Travel” campaigns
have highlighted many of the questions to which
we ourselves are seeking answers.

If we are all to get this right, however, it is
important that the debate takes a balanced and
integrated look at these difficult issues.
Democratically elected governments have wide
responsibilities. One of these is certainly to
secure a healthy environment for the present and
the future. But a healthy economy is important
too - indeed arguably the one is dependent on
the other - and here aviation plays an important
role not simply in its own right but also as the
facilitator of other businesses and job creators.
Decision-makers cannot ignore the need to
integrate social, environmental and economic
factors and neither should we.

As the demand to fly increases we need to ask
why this is so. What realistic alternatives can there
be for many air travellers? Does making air travel
more expensive really affect demand or does it
just provide more revenue for Governments’
coffers? And if it does price some people out of
the market will this not inevitably hurt the poorer
and more vulnerable members of society for whom
air travel has only recently become possible?

There are no simple answers to these questions.

Perhaps we need to accept that air travel is more
popular simply because people like the freedom
it brings. Our task then is to tackle the
environmental effects of aviation vigorously while
working hard to ensure that we can all enjoy the
economic and social benefits it brings.

Lars Ehnbohm, ACI-EUROPE



Conclusions and recommendations

National aviation policies and planning regimes
throughout Europe appear overwhelmingly pre-
disposed towards unrestrained airport
development. Although environmental impact
assessments are required by law, the resulting
studies can be variable in content, tactical not
strategic in outlook, as well as difficult to
understand.

At airport level, communities and local
government struggle to comment
knowledgeably on proposed developments and
often lack the resources to do so effectively.
Transport Ministries and Civil Aviation Authorities
constantly promote the sector’s expansion using
outdated “predict and provide” techniques. 

Mitigation measures are seen as ineffective and
increasingly outpaced by growth, with
technological solutions that are designed to
reduce pollution at source struggling to cope.

“Predict and Provide” should be replaced by
sustainable national aviation policies with clear
short, medium and long term targets for
controlling and reducing air transport’s
environmental impacts over a 30 year timeframe.
For example, a long-term aim could be to
stabilise greenhouse gas emissions. A medium
term goal could be to achieve noise impacts
around airports that meet World Health
Organisation guidelines.

National policies in this field should form part 
of a country’s overall sustainable transport
objectives for air, road and rail and reflect
sustainable commercial and personal needs.
They should relate to climate change policies and
Kyoto targets as well.

In addition, we strongly recommend that the
policy suggestions contained in the UN World
Health Organisation’s Charter on Transport, 
Environment and Health are incorporated
directly into sustainable air transport policies.

Once established, coherent sustainable national
policies and targets can then be translated into
airport development standards.

We also strongly support the recent Commission
of the European Communities “Air Transport 
and the Environment” Communication and the
U.K. Department of the Environment, Transport
and the Region’s Aviation Policy development
programme and recommend their analyses and
processes as excellent starting points for policy
development.

And because we want urgent action taken, we
will be formally asking all European Governments
to confirm by Autumn 2000 that they have similar
30-year sustainable aviation policy development
initiatives underway.

Such policy frameworks should include:

- early and progressive removal of inappropriate
subsidies to the air transport sector and the
imposition of a tax on kerosene and/or
emissions charges and effective trading
schemes, and VAT on ticket sales and aircraft
purchases

- development of a 10 year programme to
transfer short haul flights of up to 1000 km on
to rail where realistic rail alternatives exist or
can be developed

- land-use planning policies that facilitate and
ensure the physical separation of affected
populations and airport development to
reduce noise and third party risk problems

- tough international standards for future noise
and greenhouse gas reduction at source, i.e.
airframe and aeroplane engine performance,
currently in need of urgent attention through
ICAO

- emissions from all internal and international air
transport movements and activities should be
inventoried and published by nations and clear
evidence provided of greenhouse gas
reduction performance by the air transport
sector against national and international
UNFCCC/Kyoto-derived targets;

- airport-linked noise and other health impacts
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should also be measured against appropriate
international standards; greater direct
involvement and responsibility for both Health
and Environment Ministries, and Environmental
Protection Agencies in policy development, 
as well as compliance monitoring against
standards, guidelines and targets with
mandatory legal penalties

- immediate action to significantly reduce car
dependency as a means of access to and from
airports

- clear and unambiguous statutory responsibility
for environmental protection across the sector’s
range of impacts

We will make other policy recommendations
throughout this report. Although airports are
perhaps the most obvious target, airline
operators and the manufacturing sector of the
industry need to accept too that air transport’s
“favoured nation” status is under a cloud, quite
literally of its own making.

The way society consumes fossil fuel powered
transport of all types simply has to change and the
air transport industry is no exception. Previously
acceptable targets such as better fuel efficiency
per passenger kilometre and “quieter” individual
planes no longer mitigate against the worrying
pollution burden forecast growth rates inevitably
bring. The freedom we are told air travel gives us
could yet prove illusory, carrying as it does such
an unacceptably high environmental price tag.

The following quote sums up the dilemma policy
makers face:

“We will have to ask ourselves how important
aviation is to the global economy and to our
quality of life…Then we will have three choices;
either to leave it alone completely; to try and
do something and let it go on growing; or
simply to have less aviation.”

Source: Dr. David Griggs, UN IPCC “Aviation and 

the Global Atmosphere” Report Team & Secretariat,

“Flight International”, 20-26 October 1999 issue.

It seems to us that the air transport industry
viewpoint right now mirrors Greta Garbo’s desire
to be left alone! This attitude is not going to help
solve the real and immediate difficulties that exist
- “business as usual” is simply no longer an
environmentally acceptable option.

Recommended further reading

Full reference details can be found in the List of
References at the end of this report.

European Commission, Communication “Air
Transport and the Environment: Towards meeting
the Challenges of Sustainable Development”

Royal Commission on Environmental Pollution,
18th Report “Transport and the Environment”

United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change, Special Report “Aviation and
the Global Atmosphere”

United Kingdom Department of the
Environment, Transport and the Regions, DETR 
“Appraisal Framework for Airports in the South
East and Eastern Regions of England: A
Consultation Paper”

Air Transport Action Group/International Air
Transport Association, “Air Transport & the
Environment”

UN World Health Organisation, WHO Charter
and Declaration on Transport, Environment and
Health and WHO Guidelines for Community Noise

World Wide Fund for Nature,”In the Air, On the
Ground”

United States General Accountiung Office,
“Aviation and the Environment”
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PART 2 The Immediate Impacts:

Noise, Air Pollution, Water Quality, Waste,

Energy Efficiency and Climate Change 

Keeping the volume down: 

Noise policies at
Europe’s Airports

The most obvious environmental impact around
airports is noise. Whilst we acknowledge that
individual aircraft can be less noisy, particularly
on take off, we believe that these reductions 
do not necessarily translate directly into less
annoyance for airport neighbours. This is simply
because people react to the level of individual
noise events and their frequency. As aircraft
movements steadily increase, and airports also
physically expand nearer their neighbours with
new runways and flight paths affecting new areas,
aircraft noise impact will increase. This will happen
in spite of the Chapter 2 phase out.

Besides landing and take off, taxi-ing, engine
testing noise and auxiliary power unit use can
add to noise nuisance - and airside aircraft
handling services mean lots of vehicle
movements too.

Road traffic, whether passenger or worker related,
road freight movements and/or public transport
modes (bus and rail), can all negatively effect an
airport’s noise climate. To give an idea of the scale
for noise generation from some of these sources,
Zurich Airport’s 1998 Environmental Report stated
that the 19.3 million passengers and 288,000 
aircraft movements during that year generated
the following:

5.4 million parking events at the 12,500 parking
spaces for passengers and staff; and 77 million
kilometres driven within the airport perimeter
(access roads, drive ups and parking), all of
which occurred landside.

There have been a number of recent independent
studies from authorities such as the World Health
Organisation and the Netherlands Health Council
that have combined literature searches with
expert commentary and analysis and which show
a worrying range of health impacts related to
aircraft noise exposure – more than mere
annoyance.

Independent, peer-reviewed studies that have not
been influenced or tainted by association with air
transport industry sources are a new and very
welcome addition to the debate. Their
conclusions should not be ignored by policy
makers because they are either inconvenient or
set challenging targets. The Executive Summary
from the Netherlands Health Council study,
“Public Health Impact of Large Airports”, is
reproduced in full later in this chapter. This report
is a comprehensive overview that, taken together
with the relevant WHO recommendations,
represents a significant advance in understanding
the ways in which the environmental impacts of
airports can affect surrounding populations.

Measuring aircraft noise and quantifying its impact
is usually expressed in bands of low to high
annoyance which average noise events out over
time and are expressed as noise contours. These
can then be used for planning purposes, although
the absolute accuracy of the contours produced
by averaging methods can be questionable. 

Many of the airports in our survey received noise
complaints from indiivduals and communities
outside the “official” noise contours.
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The following article from Dick Wood, UK-based
noise consultant with Acoustic Technology Limited,
outlines some of the difficulties that can arise from
the coarse application of this methodology.

Dick Wood, has been a principal consultant at ATL
for over 23 years and can be contacted by e-mail at
woodd@atl-consulting.co.uk Acoustic Technology
Limited is an engineering consultancy specialising in
all aspects of noise control and is a subsidiary of
Bureau Veritas.

Aircraft Noise and Annoyance

If I hit you over the head with a hammer, but only
every 30 minutes or so, would your response be to
say – “Well on average, over the day, it’s not too
bad”. That was the question addressed to me at a
public meeting on an aerodrome re-development as
I tried to explain equivalent continuous (or LAeq) noise
levels. (LAeq values, which are used almost exclusively
in noise impact appraisals nowadays, ’average the
acoustic energy’ over time to give an ’energy
averaged level’ over the appropriate period).

It was a difficult question to answer as human
reactions to aircraft noise are generally governed
more by the short term events and their
consequences (such as speech interference or
annoyance) rather than the average levels. The
proponents of the equivalent continuous noise level
system would argue that short term high noise
levels decay very slowly (in the absence of noise)
and therefore the LAeq measurement system reflects
this situation. (For example, if an airport operates
for only 6 hours and the LAeq noise level over that
period is say 55 dB at the closest residence, then,
should the airport ’shut up shop’ for the next 6
hours, the LAeq noise level will only fall to 52 dB).
But, at the end of the day, people are annoyed by
the short duration noisy events themselves – which
leads one in the direction of maximum noise levels
(LAMax values) to supplement LAeq noise levels. The
former can readily be measured but is not regarded
to be appropriate as a means of control (other than
as a financial penalty at set monitoring points) as it
cannot be contoured. Thus it is believed that LAeq

assessments are here to stay!

At this juncture it is worthwhile considering
annoyance. Annoyance is not a parameter that can
be measured, as it involves subjective reaction.
However, the present way of assessing aircraft noise
is regarded as being quite basic. When an
environmental impact assessment is carried out,
then the appraisal usually involves identifying where
noise level increases are in the range of 0-3 dB, 4-5
dB and 6-10 dB. Global assessments are then
applied, which say that these bands correspond to
“minimal impact”, “minor impact” and “significant
impact”. But to place these bands in perspective
they can also be represented in the form of
movement increases – with 3dB representing a
doubling of movements (assuming the same aircraft
mix), 5 dB a trebling in number of movements and
10 dB representing a tenfold increase in
movements. And a doubling of movements can
hardly be regarded as “minimal”.
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These coarse means of grading noise are
considered inappropriate in todays more sensitive
climate. Hidden within the statistics of these
“average” human reactions to aircraft noise are
different grading systems – see Figure 1. Although
this is based on old NNI (Noise and Number Index)
system, it shows that, at any given noise level, there
will be a range of community reactions. More
recently a summary paper to a large CAA/DORA
research programme set forward curves showing
the percentage of people likely to be “very much
annoyed” by aircraft noise – with best fit curves
determined for both air transport and
general/business aviation flying (see Figure 2). 

These curves can be used to quantify the noise
impact in a more precise manner. This can be
accomplished by generating noise contours and
then using the statistical data (in conjunction with
population densities) to estimate the number of
persons likely to be “highly annoyed”. For
example, if there are 5,000 people exposed to a
mean noise level of 63 dB(A) (ie lie between the 60
and 66 dB(A) contours) and 10,000 people exposed
to a mean noise level of 57 dB(A), then the net
number of people classified as “highly annoyed”
will be similar in both areas. [This is because,
between the given noise levels, the percentage of
people being classified as “highly annoyed”
approximately doubles on inspecting the air
transport curve in Figure 2]. Thus the true
community noise impact can be assessed by
combining predicted noise level with population
density and the appropriate change in community
response. This provides a far more equitable form
of assessment than the present ad hoc approach as
a quantifiable impact can be determined. Whilst it
is accepted that this approach is not perfect, it
does at least provide a consistent tool to assess
noise impact development proposals.

Dick Wood
Principal Consultant, 
Acoustic Technology Ltd



The airports in our survey told us they used 
a variety of methods to try and control noise 
including some or all of the following:
- noise monitoring and track keeping systems;
- pricing policies and charges; fines for exceeding

set peak noise levels on take off
- operational guidelines for power settings/

techniques on take off and approach, and on
landing

- consultation during development, and compre-
hensive reporting, of systems and restrictions;

- the production of noise maps
- legally binding noise contour boundaries
- restrictions on auxiliary power unit use
- engine test pens and mufflers with restrictions

on their use
- restrictions on certain types of noisier aircraft
- night flight restrictions
- mitigation packages, involving sound insulation

schemes and property buy outs, and noise 
barrier construction

- noise complaint handling procedures

However, even at airports where most, if not all,
of these measures are in place, it is their
effectiveness that is important. Cleverly
constructed policies that fulfil only the
operational requirements of the airport and its
airline customers, and which simply reflect the
status quo, cannot be effective. And particularly
so where there are no clear and realistic targets
for noise control and reduction; no independent
oversight and /or penalties for non-compliance;
and the airport company often develops its policy
and sets up and administers these systems itself.

Noise monitoring and track keeping systems tell
us what is happening around an airport. This is
very useful information if acted upon within a
policy for noise control and reduction.
Unfortunately, this information is often simply
reported and left at that. Track monitoring shows
compliance with departure and arrival routes (SIDS
& STARS). The corridors are nominal rather than
tightly specified and fixed – fixed narrow routes
have capacity reduction implications – and
transgressions, whilst investigated by a few
airports (BAA plc, Manchester and Zurich for

instance), are dealt with by “education” rather
than the imposition of financial penalties.
Information supply and pilot education
programmes are important and can have a
beneficial short-term effect but modern FMCS
(Flight Management Control Systems) equipped
aircraft are able to fly tightly defined take off and
approach corridors perfectly safely. Flight paths in
and out of airports should generally be designed
so as to affect the least number of people on the
ground.

When airports have tried to introduce fines 
for poor track keeping, airlines and their trade
body, IATA, have, in the past, used the threat of
legal action to prevent their introduction.

However, Schiphol Airport indicated that they
are able to fine airlines whose planes deviate
from SID’s but were unable to tell us if they had
ever done so. And at Charles de Gaulle, 
a new system, which we learnt about after
receiving environment reports from Aeroports
de Paris group, issues fines to straying aircraft:

“Major sanctions are now called for against
the party considered responsible for any given
flight that contravenes the regulations, as
requested by the Transport Ministry and the
French National Committee for Preventing
Noise Pollution. The latter was set up by
government decree on January 19, 1998, 
and comprises 13 qualified persons from 
the aeronautical and environmental sectors. 
It also includes members of non-profit groups
approved by the Ministry for the Environment.

The resulting fines are considered highly 
dissuasive by the airlines, as they can run to
FF 10,000 per incident for an individual, or 
FF 50,000 for organisations. These are high
figures when seen in relation to profit margin
to be made on any given flight. A total 
of 578 incidents gave rise to proceedings 
in 1998, and they resulted in fines totalling
some FF 2 million.”

Source: ADP Environmental report 1998
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Although ADP describe these new fines as
“highly dissuasive”, in fact the average fine
imposed during 1998 was only FF3460.

Some, but no means all, of the airports fined
aircraft for exceeding fixed departure noise
limits at the standard ICAO take off/flyover
certification point. Other airports had noise-
related surcharges, like the table below from
Zurich, and some combine the two.

Table 1: Noise surcharges at Zurich Airport

Class Surcharge (CHF) Aircraft (typical example)

1 800.- B727-200AD, TU-154-B2, 

DC9-20

2 400.- B707-300B, B737-200, DC9-40, 

IL-76, BAC111-500

3 200.- B747-400, DC10-30ER, MD11, 

TU-154-M

4 100.- A300, MD80, L1011-500

5 No surcharge A320, B737-500, B757, B767, 

RJ85, CL60, F100

Source: Zurich Environment Report 1998

Noise infringement levels, where they exist, vary
slightly too but seem not to have altered very
much since their general introduction 20-30 years
ago, despite jets becoming quieter. In the UK,
Manchester Airport has reduced both day and
night time infringement levels to 105PNdB day
and 100PNdB at night with, in some cases, fines
into 4 figures being incurred. Aircraft types
regularly being caught include older, heavier
wide bodied planes such as the DC 10, 747-
2/300’s, and Tristars and the occasional 737-200.
Fines were levied on 115 occasions during 1999.

At London’s three airports, Heathrow, Gatwick
and Stansted, infringement levels are set by the
UK Government and are 110PNdB during the day
and 102PNdB at night. A total of 340 fines were
incurred at Heathrow during 1998-9.

It would seem, however, that noise fines are
simply accepted by those airlines that incur them
as the price they have to pay to access particular

airports. It is quite clear that fines at present levels
do not act as deterrents, nor do they encourage
operators to change or re-equip with quieter 
aircraft. Repeat offenders simply pay up with no
threat of further sanctions such as slot removal.

The lowest maximum noise level appeared to 
be enforced at night at Copenhagen and was
98PNdB, with 15 noise events exceeding this limit
during 1998. Copenhagen also had a target of
93PNdB at night from 2005 onwards. Of course, if
the airport wanted to speed up fleet replacement,
the lower figure could be implemented now rather
than waiting until aircraft can meet it and then
claiming an advance!

The Department of the Environment, Transport
and the Regions, the responsible authority for
setting these levels in the UK, recently tried to
lower them at the three London airports but this
proposal was the subject of legal action by airlines
through IATA and is currently in abeyance.

Similar regimes exist at most of the larger
European airports that responded, with most of
the income from noise fines appearing to go
towards community initiatives in the areas around
the airports concerned. Community initiatives are
not necessarily environmental protection or
improvement measures, but may involve projects
such as the refurbishment of a village hall or
playground.

Overall, noise limits can and do vary and appear
to reflect the fleet mix and noise performance 
at any given airport. Claims from airports that
their noise policies have directly resulted in
improvements are impossible to verify. It is ICAO
regulations that have ensured that fleet renewal,
the global change from Chapter to Chapter 3,
has happened and even this has taken place at 
a pace entirely determined by industry’s needs
and dominated by the in-service life expectancy
of existing aircraft types.

Real-life measurements of both landing and take
off noise around airports show significant noise
events above manufacturer and ICAO derived
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certification levels. It is perfectly possible to
monitor the noise performance of each and every
departure and landing against certified figures.
Subject to a small allowance, noise regimes
should be based on certification levels with
sanctions for exceedence including financial
penalites and slot removal for persistent
offenders.

Operational guidelines covering take off relate to
power settings. On approach, continuous 
descent (CDA) and/or controlled low drag
procedures are being developed at a number of
airports, and on landing, a few airports attempt
to set restrictions, usually advisory only, on the
use of reverse thrust at night. In the absence of
any hard evidence, these three areas seem to
offer only limited and marginal noise improve-
ments. They can also contradict an airline’s
operating procedures. In particular, CDA and low
drag approaches would seem to have capacity
reduction implications and therefore their use
might not prove attractive at busy airports.

Most of the larger airports were big on
consultation, carrying out extensive exercises
before development plans are launched with a
continuing and developing range of formal and
informal committees, community forums and
sponsorship activities. Unfortunately, airport
communities view these procedures as merely
public relations inspired influencing campaigns
designed to manufacture consent for the airport’s
activities. A handful of the larger airports had
significant programmes of education visits by
schools and teachers to in some cases purpose
built so-called education resource centres.

The production and availability of noise maps
varied, as did the way in which they were used for
public information purposes. It wasn’t clear
whether any airport had a policy of annual
revision and distribution of maps, say, to real
estate agents or for display at local authority
public information centres. One or two do make
them available on the internet.

Less than a handful of airports said they had
legally binding noise contour boundaries, 
including Manchester and Schiphol.

At Schiphol recently, the noise budget and 
contour boundary policy was exceeded during
1998/9 but an exemption was granted by the
Dutch Government allowing a capacity increase
and extra flights. It is estimated that continuing
the present policy at Schiphol could severely 
restrict flight numbers following the construction
of the 5th runway. However, the authorities there
are currently proposing a new system of noise
measurement and subsequent control policy 
to allow forecast flight numbers to “fit” these
revised so-called environmental limits. This rather
cynical response from the Dutch authorities to
the question of environmental capacity limits at
Schiphol is of great concern.

There is a similar guarantee at Manchester in
respect of night noise based on an average of the
noisiest 100 movements coupled with a
guarantee that the physical area of the 60 LAeq

contour between 23.00 – 07.00 would be no
worse than in 1992/3. A complicated night flight
quota system also forms part of this policy

BAA plc stated in their “Towards Sustainability
Report” that, following the end of the Terminal 5
Public Inquiry, their Chief Executive, Sir John
Egan, had written to over 500,000 households
around Heathrow promising a range of
environmental controls, including the possibility
of a legally-binding condition that air noise would
not rise above the level it was in 1994.

At Charles de Gaulle, Paris, the French Transport
Ministry has imposed a cap on noise levels, 
calculated on the basis of certified aircraft noise
levels. Both overall noise and night-time noise
have to be maintained at no more than the levels
measured in 1997. Averaged measurements from
noise monitoring points around the airport show
an overall technical, if marginal, compliance with
these targets.
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Expansion plans and rising aircraft movements at
all of these airports make it difficult to see how
these policies will result in less noise impact in
real life. And a reduction in average noise levels
at some European airports is likely to be a short-
term benefit before being eroded by the
forecast growth in aircraft movements. These
schemes seem to be based on an assumption
that noise was somehow “acceptable” in their
respective base year, which is a less than
satisfactory rationale. And although some of
these agreements are said to be legally binding,
it is unclear what sanctions, if any, could be
imposed if they are not met.

Restrictions on auxiliary power unit use are in
place at a growing number of airports,
accompanied by the provision of fixed electrical
power and in some cases, pre-conditioned air
supply. These can make a useful contribution to
reducing both noise and air pollution. They also
provide a revenue stream for the airport and can
help cut airline operating costs. The best scheme
currently underway is at Copenhagen Airport
where APU use on-stand is limited to just 5
minutes on arrival and 5 minutes prior to
departure, with exemptions only during very hot
weather.

Engine test pens and mufflers, and restrictions
on their use, are in place at most of the airports
surveyed. Muffler systems, such as the Swissair
installation at Zurich Airport, should ideally be
the norm. Open air testing outside test pens
should be stopped completely. We understand
the engineering and safety implications involved
but unless needed for emergency testing of an
in-service aircraft, there should be no engine
tests at all between 23.00-07.00. The numbers of
night time engine tests quoted by airports seem
to be few in most cases and with a bit of effort
could surely be eliminated altogether.

Night flight restrictions are a real minefield.
There is a bewildering variety of exemptions,
“shoulder” and curfew periods, varied
operational and qualifying periods for noisy/less
noisy planes, complicated noise budget and
quota systems, differing noise infringement

levels and pricing policies. Without exception, all
the airports that responded were open to night
flights within what they termed “controlled” or
“restricted” night regimes that allowed night
flights to increase in line with demand from both
passenger and freight carriers at some point or
segment within the 23.00-07.00 recognised night
time period.

The toughest regime was at Salzburg Airport,
with no departures after 22.00, a night curfew
from 23.00-06.00, and the noisier Chapter 3 
planes, e.g. MD81-87’s, allowed only between
07.00-21.00. To put this into perspective, the
airport handles 1.3 million passengers with
25,000 aircraft movements.

Airports that have seasonal charter flights and
freight operations are open 24 hours a day and
consequently impose the largest noise burden.
As mentioned previously, the detailed night
flight policy at Manchester Airport allows
continuous increases directly linked to demand.
This policy is a perfect example of the hoops
airport companies put themselves through to
justify night flights. In this case, the night flight
quota count and noise classification system
adopted by the airport is a pseudo-scientific
product of the UK Civil Aviation Authority and
the Department of Transport, Environment and
the Regions.

A more typical arrangement is demonstrated 
by this example from Zurich Airport, reproduced
opposite with its accompanying noise surcharge
chart and explanatory text. This quite clearly
shows the operationally derived “bans” – these
nulls in flight patterns might well provide some
relief for the airport’s neighbours but when its
customers dictate, Zurich Airport will open for
business.

It is claimed that around the world, some 350 
airports had local noise related restrictions in
1998. Details of many of these can be found 
at Boeing’s website, www.boeing.com/assoc-
products/noise/airports.html. This would be a
valuable source of information if it also included
actual night flight numbers at these airports.
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Night flight restrictions were introduced in Zurich
in 1972, based on a cantonal law. It makes a
distinction between scheduled traffic (high
priority), charter traffic and general aviation (low
priority). During night hours, traffic is permitted
only for rescue or medical transport reasons.
Furthermore, take-offs of subsonic aircraft with a
chapter 2 noise certificate are allowed from
Monday to Friday, 0900 to 1900 only.

The number of movements at night-time (22.00-
06.00) increased in 1998. A total of 6,078 (1997:
4,976) movements took place which average 17
(14) movements a night and a share of 2.2% of

the total movements. Within the night curfew
(different according to traffic category) 127 (104)
exemptions had to be permitted. More than one
half, 86 (78) were ambulance or rescue flights;
the others were due to varying reasons.

Source: Zurich Airport Environmental Report 1998

An Example of Night Flight Restrictions: 

Zurich Airport



Almost all of the airports constructed noise
barriers, walls, deflectors/attenuators, and
mounds and bunds to control noise from
various sources, often at the boundary with
adjacent properties. These can be effective.
Some effort has obviously gone into the visual
impact of barriers that are landscaped
earthworks with planting, although it is
somewhat difficult to camouflage an airport.

Mitigation packages for sound insulation can
vary enormously. The bigger airports with
significant numbers of adjacent housing have
double glazing schemes which appear
comprehensive and are applied to dwellings
and sensitive public buildings such as schools. It
must be said that these schemes can take years
to complete and are often available only in
areas categorised as subject to “highly
annoying” levels of noise. Their effectiveness
for dwellings can be limited. At Schiphol
Airport, artificial ventilation and insulated inner

walls are sometimes used in the worse affected
properties. Some airports, with Government
aid, fund 100% of the installation cost, others a
lower percentage or even a sliding means
tested scale. Airports with housing close to
runway thresholds can have vortex damage
schemes. In the UK, both Heathrow and
Manchester airports have recently set up
programmes to secure roof tiles on properties
potentially subject to damage, with Manchester
also completely re-roofing several homes very
close to the airport perimeter at the
predominately approach end of the runway.

However, all of these mitigation schemes
indicate one thing and one thing only – if any
property qualifies for noise insulation or
remedial work against vortex damage then it
must by definition fall within a noise exposure
category above the latest World Health
Organisation recommended levels. These are
quoted in full below:

Table 2: Guideline values for community noise in specific environments

Specific environment Critical health effect(s) LAeq[dB(A)] Time base [hours] LAmaxfast [dB]

Outdoor living area Serious annoyance, 55 16 -

daytime and evening

Moderate annoyance, 50 16 -

daytime and evening

Dwelling, indoors Speech intelligibility & moderate 35 16

annoyance daytime & evening

Inside bedrooms Sleep disturbance, night-time 30 8 45

Outside bedrooms Sleep disturbance, window open 45 8 60

(outdoor values)

School classrooms & Speech intelligibility, disturbance 35 During class -

pre-schools, indoors of information extraction, 

message communication

Pre-school bedrooms, indoor Sleep disturbance 30 Sleeping time 45

School, playground outdoor Annoyance (external source) 55 During play -

Hospital, ward rooms, Sleep disturbance, night-time 30 8 40

indoors Sleep disturbance, daytime 30 16 -

and evenings

Hospitals, treatment rooms, Interference with rest and recovery As low 

indoors as possible

Industrial, commercial Hearing impairment 70 24 110

shopping and traffic areas, 

indoors and outdoors
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Property buyouts for noise control reasons are
rare but can happen occasionally where the cost
of “whole house” noise insulation is very high.
One or two airports have purchased homes close
to perimeter boundaries to relieve blight, but
the subject of compensation to property owners
for loss of value due to environmental impacts,
although important, is not covered in this report.
Buyouts usually occur only when properties need
to be demolished for expansion reasons.

The attitude to the physical removal of noise-
affected homes is very different in the USA. For
information and comparison purposes, we quote
below an article from Jane’s Airport Review
which outlines one such scheme there:

“City moves away from noise nuisance. 

Insulation and even relocation of families
impacted by aircraft noise are a normal part
of airports’ environmental programmes, but
moving an entire city away from the noise 
is believed to be a first. The city in question 
is Minor Lane Heights, a suburb of Louisville
International Airport in Kentucky, USA. More
than 450 of the 552 families have agreed to
swap their homes for a new development at
Heritage Creek, some 17km away, being
developed by the Regional Airport Authority
of Louisville and Jefferson County.
Construction has started on the first of 67
houses.
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Table 2 continued: Guideline values for community noise in specific environments

Specific environment Critical health effect(s) LAeq[dB(A)] Time base [hours] LAmaxfast [dB]

Ceremonies, festivals Hearing impairment 100 4 110

and entertainment events (patrons:<5 times/year)

Public addresses, Hearing impairment 85 1 110

indoors and outdoors

Music and other sounds Hearing impairment 85 1 110

through headphones/ (free-field value) under headphones

earphones adapted to

free-field values

Impulse sounds from toys, Hearing impairment (adults) - - 140

fireworks and firearms Hearing impairment (children) - - 120

peak sound

pressure

(not LAF, max)

measured

100 mm

from the ear.

Outdoors in parkland and Disruption of tranquility Existing quiest

conservation areas outdoor areas should

be preserved ant the

ratio of intruding

noise to natural

background sound

should be kept low.

Source: WHO Community Noise document, 1999



The US$30 million first phase development is
being financed jointly by the airport authority
and the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA).
In the last 10 years, the airport has relocated
2,400 families through voluntary buyouts, 
but has found that there is now a shortage 
of suitable housing. At the same time, rising
costs have put a strain on the programme.
If this innovative alternative proves a success-
and many feel that keeping communities
together, even in a different location is to be
preferred - other airports in the US may well
follow Louisville’s lead and become housing
developers.”

Source: Jane’s Airport Review,

October 1999 Vol 11 Issue 8

The settlement in question, Minor Lane heights
is about 3-4 miles from the airport but is located
between the flight paths of an existing and a
newly-constructed second parallel runway.

Most airports had established complaint
procedures with specialist public-facing units.
Almost all received some complaints from
communities located outside noise contour
areas. Complaint numbers varied from a handful
to several thousand annually. Amsterdam’s
Schiphol Airport told us they receive 150-
200,000 complaints annually, whilst Ostend
Airport, in Belgium said they received “almost
none”!

At London’s Heathrow Airport, BAA plc told us that:

“In 1998 2125 complainants contacted the
airport 4702 times regarding 9339 events”

The volume of complaints was, unsurprisingly,
directly related to the size of the airport and 
the density of the surrounding population.
Where airports had controversial expansion plans,
numbers appeared higher, although this could
be a transient phenomenon caused by increased
awareness through media interest or activity by
local opposition. The number of complaints is
not necessarily a good indicator of annoyance.

Treatment of complaints and whether any action
is taken have a strong bearing on whether people
continue to complain long term. Information
supply varied from a simple acknowledgement
through to the supply of detailed information. 
A few airports had outreach programmes, mainly
those with high complaints. Of the medium size
airports, Hamburg Airport produces a regular
and useful noise bulletin, as does the Berlin
Brandenburg Holding group for Schönfeld, 
Tegel and Templehof airports.

Conclusions and recommendations 

Information was freely and frankly supplied by
the airports who responded to our questionnaire
and those who were the subject of follow-up
phone calls for clarification. The bigger airports
produced volumes of statistics and analysis. 
This is a trend we welcome and encourage.

With regard to noise, the main area for reporting
improvement would be to publish clear and
complete details of the status and progress/roll
out of home insulation schemes and their
effectiveness and acceptance.

We felt that airlines infringing noise and track
keeping policies should be identified and the
details published – “naming and shaming”. We
would also like to see the development of
common and comprehensive operational
measures to reduce noise that could be
implemented at all airports, e.g. take off and
approach techniques, tight track keeping
regulations, appropriate fines and further
sanctions for repeat offenders, mandatory use of
fixed electrical power and so on.

All aircraft are given noise certificates when
manufactured. Real life measurements at many
airports show that these “official” figures are
regularly exceeded. Noise regimes and
monitoring systems at airports should be
standardised, with infringement levels set
according to certified figures, plus a small
allowance, for all aircraft types on both approach
and take off.
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Governments, regulators and organisations such
as ACI Europe should set, in the first instance,
recommended minimum annual reporting
standards covering noise, air and water quality,
waste and energy use, and their monitoring and
performance for all commercially operated
airports. Ideally these should be independently
audited. All European airports should produce
such reports by 2005, if not before.

It would also be extremely useful if regulators
ensured that airlines adopted similar reporting
standards as well. 

Noise performance is universally presented as
either under control or improving. However,
whilst World Health Organisation standards and
guidelines are frequently mentioned when
airports present air quality reports, only one
airport in this survey mentioned WHO noise
exposure standards – so we will.

In order to protect the populations living around
Europe’s airports from excessive noise we
recommend the medium-term introduction of
land use policies based upon and designed to
meet World Health Organisation Guidelines for
Community Noise, so that:

- any increase in the number of people living 
in areas exposed to daytime noise levels in
excess of 55dBA Leq is prevented

- an action plan is developed to reduce the
number of people currently exposed to
daytime noise levels in excess of 55dBA Leq

- people are not exposed to night time noise
levels above 30dBA Leq, interior bedroom
levels, between the hours of 23.00-07.00. 
Outdoor individual noise events at night
should not exceed 60 dBLAmax

In order to give an idea of the scale of the
problem to be solved, BAA plc supplied an
analysis for 1997 at Heathrow, which showed
300,000 people living within the 57dBA Leq
contour there. In the short term, noise protection
zones should be set up around airports with
responsibility for their development and control

given to local authorities and environmental
protection agencies. They should reflect the
noise impact of the fleet mix and number of
flights at maximum potential capacity (i.e. worst
case), with special attention paid to hourly Leq
contours for each airport’s busiest periods.

Continuing to use Leq as the sole determinant for
assessing the impact of aircraft noise is
unacceptable. Evening and night-time periods
should have appropriate weightings integrated
into measurement techniques. Individual peak
noise events and overall frequency should be
given equal importance when assessing noise
impacts and the WHO standards quoted
previously should be used as thresholds for
planning purposes.

A radical solution to this problem would involve
large-scale property “buy outs” and relocating
residents elsewhere to overcome poor land use
policies in the past. We think a sensible cost
benefit case could be established taking into
account all external costs such as insulation 
schemes, health detriments, property devaluation
and those associated with third party risks, 
for this proposal to be implemented. Proper 
“no development” buffer zones could then be
established.
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Third party safety

Airports in the main told us that they did have
some policies for safety standards and third party
risks around airports. These range in practice
from simple height limitations on adjacent trees
and buildings, to sophisticated risk assessment
modelling and risk control policies, including the
demolition of buildings.

However, it became obvious that only the larger
airports carried out any form of airport-specific
risk assessment as are carried out for similar
installations such as oil refineries. In the UK, 
a policy for Public Safety Zones (PSZ) is under
development to replace land use restrictions 
that have been in place for a number of years.
The stated aim of this policy is:

“to minimise the number of people on the
ground at risk of death or injury in the event
of an aircrash on take-off or landing.”

Source: UK DETR Public Safety Zone policy consultation

doument, 1998

There are similar but slightly more extensive 
PSZ policies in force around Schiphol. These
were instituted following the 1992 El Al 747
crash there. However, Schiphol indicated in their
questionnaire response that they felt the current
policy was too onerous.

Whilst crashes with significant civilian casualties
are infrequent, most aircraft accidents occur 
on take off and landing and forecasts of annual
losses from aircraft manufacturers show an
increasing upward, albeit slow moving trend. 
The rate of improvement in overall aircraft safety
is also slowing down as aircraft, their technical
systems and crew performance approach limits
beyond which only relatively small advances will
be made. The cost of controlling third party risk
around airports in line with the results produced
by today’s state of the art risk assessment
techniques do not seem to be acceptable to
some airports or regulatory authorities.

Risk assessment produces contour maps defining
locations at risk, which can extend over several
kilometres from runway thresholds. There are
usually three zones, an initial zone closest to 
the runway identified by a 1 in 10,000 contour;
an inner zone with a 1 in 100,000 contour; and
an outer zone where risk is greater than 1 in
1,000,000. These are the chances of an individual
on the ground being killed or injured annually by
an aircraft crashing. There is also the additional
question of societal risk, a general public aversion
to the large numbers of casualties that can arise
from transport or industrial accidents.

Consequence analysis and cost benefit
assessments are then often carried out and used
to set policy objectives. The fact that in some
cases, the geographical location of a number of
European airports could mean significant
property demolition programmes; the possible
re-routing of transport links where they run
through high-risk zones; and strict controls on
building throughout such a controlled three-zone
area, seems to be a problem.

However, straightforward common sense can
also play a part here. Although they did not
respond to our questionnaire, when Vienna
Airport constructed a new runway a few years
ago the authorities realised a major motorway
lay in cutting a few dozen metres from the
runway. They then placed the motorway in an
impact resistant “cut and cover” tunnel to prevent
aircraft crashing onto the motorway with the
added benefit of aircraft passenger and crew
safety improvement in the event of an under or
overshoot at that threshold. The Austrian
authorities told us that decision was taken purely
on a practical observational basis.

Conclusions and recommendations

Policy-makers appear unduly influenced in favour
of avoiding strict controls because of the high
costs of remedial action. In fact both the revised
PSZ standards in the Netherlands and the earlier
set of PSZ guidance in the UK were formulated 

30



only after major accidents and loss of life. This is
not acceptable. Urgent reviews of third party risk
around airports should be carried out and strict
land use policies developed to reduce the
numbers of people at risk, preferably with
independent Health and Safety authorities taking
the leading role.

A three zone policy with strict land use restrictions
applied to domestic and commercial
development and transport links based on
rigorous risk assessment, consequence and cost
benefit analysis, including societal risk, should
underpin PSZ policy development. Site specific
policies should be introduced at all major
airports with regular reviews at 5 yearly intervals;
and it should also be possilbe to produce a
common policy based on these principles that
could be adapted and applied at most other
commercial airports with up to 50,000 atm’s
annually.

Wherever major terminal, runway or other
capacity enhancing developments trigger
environmental impact assessments, mandatory
third party risk assessment should also be
undertaken as part of the EIA process.

Recommended further reading

Full reference details can be found in the List of
References at the end of this report.

“Response to the DETR’s Consultation 
Document on Public Safety Zone Policy”, 
Dr. M.J. Eddowes and J.N. Gazzard, for
KAMJAG and MAEN

European Transport Safety Council Briefing,
“Safety In and Around Airports”, European
Transport Safety Council
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Fresh air now! 

Air quality at 

Europe’s airports

Air quality is now being recognised as a significant
environmental problem at airports. In the last
few years, airport expansion plans that entered
the formal planning system have been required
to literally count, forecast and report future
emissions of a range of pollutants. This is
because of the Europe-wide adoption of
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)
regulations and requirements plus a generally
heightened awareness of the air quality issue.
The resulting air quality inventories and
dispersion modelling analysis has thrown up an
alarming picture of increases in the output of
specific pollutants. These are:

Nitrogen oxides (NOx), carbon monoxide (CO),
sulphur dioxide (SO2), ozone (O3) and particulate
matter (PM10, PM13 etc.)

Hydrocarbons and Volatile Organic Compounds
(HC&VOC’s) are claimed to be under control at
some locations, but quantities emitted by airport
sources can still be considerable.

The major greenhouse gas, carbon dioxide (CO2),
is often excluded. This is a serious omission. 
And it should be remembered that ground level
emissions also contribute to global warming.
Less than a handful of airports told us they could
not meet air quality standards.

The article reproduced on the following pages
by Jack Pease from the UK magazine, “Air
Quality Management”, December 1999 issue,
relates to London Gatwick airport’s (part of BAA
plc) plans to grown from 29 million passengers
annually to 40 million by 2008. This gives a clear
indication of the future difficulties airports could
face.
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The table below shows an airport-produced
forecast from a base year, 1992, through the
construction and operation of a second runway
at Manchester airport up to 2005 and a forecast
30 million passengers annually.

Table 3: Summary of Emissions at Manchester
Airport-1992 (kg/day)

Source NOx CO HC SO2

Aircraft Take-off 1586 222 26 31

and climb

Approach 387 434 100 43

and landing

Taxiing, hold 217 2239 886 36

and on-stand

APUs* 197 147 6 16

Total Aircraft 2387 3042 1018 126

Road Traffic Airside vehicles 122 309 75 13

Terminal traffic 150 1029 240 8

Freight terminal 42 210 34 2

Total Road Traffic 314 1548 349 23

Heating plant 65 4 1 15

Other Apron Spillages 6

HCsources Refuelling 24

Fuel Farm 3

TOTAL 2766 4594 1401 164

(all sources)

KT/year 1.01 1.68 0.51 0.06

* With the average running time of the APU at 60 minutes,

the emission of NOx, CO, HC and SO2 increases to 394,

294, 12 and 32 kg/day respectively.

Source: Manchester Airport 2nd Runway Public Inquiry

MA806, Proof of Evidence of M.S. Pratt

There is no doubt that road traffic both coming
and going to an airport and the existing everyday
traffic on the usually extensive neighbouring road
network can make a substantial contribution to
any inventory. But airports can sometimes go into
denial when it comes to acknowledging
ownership of air quality problems. Happily, this
seems to be a retreating trend at the airports
surveyed.
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Table 4a: Summary of Emissions at
Manchester Airport- 2005, Two Runways
(kg/day)

Source NOx CO HC SO2

Aircraft Take-off 3438 128 49 65

and climb

Approach 981 304 64 84

and landing

Taxiing, hold 577 2778 504 79

and on-stand

APUs* 705 585 22 61

Total Aircraft 5701 3795 639 289

Road Traffic Airside vehicles 198 201 95 18

Terminal traffic 147 1976 328 30

Freight terminal 61 176 36 5

Total Road Traffic 406 2353 459 53

Heating plant 136 3 2 6

Other Apron Spillages 11

HCsources Refuelling 58

Fuel Farm 6

TOTAL 6243 6151 1175 348

(all sources)

KT/year 2.28 2.25 0.43 0.13

Source: Manchester Airport 2nd Runway Public Inquiry,

MA806, Proof of Evidence of M.S. Pratt

Table 4b: Emissions at Manchester Airport
1992/2005-runways 1 and 2 in kT/year (1992
figures have been adjusted to include
increased APU emissions)

NOx CO HC SO

1992 1.08 1.73 0.52 0.07

2005-1R 1.99 1.79 0.34 0.11

2005-2R 2.28 2.25 0.43 0.13

(+111%) (+30%) (-17%) (+86%)

Source: MAEN Evidence

However there is no doubt that if airports were
viewed as point source producers of polluting
emissions such as VOC’s and NOx, and then 
ranked against other industrial sources, airport-
linked emissions could be put into context. 

The table below from a US environmental NGO,
the Natural Resources Defense Council 1996
report, “Flying Off Course”, is a good example
of such rankings:

Table 5: New York City’s Largest Industrial
VOC Sources

VOC Source Emissions, Tons per Year

Mobil Oil Storage Facility 2,018

Kennedy Airport 1,027

LaGuardia Airport 677

CPC Group Auto Plan 613

LILCO E.F. Barrett Power Plant 385

Table 6: Major NOx Sources in the New York
City Area

NOx Source Emissions, Tons per Year

Kennedy Airport 1,879

Hudson Ave. Power Plant 1,843

E.F. Barrett Power Plant 1,722

LaGuardia Airport 1,476

Hampstead Incinerator 1,444

Notes: All sources are located within the New York City Severe Ozone
Nonattainment Area. Airport totals come from 1993. They reflect landing and
takeoff cycle emissions from commercial airlines’ flights. Emissions from other
airport sources such as automobiles, buses, refuelling trucks, and boilers were
not included. VOC and NOx comparisons were made using 1994 emissions
data provided by New York State. Ground-level VOC totals from aircraft may
be 10-15% lower than reported, due to fuel conservation measures voluntarily
practiced by airlines which also result in emissions reduction.

Sources:

Akira Kondon, FAA, fax communication, 2/22/96

FAA Airport Activity Statistics for Certified Route

Carriers, 12 Months Ending December 31, 1993

FAA Aricraft Engine Emissions Database Version 2.0

“Title5zip”file available from the New York State

Department of Environmental Conservation electronic

bulletin board entitled DECAIR.

What we have around airports is, in the words of
the NRDC report, simply “uncontrolled local air
pollution”. We believe that similar comparative
rankings should be produced on a regional basis
across Europe. Some countries already produce
regional atmospheric pollution inventories with
colour mapping of key pollutants. These clearly
show major airports as air quality “hot spots” and
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are easily understood by the public at large. The
production of such  maps should be encouraged.

The airports in our survey told us they attempted
to control air quality in the following ways:

- Efficiency improvements in aircraft ground
movements

- Restricted APU use
- Emission charges for older planes and

discounts for newer ones
- Passenger and staff public transport plans
- Monitoring for compliance with air quality

standards
- Electric and other low-emission vehicle fleets
- Subsidised “clean” diesel
- Standards for aircraft maintenance activities,

e.g. painting
- Air traffic management system investment and

improvement

Only Zurich and Arlanda airports said they had
to keep within agreed overall limits. The system
at Zurich puts the airport in a regional “box”
where reductions elsewhere in the region can be
offset against growth in airport-linked emissions.

At Stockholm’s Arlanda airport, permission to
construct and operate a new runway was made
conditional upon CO2 and NOx emissions not
exceeding 1990 levels, with the Swedish Civil
Aviation Authority and Ministry of Transport
responsible for oversight and compliance.

This is a very tough regime, so tough in fact,
that, in our opinion, compliance is virtually
impossible to guarantee. We understand that
this regime may be breached in the very near
future – it will be very interesting to see what the
Swedish authorities propose as either sanctions
or a solution if and when this occurs.

At Paris, both Charles de Gaulle and Orly airports
have recently become part of a region-wide air
quality monitoring and reporting network. This
appears to be the most comprehensive system
amongst the airports surveyed, although one or
two others, like Copenhagen, indicated they would

be developing a similar programme. Even so,
VOC’s and CO2 emissions are not measured.

There is some small reported exceedence at
both Charles de Gaulle and Orly. As Aeroports
de Paris say, it is difficult to “evaluate the relative
contributions of different sources of emission”.
This is why it is vital to make strenuous efforts to
work within overall limits to control air quality
rather than just accept the fact that airport air
quality appears similar to heavily trafficked city
centre sites and leave it at that.

All of our surveyed airports recognised the need
for significant increases in public transport use
for both passengers and staff. This is good news.
Many are making strenuous efforts in this area.
For instance, BAA plc at the three London
airports, Heathrow, Gatwick and Stansted, and
Manchester airport are investing in and
developing a mix of the following:

- Regional rail service improvements;
- Subsidised staff travel on public transport
- Bus service improvements and subsidies
- Rail, bus and coach facility improvements
- Higher on-airport car park fees
- Light rail proposals (Manchester)
- Car share schemes
- Subsidised “clean” diesel (Heathrow)
- Better facilities for cyclists (Manchester).

Many airports mirror these activities in whole 
or in part, although there is plenty of room for
improving such schemes both in scale and reach.
Throughout mainland Europe, the larger airports
already have or are rapidly developing High-
Speed Train links.

Of course, there may also be some competitive
advantage at work here with some regional
airports extending their catchment areas through
increasing public transport usage.

Targets for public transport use are invariably set
as percentage increases of both passenger and
staff accessing the airport other than by car.
Whilst greater public transport use can result in
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The Paris system is outlined in this extract 
from the Aeroports de Paris Environmental 
Report 1998:

Keeping Tabs on Air Quality

Reducing atmospheric pollution calls for close
co-operation between the various bodies in 
charge of monitoring air quality and laying down
standards and regional policies. Aéroports de
Paris, which has been running its own laboratory
service for over 20 years, works actively with the
following organisations:
- Airparif: the non-profit agency in charge of

monitoring air quality and providing infor-
mation to the general public in the greater
Paris (Ile de France) region;

- The French government’s network of Regional
Industry, Research and Environmental Agencies
(DRIRE), as part of their regional planning
committee for air quality;

- The General Civil Aviation Directorate and its
technical departments, the STNA and STBA;

- The Agency for the Environment and Energy
Management (ADEME).

In 1998 ADP and Airparif came to a new
partnership agreement, which defined our
respective roles. ADP is to monitor the quality of
the air breathed by its employees, passengers
and other users of its facilities, while Airparif’s
monitoring stations located in nearby towns and
villages will keep track of background pollution,
whether or not it may be attributable to airport
activity. This new approach emerged from a
recent realisation: it is simply not possible, when
measuring atmospheric pollution, to evaluate the
relative contributions of different sources of
emissions. Nevertheless monitoring of the real
levels of pollution to which people are exposed
remains a priority, whatever the source. The
relationship between ADP and Airparif remains a
close one, as witnessed by the two organisations’
decision to jointly carry out a series of
measurements of underlying pollution at some
80 locations in the Paris region. The programme,
focusing on 15 towns and villages in the vicinity
of Orly and CDG, was due to start in 1999.

On each of its airports, ADP has the following
monitoring equipment:
- A fixed station for analysing pollutants such 

as CO, NO, NO2, SO2, O3 and hydrocarbon
particles

- Meteorological stations, for measuring wind
speed and direction, humidity, temperature
and sunlight, etc.

- Several detection units for buildings, approved
for compliance with environmental protection
standards under special regulations for listed
sites (ICPE).

Some of the measurements thereby collected 
are published every quarter in the environmental
supplement to ADP’s free information magazine
“Entre voisins” (between neighbours). Others are
regularly provided to French government services
in charge of enforcing air quality regulations.
Alongside these on-site measures, ADP draws up
lists of emission substances, aimed at assessing
the relative contributions made by different 
sources of pollution. Additional studies with a
view to creating a computer model of air quality
are being carried out with the “Airparif” agency
in 1999. This will make it possible to factor in
projections of regional air traffic growth using
standard “Landing Take-Off (LTO) cycle models
drawn up by the International Civil Aviation
Organisation (ICAO)”.

Comparison of annual average readings for 1998
from Airparif monitoring stations in Paris and ADP
monitoring units at Orly and CDG (data in ug/m3)
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Nitrogen monoxide (NO)
The hourly representativity rate for NO and NO2 at CDG was below 75%.

Orly CDG Place Victor Basch-Paris 4th Tours Saint-Jacques- Paris 4th

Monitoring station subject to road traffic City centre background pollution 

monitoring station 

(if and when data are available)

19 22 262 41

Nitrogen dioxide (NO2)
Maximum permitted value: 200 ug/m3. The EU directive provides for possible exemptions for concentrations over the

limit for 175 hours per year. The number of hours in which the 200 ug/m3 limit was exceeded was 4 in 1997 and 3 in 1998

at Orly and 0 in both 1997 and 1998 at CDG. The hourly representativity rate for NO and NO2 at CDG was below 75%.

Orly CDG Place Victor Basch-Paris 4th Tours Saint-Jacques- Paris 4th

Monitoring station subject to road traffic City centre background pollution

monitoring station

(if and when data are available)

38 41 98 71

Carbon monoxide (CO)
Orly CDG Place Victor Basch-Paris 4th Tours Saint-Jacques- Paris 4th

Monitoring station subject to road traffic City centre background pollution 

monitoring station 

(if and when data are available)

300 200 4500 800

Ozone (O3)
Concentration above which the public has to be informed in France: 180 ug/m3 on an hourly average basis. The number of

hours in which the 180 ug/m3 limit was exceeded was 19 in 1997 and 17 in 1998 at Orly and 8 in 1997 and 5 in 1998 at CDG.

Orly CDG Paris 13th

Monitoring station subject to road traffic

36 33 33

Microparticles
The methods used to analyse microparticles were PM13 for Orly, PM10 for CDG and PM10 for Paris 12th.

Orly CDG Paris 13th

Monitoring station subject to road traffic

18 25 23

Sulphur dioxide (SO2)
Quality targets to be aimed at basic reference value: 100 ug/m3 daily average, reference ceiling for maximum permitted

value: daily average of 250 ug/m3 on any seven days in a tropical year. The 100 ug/m3 limit was not exceeded (per

tropical year) at both Orly and CDG in 1997 and 1998.

Orly CDG Tours Saint-Jaques-Paris 4th

Monitoring station subject to road traffic

6 7 14

Source: ADP Environmental Report, 1998



emissions being lower than they otherwise would
be, it should be possible to set emission reduction
targets by pollutant, by sector, i.e. passenger
access emissions, aircraft sources and so on.
These goals could form part of aggregate
airport-wide emission reduction targets too.

Developing an air pollution “bubble” allowance
for individual airports could facilitate an internal
trade or allocation scheme between emissions
sources, with reductions in one area e.g. road
traffic being used an “allowance” for increases
elsewhere, within a strict overall cap.

There is a hint contained in the way some 
airports report and publicise public transport
investments that they feel they are doing this
already, although there is no overall air pollution
cap!

In some cases, this investment is driven by the
realisation that road access will be problematic 
if current growth forecasts do materialise.
However, it should not be forgotten that taking
land for surface access improvements - rail
schemes for instance - can have serious land use
and operational environmental impacts in
themselves, especially around the airports
concerned.

Overall, taking into account the range of existing
and forecast public transport use by passengers
and staff across the airports surveyed, broadly
speaking in the 10-40% range, and the amount
of investment underway, an ambitious but
achievable future target for public transport
usage could be a minimum 50-60% for each
sector, passengers and staff, at most airports.

One note of caution must be struck. The range and
scale of reported emissions varied enormously
across our sample even at airports of similar size
and fleet mix. There is a need for a common 
system of air quality monitoring, including the
basket of pollutants to be measured, numbers 
of monitors and their location, and compliance
with common standards.

It also seems that manufacturer-supplied aircraft
engine emission data may underestimate real life
performance.

The predicted growth in air freight, both as cargo
on passenger flights and dedicated freighters
will lead to large increases in diesel fuelled
commercial vehicle movements to and from
airports, with potentially negative air quality
emission impacts.

Right now there is a multiplicity of air quality
standards, guidelines and limit values for
emissions from the World Health Organisation,
the European Community, and often national
standards too, with a confusing range of
exposure and measurement periods.

Ideally, airport air quality monitoring programmes
should form part of a regional and national
network and be independently operated and
audited to a clear and rigorous set of standards.

It is true that local weather conditions and
topography can affect air quality at individual
airports. And airports with adjacent densely
populated urban areas obviously have a bigger
potential impact than those in rural
surroundings. There can, however, surely be no
doubt that this issue will increase in importance
as airports and their emissions continue to grow.

Conclusions and recommendations  

Airports should be treated no differently from
other major industrial sites in terms of both their
total aggregate emissions and their compliance
with the various international and national air
quality standards that can be applied. 

Comparative rankings with other point sources
should be produced. Ideally colour mapping of
regions showing air quality sources by major
pollutants should be produced and include
airports.

Local Governments and Environment Protection
Agencies should be given control over air quality
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monitoring, preferably as part of a wider regional/
national framework, along with enforcement
responsibility for non-compliance.

Statutory Air Quality Management zones will 
probably be needed at many airports in the 
near future. Tougher aero engine NOx standards
should be adopted and researched and reviewed
at regular intervals, probably through ICAO. 
If progress is slow individual states and blocs
should take faster unilateral action.

Airports should produce mandatory programmes
for reducing emissions from taxi-ing planes-for
example, engine shutdowns - and 5 minute APU
use only, on arrival and before departure, whilst
on stand.

There should be significant on-airport programmes
for the active conversion of vehicle fleets and
other aircraft servicing equipment to “cleaner”
and alternative fuels with emission reduction 
targets as part of the programme.

Policies to switch passenger and staff access
from today’s unacceptably high levels of car
dependency are welcomed. Some airports are
making good progress. However, switching 
targets are still relatively low and lack any real
relationship with emission reduction targets. 
This situation needs to be urgently rectified, as
well as limits put on both on and off airport car
parking expansion.

There seems a real opportunity for much more
effort to be put into marketing and incentives 
for increasing public transport use to and from
airports. Active consideration should be given 
to developing innovative ways of selling public
transport to all classes of uses. Consortia of
airports, airlines, tour operators and taxi, bus, rail
and coach operators should be established to
sell or book the most appropriate form of public
transport when tickets for air travel are purchased.
This is not exactly rocket science!

The health effect impacts of air pollution need to
be considered as part of the overall pollution-

linked burden imposed on surrounding
populations along with noise. A few airports,
including Schiphol and Heathrow, told us they
had carried out or were considering health
impact studies as part of planning applications
for terminal or runway construction projects. The
recent World Health organisation Charter we
have already referred to is one of a growing
number of authoritative and independent studies
that clearly show the need for action to control
and reduce the potential that airport-derived
pollution has to damage human health.

The Health Council of the Netherlands last year
published a specially commissioned report from
an eminent collection of clinicians and academics.
The report’s executive summary is reproduced in
full on the following pages.

Both of these documents should be complusory
reading for regualtors and the industry and their
comments and policy recommendations acted
upon.
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Source: Health Council of the Netherlands, 1999



43

Source: Health Council of the Netherlands, 1999
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Source: Health Council of the Netherlands, 1999
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Source: Health Council of the Netherlands, 1999
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Source: Health Council of the Netherlands, 1999
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Source: Health Council of the Netherlands, 1999



48

Source: Health Council of the Netherlands, 1999
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Source: Health Council of the Netherlands, 1999
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Source: Health Council of the Netherlands, 1999
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Source: Health Council of the Netherlands, 1999
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Source: Health Council of the Netherlands, 1999



53

Source: Health Council of the Netherlands, 1999
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Source: Health Council of the Netherlands, 1999
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The following quote from a 1993 UK publication,
the “UK Environmental Foresight Project”
suggests this prognosis for current air quality
standards:

“Most of the epidemiological research 
(either occupational or community based) 
has centred on acute health effects of short-
term exposures to pollutants such as NO2,
SO2 and O3.

As new research defines the health effects of
long-term, lower level exposures, it can be
expected that current ambient air pollution
standards will be seriously reviewed for the
adequacy of protection they avail.”

Source: UK Environmental Foresight Project, 1993

It is important to realise that present day air
quality standards will not stand still and that 
airports will face increasingly tough limits in 
the future.

It might be useful at this point to also consider
the role rail could play when used strategically 
as a volume substitute for short haul air travel.
Transferring such traffic to rail was another
subject covered in the European Commission
Communication on Air Transport and the
Environment:

“From an environmental perspective, other
modes are relevant for air transport in two
ways. First, for many short to medium dis-
tances flights rail, in particular high-speed
rail, can offer a realistic alternative. Second
air transport generates other traffic to and
from airports, which highlights the role of 
airports as intermodal terminals.”

and further that

“Provided that infrastructural preconditions
do exist there is a significant potential for
enhancing rail/air intermodality, thus easing
pressure on ATM systems and facilitating the
situation at congested airports. This would

free air transport infrastructure for (longer)
flights where competitive alternative
transport modes do not exist.”

Source: CEC Communication “Air Transport and the

Environment”

Rail is a better alternative for distances up to 500
kilometres and potentially even 1000 kilometres
because as authoritative studies show, taking
external costs such as climate change contri-
bution, noise impact, air pollution and safety 
factors into account, the external costs of ail are
approximately 50% of those associated with air
transport. The most recent comparison is that of
Mauch (1999) which estimates the external costs
of air transport at 48 euros per 1000 passenger
kilometres and those for rail at 25 euros per 1000
passenger kilometres.

Whilst it might not be practical to shift all flights
under 1000 kilometres to rail, the image of air
transport as primarily a long distance mode took
a battering when the following statistics were
obtained recently.

In 1997, Eurocontrol system countries handled
7.5 million flights through their airspace of which
just over 68% were less than 1000 kilometres in
length. A staggering 45%, 3.4 million flights, were
less than 500 kilometres in distance!

Table 7: Short haul flights in Europe

Airport Pair Number of Flights 

in 1997

Madrid (Barajas)- Barcelona 41026

Rome (Fiumicino) -Milan (linate) 25989

Paris (Orly) -Toulouse (Blagnac) 23416

Paris (Orly)- Marseille (Provence) 21775

Paris (Orly)- Nice 21328

Barcelona-Palma de Mallorca 20768

London (Heathrow)- Paris (CDG) 18084

Copenhagen (Kastrup)- Stockholm 17191

London (Heathrow)- Amsterdam 16841

Oslo (Fornebu)- Bergen (Flesland) 16536

Dusseldorf-Munich 16473

Source: Eurocontrol, 1998
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Utilising environmental performance criteria to
allocate traffic would change the relationship
from the present situation where air and rail
compete for market share to one of a
complimentary, almost partnership approach. It
would also mean that examples such as the
Paris/ Lille route where rail has almost 90% of the
traffic, or the London/Paris/Brussels Eurostar
experience would be emulated throughout
Europe.

Quite simply there is enormous potential to shift
short distance air travel to rail. Policy makers
should develop transport policies accordingly to
achieve a transfer of 10% of flights under 500
kilometres to rail each year for the next 10 years.
Civil aviation regulatory authorities should also
not grant licences for routes within a 500-
kilometre perimeter boundary of airports as a
matter of urgency. Similar policies should be put
into place for flights between 500-1000
kilometres over time as an integrated inter-city
and high speed rail network is developed across
Europe.
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Clear and pollution free -

water quality at Europe’s

airports

Water quality is one of the few environmental
impacts at airports that is regulated and
controlled by outside agencies. Environmental
protection agencies, water supply companies
and local government departments are either
already involved or are getting actively
interested in water quality issues. In recent years,
outside agency control of water-borne pollution
from airports has resulted in prosecutions at one
or two airports for fairly low level infringements
of discharge consents. There have also been one
or two serious incidents of de-icer contamination
due to systems failure.

But the influence of punitive legislation, growing
interest from official agencies and the advent of
EIA’s where large developments are proposed,
mean that effective solutions are necessary to
avoid contaminating local water courses in the
first place. Sometimes quite complex and costly
engineering solutions are put in place. This is
because the scale of significant quantities of, for
instance, harmful de-icer contaminants entering
water courses increases in line with aircraft
movements.

All of the airports surveyed had water quality
controls ranging from discharge consents through
to schemes like the new system installed at 
Manchester airport. This does not mean that
there is “pollution free” performance at all
airports, as sampling regimes and techniques
can be rather haphazard.

The following article from the magazine “New
Civil Engineer”, March 1994 shows how one 
airport’s expansion plans in close proximity to 
an important water course resulted in a major
contain, dilute and disperse scheme.

Airports told us they had some or all of the 
following water quality measures in place:

- discharge consents and outside agency 
mandatory standard setting 
and enforcement

- complex engineering schemes to prevent 
contamination

- sewer and petroleum pipeline renewal
programmes

- natural biological degradation methods-reed
beds and filters

- de-icer recirculation systems
- balancing and storage ponds
- water course restoration projects
- recycling and reuse of some materials 

and specialist disposal of others
- emergency procedures for accidents and spills

The range of pollutants includes:
Antifreeze, several different types of aircraft and
tarmac de-icer, petrol, diesel and kerosene,
lubricating oils, solvents, de-greasers and paint,
sewage effluent and waste water; and rain/storm
water which could contain quantities of any of
the preceding substances.

Generally, the systems and controls range from
the basic to the impressive but appear to be
moving substantially in the right direction. For
some substances, such as paint and solvents,
Health and Safety at Work legislation can control
and enforce careful use, exposure and disposal
methods too.

Most of the airports surveyed told us they either
had or were developing Environmental Auditing
and Management Systems (EMAS) that met
international standards such as those issued by
ISO. Whilst these are useful for day to day re-
sponses to the management of noise monitoring
systems, apron oil spillage containment and
mopping-up, health and safety requirements, and
so on, they are not comprehensive schemes to
control and reduce the overall environmental
impact of an airport and should not presented as
such.
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Source: New Civil Engineer, 1994
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Conclusions and recommendations

Although the commentary on water quality is
quite short because good progress is being made,
there are additional controls necessary. Greater
freedom of information about consents, system
failures, exceptional events and spillage incidents
and successful compliance should happen within
a mandatory reporting framework.

Risk assessment techniques and studies to
establish reliability and failure rates should be
undertaken, especially for complex engineering
solutions, and made public. Regular testing,
water quality sampling, and high maintenance
levels should aim for fail safe real life performance
of such solutions.

Research is needed into more environmentally
benign forms of de-icer, both for tarmac and
aircraft use.

Finally, it should be possible to guarantee zero
water course pollution, coupled with the
reduction also to zero of effluent discharge
consents, through the application of existing
engineering and control techniques. This should
be the stated aim of both airports, planning
authorities and enforcement agencies.
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Temples of consumption –

waste management, energy

efficiency and climate change

Waste management is another area where
outside agencies can have some influence,
although this varies considerably from country to
country. The psychology of waste disposal and
recycling can mean that those countries with a
better tradition and facilities naturally perform
best. Statutory waste disposal policies are usually
applied to contaminated waste from engineering
facilities, e.g. aircraft and vehicle workshops, and
cargo areas, which sometimes need specialist
handling. Apart from these maintenance areas,
aircraft, terminals and offices, and cargo areas
together generate huge amounts of everyday
waste, e.g. food and packaging, in amounts
equivalent to small towns.

Some European countries set recycling targets
by material but these are mainly advisory. Health
and Safety legislation can also come into play
here too.

Airports in our survey told us they do try to
recycle the following: paper, cardboard, glass
and aluminium cans; toner cartridges; uniforms;
waste oil, vehicle batteries and tyres.

One or two larger airports with major construction
projects dispose of or recycle some inert waste.

However, recycling targets are often extremely
low and unclear. The highest target mentioned
appeared to be that of Aeroports de Paris, with
a target of 55% of waste produced on-airport to
be recycled by the year 2000. Careful study of
airport environment reports does show that
recycling percentages are growing slowly but
steadily.

A report from Network Recycling, a waste 
management and recycling advice group based
in Bristol in the UK, details simple and effective
schemes specifically developed to cope with

airport-produced waste. Projects were carried
out at large, medium and small airports in the UK
and the recently published report contains a range
of ideas and solutions that could be adopted 
by any airport without too much effort. This is a
clearly written and easily understood study and
should be recommended reading for all airports.

Airports tend to point out that most waste is
generated by sources outside their direct control.
Waste minimisation techniques seem largely to
be ignored – this may be because airport-wide
policies are virtually non-existent. Again, only a
few of the largest airports seem to have any
agreements imposing controls and targets on
businesses throughout their sites – and these are
often only advisory.

Airports encourage conspicuous over-
consumption through the simple medium of
encouraging a “captive” retail audience waiting
for their flight to depart to spend, spend, spend!
With increasing amounts of terminal floor space
being set aside for retailing consumer products
and food and drink on a very large scale, real
improvements in waste management at airports 
are overdue.

As passengers and flights increase, airlines
themselves will inevitably be consuming more
waste-generating products and services. A quick
look at one or two environment reports from
airlines confirms that they are a large waste
generating source at airports – the reports also
indicated that airlines are making similar
recycling efforts to airports. There is similar room
for massive improvement too – simply crushing
aluminium drink cans is no longer state of the art
recycling.

Increased energy efficiency was often reported
as having environmental benefits. Airports try to
control the use of electricity and water by a range
of measures including:

Education programmes; active planning and
partnerships with on-site businesses; audit and
software systems and metering; and electricity
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supply from combined heat and power plants

These efforts are instituted primarily for
economic reasons to keep costs as low as
possible by trying to control and reduce
“wasted” energy. Unfortunately, cross-sector
comparisons, looking at energy efficiency
achievements in large office developments, out
of town shopping centres and large railway
stations, environments collectively similar to
airports, were beyond the scope of this report.

Unit efficiency gains, whilst welcome, are very
likely to be offset by volume growth in energy
consumption as airports expand their terminal
capacity. And the current vogue for on-site CHP
plants is essentially price driven. CHP plants can
be relatively efficient producers of electricity but
however efficient, they can add to an airports
local NOx and national CO2 pollution burden.

The use or percentage penetration of solar power
and renewable sources at airports was not clear
at all. This is an obvious area for dramatic
improvement. 

Overall, the current design of airport terminals
seems to be as much about providing retail
space and making an architectural statement as it
is about creating passenger-handling facilities –
there is surely an opportunity for better and
environmentally progressive terminal design,
building and operating techniques.

With one or two exceptions, distinct climate
change polices were not yet part of the
environmental efforts at airports, although they
appeared to come under the energy efficiency
banner. 

The clearest link and statement was contained in
Manchester Airport’s Environment Report thus:

“The announcement during the year of plans
by the Government to introduce a Climate
Change Levy or Energy Tax from 2001/2 has
concentrated efforts to reduce energy as the
tax will add around 25% to the price of fuels

such as electricity and gas.”

Source: Manchester Airport plc Environment Report

1998-99

This is a perfectly clear statement that taxing
energy leads to greater efforts to reduce use 
and waste. Of course, one could say that
untaxed energy use might as easily lead to
profligate waste – taxing aviation fuel, kerosene,
would therefore appear be a good starting point
to encourage significant improvements in fuel 
efficiency and avoiding waste amongst airlines,
engine manufacturers and plane makers.

Airports are primarily concerned with localised
energy efficiency. Globally, the air transport
industry is entirely dependent on fossil fuel use
in ever-increasing quantities. Climate change is
the single most important environmental
challenge facing the industry. All of the energy
efficiency, technological and operational
improvements that can reasonably be foreseen
today will simply be overtaken by the forecast
greenhouse gas emissions that automatically
follow on from today’s predicted high levels of
growth. If not yet entirely accepted by the
industry, this scenario is now widely
acknowledged by policymakers throughout
Europe.

The United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change last year published its ground-
breaking report “Air Transport and the Global
Atmosphere”, investigating the link between
aviation and climate change. The headline points
from the report show that:

- Greenhouse gas emissions from the world’s
aircraft fleet currently account for 3.5% of
global warming attributable to manmade
activities

- Some emissions, such as NOx have a greater
climate change potential when emitted at an
altitude than equivalent emissions at ground
level

- According to all the traffic growth scenarios
assessed in the Report, emissions from aircraft
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are likely to increase substantially over the 
next 50 years: by 2050 emissions from aircraft 
will contribute between 4-15% of the
predicted climate change attributable to
manmade activities

- The overall radiative forcing by aircraft is a 
factor of 2 to 4 larger than forcing by aircraft
CO2 emissions alone

- Although the uncertainty is high, if a second
generation of supersonic aircraft is developed,
the associated radiative forcing is estimated to
be about a factor of 5 larger than that from the
subsonic aircraft they will displace

- Of most importance for policymakers is the
conclusion that technological and operational
efficiency improvements will not be sufficient
to offset the effects of increasing emissions

In the period since the report’s publication, its
conclusions and pointers for action have been
subsumed into the treacle-like policy
development processes of the International Civil
Aviation Organisation (ICAO), the United
Nations body actually responsible for
recommending action to control the greenhouse
gas menace posed by air transport. With
Transport Ministries and Civil Aviation
Authorities dominating the ICAO set-up it looks
increasingly unlikely that sustainable targets
linked to the Kyoto process will be achieved.

There is an urgent need for Governments, and
particularly Environment Ministries, to step in
now and oversee the ICAO process to ensure
that industry inspired fudges and deliberately
opaque policies are avoided at all costs.

A good exampl;e of what one part of the
industry thinks of the IPCC report is contained in
the United States General Accounting Office
report “Aviation and the Environment: Aviation’s
Effects on the Global Atmosphere are Potentially
Significant and Ex[ected to Grow” which audited
and commented on what the IPCC study and
report had to say.

The report’s appendices contain a fascinating
exchange of views between the GAO and The

Air Transport Association of America, with this
latter powerful lobby group attempting to brow
beat the US Government watchdog into
watering down its endorsement of the IPCC’s
science and conclusions. 

Reproduced on the following pages is an article
from Tim Johnson, Director of the  UK-based
Aviation Environment Federation, which
succinctly sets out an unashamedly enviromental
view of the way forward post-IPCC.

Conclusions and recommendations

It is clear that airports and airlines recognise and
understand the problem of waste management.
It is also clear that much needs to be done to
minimise and recycle all types of waste. Tough
European Union regulations are due to come
into force in 2002, which should concentrate
minds on developing new policies.

Although current policies and achievements may
be no better or worse than outside the airport
boundary, an airport is a tightly defined
geographical area and often a close knit
community. Airports are ideal places, therefore,
for significant “community” initiatives to
introduce and test waste management policies
that dramatically improve recycling rates and
waste minimisation techniques.

The airport association, Airports Council Inter-
national – Europe, is ideally placed to conduct 
initial research to aid the development of
ambitious policies and produce a “best practice”
guide – a voluntary code that sets radical new
horizons and tough targets for waste management
at airports. We look forward to ACI Europe’s
positive response to this suggestion.

There seems also to be a need for benchmarking
in respect of energy efficiency activity and a look
at renewable energy sources too. Present day
terminal designs appear to be heavy consumers
of energy and construction materials. Climate
change taxes can spur further efficiency gains
and the avoidance of wasting energy.
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The following article from Tim Johnson, 
Director of the UK-based Aviation Environment
Federation is an analysis and commentary on the
IPCC report. This article was first published in
Resurgence (November/December 1999, 
No. 197, ISSN 0034-5970 www.resurgence.org) and
also appeared in the AEF Newsletter (No.30, 1999).

In June 1999, the publication of a Special Report
by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change (IPCC) provided much evidence to
support the argument that the continued growth
of the aviation industry, at its present rate, is
environmentally unsustainable. As the first
comprehensive scientific assessment on the effects
of aviation on the global atmosphere, the Special
Report highlighted the significant contribution
that aircraft emissions make to climate change: 
in 1992 aircraft accounted for 3.5% of the global
warming attributable to manmade activities; by
2050 this could rise up to 15%. If the Kyoto
Protocol is successful in stabilising and reducing
emissions from other economic sectors, this
proportion could be even higher still (since
emissions from international aviation are currently
excluded from the requirements of the climate
negotiations, as no consensus has yet been
reached on how they should be allocated to
countries).

Such a dramatic increase in a comparatively short
space of time highlights the rate at which the
industry is growing. A combination of increased
competition, falling fuel prices and the fact that
international airlines pay no tax on kerosene
means that air travel is becoming increasingly
affordable. In Europe alone, the demand for air
transport is expected to increase at a rate of 5 to
6% per annum until at least 2015. As well as the
global issues, meeting this predicted doubling in
demand will also bring its own local environmental
considerations. The additional 100 million
passengers a year that are forecast to pass
through the London airports by 2015 is equivalent
to the current total traffic at Heathrow, Gatwick,
Luton and Stansted. Regional airports in the UK
can also expect an additional 79 million
passengers a year by 2015, or five times the

current throughput at Manchester Airport.
The environmental challenges of meeting this
demand are self-evident. To date, the industry has
responded by striving to improve fuel-efficiency.
Its input into the Special Report forecasts future
technological improvements to engine and
airframe designs that could result in further 40-
50% improvements in efficiency by 2050.
Operational improvements, including the
installation of new air traffic management systems
that would enable aircraft to fly direct to their
destination, may also reduce fuel burn in the
region of 8 to 18%. While such targets may
appear ambitious, achieving them will still not
provide a solution to the growing impact that
aircraft have on the upper atmosphere. A
conclusion of the Special Report, perhaps the
most important in terms of sending a message to
policy-makers, is that "technological and
operational efficiency improvements alone will not
be sufficient to fully offset the effect of increasing
emissions".

So it is no longer a question of whether mitigation
measures are required, but how such a strategy
should be developed and implemented.
Policymakers will have to address the need for
more stringent emission standards for aircraft
engines, the removal of subsidies and incentives
to the industry which have negative environmental
consequences, and the possibilities for
transferring short haul air travel to rail and coach.
Over distances of up to 1000 km (widely regarded
as the distance over which rail can compete with
air transport), aircraft generally produce more
emissions per passenger kilometre than any other
mode of transport. The potential for transferring
short haul air traffic is considerable: in 1998, over
68% of the 7.5 million flights handled in
Eurocontrol airspace were for journeys of less than
1000 km. Some airlines, albeit driven by capacity
constraints at major airports, are already
beginning to realise this opportunity: the German
airline Lufthansa plans to replace all its domestic
flights with trains by the year 2002. The IPCC
Special Report estimates that up to 10% of
European passengers could eventually be
transferred to rail and coach.
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Implementing these measures will be an important
component in any strategy to control emissions
form the aviation sector, but ultimately, bigger
reductions are likely to be required necessitating
the introduction of market-based options and
other demand management tools. From an
aviation viewpoint, market-based measures which
still provide the industry with scope to grow are
likely to be viewed as the "lesser evil". This has
resulted in growing support from the aviation
sector, especially in the United States, for the
introduction of an emissions trading system. In the
absence of any detailed proposals on how such a
system would work in relation to air transport, it is
difficult to judge its potential or effectiveness.
However, there is concern that a trading system
should not put the emphasis solely on CO2
emissions at the expense of other greenhouse gas
emissions from aircraft. The contribution to
climate change of all aircraft emissions is a factor
of two to four times larger than that of aircraft
CO2 emissions alone. In particular, nitrous oxides
(important for the concentrations of ozone and
methane found in the upper atmosphere) and
water vapour (which contributes to the formation
of contrails, estimated to cover 0.1% of the Earth's
surface in 1992) make a large contribution to
aviation's impact on the atmosphere.

Many environmental organisations would prefer to
see the use of environmental levies. There is
already growing support for kerosene to be taxed
on international flights. Last year, the UK
Government acknowledged in its transport White
Paper that the absence of a tax on kerosene was
an anomaly, and pledged to remove the
exemption through international action. While
other European governments support this
position, progress is being hampered by the lack
of consensus amongst members of the
International Civil Aviation Organisation (ICAO),
and the fact that some 97% of the bilateral air
service agreements between countries prevent the
levying of a tax on fuel. An intra-European tax, as
opposed to a worldwide tax, may still be the
answer if ICAO fails to reach agreement, although
its environmental benefits would be less. There
appear to be few legal barriers, however to the

introduction of an emissions charge levied on the
respective volume of pollutants. A study by the
Dutch Centre for Energy Conservation and
Environmental Technology found that an
environmental charge equal to 125% of the fuel
cost would have the effect of halving the
predicted growth in aviation emissions in Europe.

But should we be doing even more to reduce the
need to travel by air? Developments in
telecommunications, especially teleconferencing,
must eventually replace the need for the majority of
business travel, but leisure travel already dominates
the market accounting for around 80% of
passengers. Certainly, the distribution of goods by
air deserves closer scrutiny. Air freight is currently
growing at a faster rate than passenger numbers,
but how feasible would it be to import food and
flowers from Africa, or other long-haul destinations,
if aviation had to pay a tax or charge equivalent to
the environmental costs it imposes? The same
question also applies to the rapid expansion of
services by "low-cost" airlines. Research shows that
the majority of people flying with low-cost airlines
are new passengers, enticed by the prospect of a
return trip to Europe for the equivalent price of
travelling by train around the UK.

The next few years should see a clearer strategy
emerge which begins to answer many of these
questions. The UK Government is in the process of
developing a sustainable national airport policy for
the next 30 years, while the Kyoto Protocol
requires countries to pursue the limitation of
greenhouse gas emissions from aircraft on
international flights through ICAO. Both initiatives
are only achievable, however, if we put an end to
the "predict and provide" approach that is still
prevalent throughout the aviation industry. This
will mean changes to an industry, which, at
present, remains largely self-regulated when it
comes to environmental protection. The aviation
industry, working with ICAO, can choose to meet
this challenge or accept that change will,
inevitably be forced upon it.

Tim Johnson
Director, Aviation Environment Federation



Again we would urge ACI Europe to instigate
research and guidance into energy efficiency
standards and schemes and renewable sources.

Likewise, terminal design badly needs to take a
leap forward from the monolithic glass, steel and
concrete spaces currently being built.

Climate change is the most fundamental challenge
facing the air transport industry today. Expecting
the industry and its promoters and regulators,
Transport Ministers and Civil Aviation Authorities,
with their symbiotic relationships, to deal
effectively with this admittedly difficult area
would be naive. Yet the sector must play its part
in controlling and reducing greenhouse gases –
it is not simply a question of paying a small fee, in
the form of an emissions charge here or a
climate change levy there, and then continue
“business as usual.”

Industry-wide efforts are needed to reduce the
sector’s climate change impacts. In addition 
to fuel efficiency and other technological and
operational improvements, these should also
encompass research-based solutions that
examine:

- video conferencing and case studies where
companies have successfully adopted this
technology and reduced travel

- similar studies aimed at reducing over-night
and express document courier services

- dedicated air freight services should be subject
to sustainable guidelines

- rail alternatives to short haul air traffic
- full compliance by the sector with Kyoto 

targets
- public and business directed information 

campaigns to encourage alternatives to 
air transport

Recommended further reading

Network Recycling, “Terminal Recycling”
K. Mason, CEST& HMSO, “UK Environmental
Foresight Project”
United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change, Aviation and the Global
Atmosphere
United States General Accounting Office
“Aviation and the Environment”
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Annex 1 

Survey methodology 

and response

The aim of the airport environmental policy
questionnaire was to find out what environmental
policies exist at airports in Europe on particular
issues and to judge their effectiveness.

To ensure the clarity of the questionnaire, a
number of relevant people were asked to fill out
a trial version. This was divided into 12 sections
that covered a range of relevant environmental
issues and airport development (see table below).
A complete list of the questions included in 
the questionnaire can be found in the annexed
questionnaire.

Subjects covered in questionnaire

Contact details

Airport development

Airport operations

Environmental policy in general

Noise policy

Water quality

Air quality

Waste

Climate change

Safety

Community relations

Future airport environmental policy

Friends of the Earth Netherlands sent the airport
environmental policy questionnaire to 140
international airports in Europe both in and
outside the European Union. (see annex list of
airports that were sent the questionnaire).
Airports were encouraged to respond by follow-
up reminders. This process took some months,
an investment of time that had to be made to
get a reasonable response by identifying
individuals responsible for environmental
matters, and airports both in numbers,
geographical spread and size.

36 airports, 26% of those approached, kindly
responded to the questionnaire or sent a copy 
of their most recent environmental report (see
annex list of airports that replied). This level of
response was slightly less than our initial target
of 30%.

Airports from 14 different countries (see table
below) responded to the questionnaire. 
The response came from all kinds of airports,
large and small in terms of passenger numbers.
Amsterdam Schiphol, London Heathrow and
Paris Charles de Gaulle, three of Europe’s four
biggest airports responded. A selection of the
questionnaire results for each individual airport
can be found in the annex on individual airport
results.

Overall the responses we received were well
detailed. A larger response would have been
useful but it may well be that airports were 
suspicious of our motives as an environmental
organisation. It may also be that some could not
be bothered and that some do not have formal
policies at all.

Notwithstanding these comments, we felt that
the responses did provide us with an accurate
view of what airports are actually doing and what
they think about some of the major issues and
challenges that currently exist. The last 18
months or so has seen a proliferation of
conferences, seminars and meetings on air
transport and environment issues organised by
commercial, government, industry and NGO
sources. The views expressed during these
events provide a benchmark against which to
judge those expressed in the multiple choice
“question and answer” section XII of the
questionnaire. We are satisfied that these are an
accurate reflection of what airports currently
think. Because our sample was limited we took a
judgement to reject completely any questions
with a combined “no” or “incorrect” response
rate that exceeded 50% but our analysis then
showed this range was between 18-40%.
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Airport questionnaire response by country
Country Response

Austria 2

Belgium 1

Croatia 1

Czech Republi 1

Denmark 2

France 3

Germany 8

Italy 2

Netherlands 1

Norway 2

Rumania 2

Spain 2

Sweden 2

Switzerland 2

United Kingdom 5

Future airport environmental policy

Section XII of the airport environmental policy
questionnaire consisted of fifteen statements on
a number of general issues concerning airports,
the environment and the effectiveness of
policies. Airports were asked to informally give
their opinion by indicating their agreement or
disagreement with a particular statement.

33 of the 36 airports that responded to our
covering letter also filled in the questionnaire. 20
of these airports answered the questions under
Section XII: Future airport environmental policy.

N.A. indicates the percentage of respondents
who did not fill in the table correctly or at all.
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Airport Response to Environmental Policy Statements (in %)

Environmental constraints could prevent our airport from expanding as much as it would like

Strongly agree Agree No opinion Disagree Strongly disagree n.a.

15 46 0 12 0 27

The planning system has restricted or delayed development at our airport in the past.

Strongly agree Agree No opinion Disagree Strongly disagree n.a.

31 21 9 12 0 27

Voluntary agreements are the best way to overcome any such limits and control environmental impacts

Strongly agree agree No opinion Disagree Strongly disagree n.a.

18 46 9 9 0 18

Mandatory and legal limits are the best way to control an airport’s environmental impacts.

Strongly agree Agree No opinion Disagree Strongly disagree n.a.

18 27 3 34 0 18

Environmental impacts are as important as air travel’s economic benefits

Strongly agree Agree No opinion Disagree Strongly disagree n.a.

15 34 12 9 0 30

Public opinion plays a part in the development of my airport’s environment policies

Strongly agree Agree No opinion Disagree Strongly disagree n.a.

12 67 0 3 0 18
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Taxes or charges could play a role in reducing the environmental impact of air transport.

Strongly agree Agree No opinion Disagree Strongly disagree n.a.

9 52 0 6 0 33

Taxes or charges would affect demand for air transport.

Strongly agree Agree No opinion Disagree Strongly disagree n.a.

3 37 9 24 0 27

Demand may have to be controlled to help reduce air transport’s environmental impact.

Strongly agree Agree No opinion Disagree Strongly disagree n.a.

3 21 18 27 0 31

Airlines have a greater influence on the environmental impacts of air transport than airports.

Strongly agree Agree No opinion Disagree Strongly disagree n.a.

18 43 15 3 0 21

International standards for local environmental effects are needed to prevent competition between airports on the basis

of environmental standards.

Strongly agree Agree No opinion Disagree Strongly disagree n.a.

0 24 15 21 0 40

International co-ordination of airport expansion is needed.

Strongly agree Agree No opinion Disagree Strongly disagree n.a.

3 52 6 18 0 21

Recent reports and comments from the UN IPCC and the European Commission have identified that for both noise and

technological and operational improvements will be overtaken by the demand for air travel and that noise and emissions

impacts could increase. Do you agree with this statement?

Strongly agree Agree No opinion Disagree Strongly disagree n.a.

3 24 21 15 0 37

If voluntary agreements were being considered, which measures would you implement Yes No n.a.

Night flight ban 3 58 39

Night flight curfews 9 52 39

Night flight quota 24 36 40

Increased public transport access 40 21 39

Transfer of flights up to 1000 km to rail 0 61 39

“never exceed” annual flight numbers 0 61 39

Passenger throughput limit 0 61 39

Local air quality pollution reduction plan 12 49 39

Number of terminals 58 3 39



Which of the following economic instruments
would be effective in controlling air transport’s
environmental impact.

Yes    No      n.a.

Fuel tax 15 52 33

Noise charge 49 18 33

Emissions charge 34 33 33

Passenger departure tax 3 64 33

Other 12 55 33

Economic instruments not effective 0 64 36

With the qualification that the following
commentary reflects the views expressed by our
sample, airports obviously feel that
environmental constraints could prevent
expansion. 54 % felt that the planning system
had caused them problems with restrictions or
delays – this may be because of the costs and
time involved in planning processes including
inquiries and delays in government decision
making. Airports preferred voluntary agreements
to mandatory and legal limits, although questions
3 & 4 both scored 18% “strongly agreeing” that
both voluntary and mandatory were needed, a
slightly different geographic spread occurring
across these responses. 34% did not believe they
were needed.

49% told us that environmental impacts are as
important as economic benefits, although 12%
had no opinion and 9% disagreed. 79%, including
12% “strongly”, agreed on the importance of
public opinion in the development of
environmental policies.

9% “strongly agreed” and 52% “agreed” that
taxes or charges could have a role in reducing
environmental effects with 6% disagreeing.

Questions 8 & 9 indicated that airports thought
taxes and charges would effect demand, and
also that they realised demand may have to be
reduced to help reduce the sector’s
environmental impacts. These responses do not
indicate that airports support policies based on
either of these statements.

18 % “strongly” and 43% “agreed” that airlines
have a greater influence on environmental
impacts than airports themselves. 24% “agreed”
and 21% “disagreed” that international standards
might be needed to prevent inter-airport
competition because of different environmental
regulations. 3% “strongly” and 52% “agreed”
that international co-ordination of airports is
needed with 18% disagreeing.

Question 13 provided the highest “no opinion”
response at 21% to the “do you agree that
demand is outpacing technological and
operational environmental improvement and
that noise and emissions could increase”
statement, with 15% “disagreeing”. 3%
“strongly agreed”, with 24% “agreeing”. 37%
however did not answer correctly or at all.

The final part of the questionnaire looked at the
role voluntary agreements and economic
instruments could play in controlling and
reducing environmental impacts. Readers should
closely examine the table above for themselves.
Night flight bans and curfews, which some
airports claim to have already, are not backed
–58% rejecting bans and 52% curfews likewise.
Our cautious assessment is that voluntary
agreements on night flight quotas are partially
endorsed, 24% “yes”, 36% “no”, only because
they ensure no real limits to an airport’s night-
time operations.

Increased public transport access is fine if part of
an overall policy for emissions reduction targets.
Several airports state they are keen to reduce 
car dependency to cut emissions from fossil fuel
sources. This means switching transport modes
for environmental reasons. 40% said increased
public transport was a good idea.

However, when it came to the possibility of a
similar modal shift of sub-1000 kilometre short
haul air journeys to rail no airport supported this,
61% saying “no”, with 39% not answering this
question.
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We should point out that in the earlier part of
our questionnaire, Section III, questions 6a & b,
Heathrow airport did say they felt that some
internal UK and near European destinations
could transfer to rail. Aeroports de Paris also
said in their Environment Report that they also
saw similar potential within France and to its
near neighbours.

61% also said “no” to voluntary limits on flights
and passengers. No airport supported this 
measure.

49% also said “no” to local air quality plans, 
with 12% endorsing them.

Surprisingly, 58% said they would be prepared 
to limit numbers of terminals. But in the next
section no airport endorsed voluntary limits on
passenger throughput so we have interpreted
this as a “trick answer” that means existing 
terminals can be expanded to meet demand.

And the low support for either a fuel tax or
passenger departure tax, yet high support for
noise and emission charges perhaps indicates a
distinct reluctance to back measures that could
filter through to ticket prices - fuel taxes - or
affect consumers directly - departure taxes. As
the noise and air quality sections of this report
explain, there is no hard evidence that either of
the two areas airports appeared to support,
emissions charge, 34% “yes”, and noise charge,
49% “yes”, had any practical effect. 33% refused
to endorse emission charges at all and 18% said
“no” to noise charges.

Overall, airports appear to be telling us that 
they have:

- a good overall grasp of environmental issues
and understand their relevance to their business

- a small majority of those responding understand
the prognosis that growth will outstrip
technological progress and operational
improvements, and noise and emission impacts
could increase

- do not want to be burdened with costs that
could affect demand

- a large majority prefer voluntary environmental
policy measures such as increased public
transport access, night flight quotas, and noise
and emission charges

- a small majority agree that mandatory and
legal limits are the best way to control
environmental impacts

- are not, however, prepared to consider
voluntary or mandatory measures that could
alter their ability to cope with unrestrained
demand
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Annex 2
List of airports that were
sent the questionnaire

Airport City Official name

Aberdeen BAA Aberdeen

Alicante Aeropuerto de Alicante

Amsterdam Amsterdam Airport Schiphol

Anglet Aéroport de Biarritz-Anglet-Bayonne

Ankara Ankara Airport

Antalya,TR Antalya Havalimani Airport

Antwerp Antwerp International Airport

Atatüruk Atatüruk International Airport

Athens Athens Airport

Augsburg, GE Flughafen Augsburg

Barcelona Aeropuerto de Barcelona (BCN)

Bardufoss, NO Bardufoss Airport

Basel-Mulhouse Aéroport de Bâle-Mulhouse

Beauvais, FR Aéroport de Beauvais-Tille

Belfast Belfast International Airport

Belgrade Aerodrom Beograd

Bergen Bergen Flesland Airport

Berlin Flughafen Tegel

Berlin Flughafen Schönfeld

Berlin Flughafen Tempelhof

Bern Flughafen Bern-Belp

Bilbao Aeropuerto de Bilbao

Billund, DK Billund Airport

Birmingham Birmingham International Airport

Bodoe, NO Bodø Airport

Bologna Aeroporto Marconi Di Bologna

Bordeaux Aeroport de Bordeaux

Bremen Flughafen Bremen GmbH

Brest ?Aéroport de Brest

Bristol Bristol International Airport

Brussels Brussels International Airport Company

Bucharest Bucharest Otopeni International Airport

Budapest Budapest Ferihegy Airport

Cardiff Cardiff International Airport

Chambery, FR Aéroport Chambéry-Aix

Charleroi Brussels South Charleroi Airport

Clermont-Ferrand Aéroport de Clermont-Ferrand

Copenhagen Copenhagen Airports A/S

Dortmund Flughafen Dortmund GmbH

Dresden Flughafen Dresden

Dublin Dublin Airport

Düsseldorf Flughafen Düsseldorf

East Midlands East Midlands Airport

Edinburgh BAA Edinburgh

Egelsbach, GE Flughafen Egelsbach

Essen/Mulheim Flughafen Essen/Mulheim

Faro Faro Airport

Frankfurt Flughafen Frankfurt/Main AG

Friedrichshafen Friedrichshafen Airport

Geneva Aéroport International de Genève

Genoa Aeroporto di Genova

Glasgow BAA Glasgow

Göteberg Göteberg-Landvetter Airport

Gran Canaria Aeropuerto de Gran Canaria

Graz Flughafen Graz

Grenoble Grenoble-St. Geoirs Airport

Guernsey States of Guernsey Airport

Hahn Flughafen Hahn

Hamburg Flughafen Hamburg

Hannover Flughafen Hannover

Helsinki Helsinki Vantaa

Humberside Humberside International Airport Ltd.

Ibiza Aeropuerto de Ibiza

Innsbruck Innsbruck Airport

Kiev Kiev-Zhulyany Airport

Köln/Bonn Flughafen Köln/Bonn GmbH

Kristianstad Kristianstad Airport

La Palma Aeropuerto de La Palma

Lanzarote Aeropuerto de Lanzarote

Larnaca Larnaca International Airport

Leeds Leeds Bradford International Airport

Leipzig Leipzig/Halle Airport

Liège Aéroport de Liège

Lisbon Lisboa Airport

Liverpool Liverpool Airport

Ljubljana Aerodrom Ljubljana

London BAA Heathrow

London BAA Gatwick

London BAA Stansted

Luton London Luton Airport

Luxembourg Aéroport de Luxembourg

Lyon Aéroport de Lyon-Satolas

Lyon Aéroport de Sain Etienne

Maastricht Maastricht Aachen Airport

Madrid Aeropuerto de Madrid/Barajas

Madrid Aeopuerto de Madrid/Cuatro Vientos
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Málaga Aeropuerto de Málaga

Mälmo Mälmo-Sturup Airport

Malpensa SEA Milan Airports

Manchester Manchester Airport

Marseille Marseille-Provence Airport

Milan Aeroporto Linate

Milan Aeroporto Malpensa

Milan Milan/Bergamo Orio Al Serio Airport

Monaco Héliport de Monaco

Moscow Moscow Sheremetyevo International

Airport

München Flughafen München GmbH

Münster Flughafen Münster/Osnabrück Airport

Nantes Aéroport International de Nantes

Naples GESAC Naples Internaional Airport

Newcastle Newscastle Airport

Nice Aéroport Nice Côte d’Azur

Norwich Norwich Airport Limited

Nürnberg Flughafen Nürnberg GmbH

Oslo Oslo Lufthavn AS Gardermoen

Ostend Ostend International Airport

Palma de Mallorca Aeroporto de Mallorca

Paris Aéroports de Paris

Paris Aéroports de Paris

Pau Aéroport Pau-Pyrénées

Perpignan Aéroport International 

Perpignan/Rivesaltes

Porto Porto Francisco SÁ Carneiro Airport

Prague Prague-Ruzyne Airport

Prestwick Prestwick Airport

Rennes Aéroport de Rennes

Rome Aeroporti di Roma

Rotterdam Rotterdam Airport

Sabadell, SP Aeropuerto de Sabadell

Salzburg Salzburg Airport-W.A. Mozart

Sandefjord, NO Sandjeford Airport

Sevilla Aeropuerto de Sevilla

Shannon Shannon Airport

Southampton BAA Southampton

Stavenger Stavanger Sola Airport

Stockholm Stockholm-Arlanda Airport

Stockholm Stockholm Bromma Airport

Strasbourg Aéroport International 

Strasbourg-Entzheim

Stuttgart Flughafen Stuttgart

Teesside Teesside International Airport

Tenerife Norte Aeropuerto de Tenerife/Norte

Tenerife Sur Aeropuerto de Tenerife/Sur

Toulouse Aéroport Toulouse-Blagnac

Tromsoe Tromsø Lagnes Airport

Trondheim Trondheim Vaernes Airport

Turin SAGAT Aeroporto Di Torino

Valencia Aeropuerto de Valencia

Venice Venice Marco Polo Airport

Vienna Vienna International Airport

Warsaw Warsaw International Airport

Zagreb Zagreb Airport

Zurich Flughafen Zürich
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Annex 3
List of airports that replied
to the questionnaire

Airport City Official name

Amsterdam Amsterdam Airport Schiphol

Bergen Bergen Flesland Airport

Berlin Flughafen Tegel

Berlin Flughafen Schönfeld

Berlin Flughafen Tempelhof

Bern Flughafen Bern-Belp

Billund, DK Billund Airport

Birmingham Birmingham International Airport

Bucharest Bucharest Otopeni International Airport

Budapest Budapest Ferihegy Airport

Copenhagen Copenhagen Airport

Egelsbach, GE Flughafen Egelsbach

Essen/Mulheim Flughafen Essen/Mulheim

Geneva Aéroport International de Genève

Göteberg Göteberg-Landvetter Airport

Hamburg Flughafen Hamburg

Innsbruck Innsbruck Airport

London BAA Heathrow

London BAA Gatwick

London BAA Stansted

Luton London Luton Airport

Malpensa SEA Milan Airports

Manchester Manchester Airport

Milan Aeroporto Linate

Milan Aeroporto Malpensa

Milan Milan/Bergamo Orio Al Serio Airport

Nürnberg Flughafen Nürnberg GmbH

Oslo Oslo Lufthavn AS Gardermoen

Ostend Ostend International Airport

Paris Aéroports de Paris

Sabadell, SP Aeropuerto de Sabadell

Salzburg Salzburg Airport-W.A. Mozart

Stockholm Stockholm-Arlanda Airport

Stockholm Stockholm Bromma Airport

Strasbourg Aéroport International 

Strasbourg-Entzheim

Stuttgart Flughafen Stuttgart

Trondheim Trondheim Vaernes Airport

Zagreb Zagreb Airport

Zurich Flughafen Zürich
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Annex 4

Airport Environmental Policy Questionnaire

I. Contact details
Official name of airport
Postal adress
Phone
Fax
E-mail
Internet  
Contact person for environmental policy  
Function 

II. Airport development 1980/1999/2010
1) a) Who owns the airport?   

b) What is the airport's annual turnover? 
c) What is the airport's annual profit? 

2) What is the total operational area (in hectares) of your airport? 
(Please attach an airport layout plan and a map that shows the area around the airport)

3) Please fill in the table below. Include other years if no figures are available for the years mentioned.

1980 1998 2010

Number of runways

Runway lengths (in m)

Tonnes of cargo

Number of passengers (total)

Number of passengers (leisure)

Number of passengers (business)

Number of aircraft movements

Number of terminals

Passenger car park spaces (on the airport)

Passenger car park spaces (off the airport)

Staff car park spaces (on the airport)

Staff car park spaces (off the airport)

III. Airport operations
4) What are the airport's hours of operations (please specify day/night regimes)?

5) What is the percentage of night flights (23:00-07:00 if applicable)?

6) a) What is the percentage of flights with a destination within a radius of 1000 kilometres?
b) What are top three destinations of flights leaving from your airport?

7) What is the percentage of transfer passengers?
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8) By what modes of public transport is the airport accessible (please tick the boxes that apply)?
■■ high speed train ■■ underground ■■ tram
■■ regular train ■■ bus ■■ courtesy bus
■■ other 

9) a) What percentage of passengers/staff use public transport to get to the airport?
b) Does the airport have targets to increase the use of public transport?

■■ yes (please explain)
■■ no

10)Do you expect the capacity of surface access to the airport to be a problem in the next five years
■■ yes ■■ no

IV. Environmental policy in general
11)a) Is development of the airport controlled by a planning agreement/permit?

■■  yes (go to question 11b) ■■  no (go to question 12)
b) Which environmental issues does the planning agreement cover?

■■  noise ■■  air quality ■■  water quality ■■  landscape
■■  safety ■■  land-use ■■  third party risk ■■  odour
■■  climate change ■■  soil quality ■■  energy ■■  waste
■■  other   

c) Which regulatory authority is responsible for the planning agreement?
■■  national government ■■  municipality
■■  regional government ■■  other

d) Are there any restrictions and/or penalties for non-compliance with this agreement?
■■  yes (please describe what kind of measures)
■■  no

12)a) Which environmental issue has the highest priority in your airport's environmental policy?
b) What are the most important obstacles for your airport in improving its environmental 

performance in general?

13)What kind of environmental quality system and/or means of reporting on environmental 
achievements are applied at your airport? (Please tick the boxes that apply).
■■  emissions inventory (please attach latest edition) ■■  EMAS
■■  annual environment report ? (please attach latest edition) ■■  ISO standards
■■  environmental audit (please attach latest edition)
■■  other 

14)Does the airport have programmes in place to encourage airport users (passengers, airlines, etc.) 
to improve environmental performance and meet environmental targets?
■■  yes (please give a brief description)
■■  no

79



V. Noise policy
15)a) Are there noise requirements/limits the airport must comply with?

■■  yes (go to question 15b)
■■  no (go to question 16)

b) Please give a brief description of the noise requirements that apply to your airport.
c) Is the airport able to meet these noise requirements?

■■  yes ■■  no
d) Who is the controlling authority of these noise requirements?
e) Are there any restrictions and/or penalties for non-compliance with the requirements?

■■  yes (please describe)
■■  no

f) How many planes were fined in the past year for exceeding noise limits?

16)Please tick the boxes for noise measures that are applied at your airport.
■■  differentiated landing charges according to the amount of noise an airplane produces (please 

briefly describe the airport's system of charges, i.e. on the basis of noise category, weight, etc.)
Where do the revenues of these charges go to?

■■  night restrictions (please explain)
■■  day restrictions (please explain)
■■  differentiated passenger charges for night and day?
■■  operational measures, e.g. landing procedures, towing planes (please explain)
■■  relocation or ‘buy-outs’ of residents
■■  insulation programmes
■■  track monitoring systems
■■  other

17)Do you foresee exemptions to Chapter 2 after April 2002?
■■  yes (please explain)
■■  no

18)a) Is their a noise monitoring system in place for the airport?
■■  yes (go to question 18b)
■■  no (go to question 19)

b) Please describe the nature of this system (number of measuring points, frequency of 
measurements, etc.) and attach details

19)a) Does the airport have a noise exposure map?
■■  yes (How often is the map updated? Please attach a copy of the most recent map)
■■  no (go to question 20)

b) How many people live within the total official noise contours of the airport?

20)a) Does the airport have a telephone line for noise complaints?
■■  yes (go to question 20b)
■■  no (go to question 21)

b) On average, how many noise complaints does the airport receive each year?
c) Do the complaints come from areasoutside the official noise contours?

■■  yes ■■  no
d) How does the airport respond to noise complaints?
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VI. Water quality
21)a) Are there water quality requirements the airport must comply with?

■■  yes (go to question 21b)
■■  no (go to question 22)

b) Please give a brief description of the water quality requirements that apply to your airport.
c) Is the airport able to meet these water quality requirements?

■■  yes ■■  no
d) Who is the controlling authority for water quality?
e) Are there any restrictions and/or penalties for non-compliance to these requirements?

■■  yes (please describe)
■■  no

22)Please tick the boxes for water quality measures that are applied at your airport.
■■  alternatives for glycol deicing fluids
■■  system to capture or reclaim decing fluids 

How are these fluids treated? 
■■  stormwater run-off management system
■■  wastewater treatment

Which substances are treated? 
■■  other (please describe) 

23) Is there a system in place to monitor water quality around the airport?
■■  yes (who is responsible?)
■■  no

VII. Air quality
24)a) Are there air quality guidelines the airport must comply with?

■■    yes (go to question 24b)
■■  no (go to question 25)

b) Which substances do the guidelines apply to (Please tick the boxes that apply)?
■■  particulate matter ■■  NO2 ■■  SO2

■■  VOC ■■  odour ■■  soot
■■  CO ■■  CO2 ■■  other 

c) Please give a brief description of these air quality requirements.
d) Is the airport able to meet these air quality requirements?

■■  yes ■■  no
e) Who is the controlling authority for air quality?
f) Are there any restrictions and/or penalties for non-compliance to air quality policy?

■■  yes (please describe)
■■  no

25) Is there a system in place to monitor air quality around the airport?
■■  yes (who is responsible for this system and which substances are monitored?)
■■  no

2
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6) Please tick the boxes for air quality measures that are applied at your airport.
■■  electric or alternative fuel powered ground transportation 
■■  operational measures (please describe)
■■  programmes to encourage passengers and/or staff to use public transport
■■  differentiated landing fees based on emission profiles/emission charges
■■  other (please explain)

VIII. Waste
27)a) Are there policies for waste disposal and prevention the airport must comply with?

■■  yes (go to question 27b)
■■  no (go to question 28)

b) Please give a brief description of the waste policy requirements that apply to your airport.
c) Is the airport able to meet these waste policy requirements?

■■  yes ■■  no
d) Who is the controlling authority for this waste policy?
e) Are there any restrictions and/or penalties for non-compliance to this waste policy?

■■  yes (please describe)
■■  no

28)Please tick the boxes for waste streams for which you have policy in place and indicate whether 
this involves waste prevention, recycling or disposal.
■■  dangerous chemicals
■■  paper 
■■  metals 
■■  organic
■■  other

IX. Climate change
29) Does the airport have a climate change policy?

■■  yes (please give a brief description)
■■  no

X. Safety
30)a) Are there safety requirements for third party risks that the airport must comply with

■■  yes (go to question 30b)
■■  no (go to question 31)

b) Please give a brief description of the safety requirements for third party risks that apply 
to your airport.

d) Is the airport able to meet these safety requirements?
■■  yes ■■  no

e) Are there any restrictions and/or penalties for non-compliance to safety requirements?
■■  yes (please describe)
■■  no
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31)Please tick the boxes for safety measures that are applied at your airport
■■  public safety zone
■■  third party risk assessment
■■  flight route design and use
■■  land use restriction outside the airport
■■  other 

XI. Community relations
32)Does the airport communicate its environmental policy to the public?

■■  yes (please explain how)
■■  no

33)Do you know of any community or environment groups who actively express their concern about 
the airport's environmental impact?
■■  yes (please list the 3 most important groups)
■■  no

34)Does the airport have a structure for consulting the public and/or community groups, e.g. a panel?
■■  yes (please describe)
■■  no

35)Have there ever been any health studies done on the effect of the airport on the health of people 
living nearby?
■■  yes (please explain)
■■  no

XII. Future airport environmental policy
The purpose of this airport survey is not only to collect information on current environmental  policies
at airports, but also to develop new ideas for future policies. For this reason, we would like to ask
your informal opinion on a number of more general issues concerning airports, the environment and
the effectiveness of policies.

A number of statements regarding these issues are listed below. Please indicate with an x whether
you fully agree, agree, have no opinion, do not agree or fully disagree. We welcome the addition of
extra comments to clarify your opinions.

1. Environmental constraints could prevent our airport from expanding as much as it would like.

2. The planning system has restricted or delayed development at our airport in the past.

3. Voluntary agreements are the best way to overcome any such limits and control environmental 
impacts.

4. Mandatory and legal limits are the best way to control an airport's environmental impacts.
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5. If voluntary agreements were being considered, what measures would you implement?
■■  night flight ban ■■ "never exceed" annual flight numbers
■■  night flight curfews ■■  passenger throughput limit
■■  night flight quota ■■  local air quality pollution reduction plan
■■  increased public transport access ■■  number of terminals and runway limits
■■  tranfers of flights up to 1000 kms to rail

6. Environmental impacts are as important as air travel's economic benefits.

7. Public opinion plays a part in the development of my airport's environment policies.
8. Taxes or charges could play a role in reducing the environmental impact of air transport.
9. Taxes or charges would affect demand for air transport.
10.Demand may have to be controlled to help reduce air transport's environmental impact.
11.Which of the following economic instruments would be effective in controlling air transport's 

environmental impact (more than one answer is possible)?
■■  fuel tax ■■  emissions charge
■■  noise charge ■■  passenger departure tax
■■  other 
■■  economic instruments would not be effective (please explain briefly why not)

12.Airlines have a greater influence on the environmental impacts of air transport than airports.

13. International standards for local environmental effects are needed to prevent competition 
between airports on the basis of environmental standards.

14. International co-ordination of airport expansion is needed

15.Recent reports and comments from the UN IPCC and the European Commission have identified 
that for both noise and emissions performance, technological and oeprational improvements will 
be overtaken by the demand for air travel and that noise and emissions impacts could increase. 
Do you agree with this statement?
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GENERAL INFORMATION
Official name of Airport: Amsterdam Airport Schiphol 
Country: The Netherlands
Contact person for environmental policy:

AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT 
Number of Runways 1980: 4 main(+ 2 general aviation) 

1998: 4 main (+ 1 general aviation) 
2010: 5 main (+1 general aviation) 

Tonnes of Cargo 1980: 318,079
1998: 1,171,256 
2010: n.a.

No. of passengers 1980: 9,715,069 (incl.transit direct)
1998: 34,420,143 (incl.transit direct)
2010: n.a.

No. of aircraft movements 1980: 143,779 (in commercial traffic)
1998: 377,000
2010: 520,000-600,000

AIRPORT OPERATIONS
Percentage of passengers using public transport to get to the airport: 35.3%
Percentage of staff using public transport to get to the airport: 20%

ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY IN GENERAL
Is development of the airport controlled by a planning agreement/permit: yes
Which regulatory authority is responsible for the planning agreement/permit: national and regional government

NOISE POLICY
Number of night flights in 1998 13,813 (23.00-06.00)
% of nightl flights 3.7%
Are there noise requirements/limits the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these requirements: yes for most requirements, no for staying within

statutory noise zones
Do you foresee exemptions to Chapter 2 after April 2002: no
Is there a noise monitoring system in place for the airport: yes
Does the airport have a noise exposure map: yes
Does the airport have a telephone line for complaints: yes
Do the complaints come from outside the official noise contours: yes

WATER QUALITY
Are there water quality requirements the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these water quality requirements: yes
Water quality measurements alternatives for glycol deicing fluids yes, no use of urea

system to capture or reclaim deicing fluids yes
stormwater run-off management system yes
wastewater treatment no
other no

AIR QUALITY
Are there air quality guidelines the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these air quality requirements: yes
Is there a system in place to monitor air quality around the airport: yes
Air quality measures that are applied at your airport

Electric or alternative fuel powered ground transportation: yes
Operational measures: yes
Programmes to encourage passengers and/or staff to use public transport yes
Differentiated landing fees based on emmision profiles/emission charges no
Other: no

WASTE
Are there policies for waste disposal and prevention the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these policy requirements: not yet

CLIMATE CHANGE
Does the airport have a climate change policy: yes (national government)

SAFETY
Are there safety requirements for third party risks that the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these safety requirements: airport: yes / present outdated model: no
Safety measurements that are applied at your airport

Public safety zone yes
Third party risk assesment yes
Flight route design and use yes
Land use restriction outside the airport yes
Other no

COMMUNITY RELATIONS
Does the airport communicate its environmental policy to the public yes:magazines, factsheets
Do you know of any community or environmental groups who actively 
express their concern about the airport’s environmental impact: Platform Leefmilieu Schiphol, Milieudefensie, SNM
Have there ever been any health studies done: yes
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GENERAL INFORMATION
Official name of Airport: Bergen Flesland Airport 
Country: Norway
Contact person for environmental policy: sture.ivan.auren@caa.no

AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT 
Number of Runways 1980: n.a 

1998: 1 
2010: n.a 

Tonnes of Cargo 1980: n.a
1998: n.a
2010: n.a

No. of passengers 1980: n.a
1998: 3,200,000
2010: n.a

No. of aircraft movements 1980: n.a
1998: n.a
2010: n.a

AIRPORT OPERATIONS
Percentage of passengers using public transport to get to the airport: n.a
Percentage of staff using public transport to get to the airport: n.a

ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY IN GENERAL
Is development of the airport controlled by a planning agreement/permit: yes
Which regulatory authority is responsible for the planning agreement/permit: n.a

NOISE POLICY
Are there noise requirements/limits the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these requirements: mostly yes, some conflicts
Do you foresee exemptions to Chapter 2 after April 2002: no
Is there a noise monitoring system in place for the airport: no
Does the airport have a noise exposure map: yes
Does the airport have a telephone line: no
Do the complaints come from outside the official noise contours: n.a

24-hour operation
WATER QUALITY
Are there water quality requirements the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these water quality requirements: yes
Water quality measurements alternatives for glycol deicing fluids yes

system to capture or reclaim deicing fluids yes
stormwater run-off management system yes
wastewater treatment yes
other no

AIR QUALITY
Are there air quality guidelines the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these air quality requirements: yes
Is there a system in place to monitor air quality around the airport: yes
Air quality measures that are applied at your airport

Electric or alternative fuel powered ground transportation: no
Operational measures: no
Programmes to encourage passengers and/or staff to use public transport no
Differentiated landing fees based on emmision profiles/emission charges no
Other: no

WASTE
Are there policies for waste disposal and prevention the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these policy requirements: yes

CLIMATE CHANGE
Does the airport have a climate change policy: no

SAFETY
Are there safety requirements for third party risks that the airport must comply with: n.a
Is the airport able to meet these safety requirements: n.a
Safety measurements that are applied at your airport

Public safety zone yes
Third party risk assesment no
Flight route design and use yes
Land use restriction outside the airport yes
Other no

COMMUNITY RELATIONS
Does the airport communicate its environmental policy to the public yes
Do you know of any community or environmental groups who actively 
express their concern about the airport’s environmental impact: n.a
Have there ever been any health studies done: no
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GENERAL INFORMATION
Official name of Airport: Flughafen Tempelhof 
Country: Germany
Contact person for environmental policy:

AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT 
Number of Runways 1980: n.a 

1998: 2 
2010: n.a 

Tonnes of Cargo 1980: n.a
1998: 272
2010: n.a

No. of passengers 1980: n.a
1998: 933,761
2010: n.a

No. of aircraft movements 1980: n.a
1998: 55,013
2010: n.a

AIRPORT OPERATIONS
Percentage of passengers using public transport to get to the airport: 22.8%
Percentage of staff using public transport to get to the airport: n.a

ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY IN GENERAL
Is development of the airport controlled by a planning agreement/permit: yes
Which regulatory authority is responsible for the planning agreement/permit: municipality

NOISE POLICY
% of night flights 0.9% (22:00-06:00)
Are there noise requirements/limits the airport must comply with: no
Is the airport able to meet these requirements: n.a
Do you foresee exemptions to Chapter 2 after April 2002: no
Is there a noise monitoring system in place for the airport: yes
Does the airport have a noise exposure map: n.a
Does the airport have a telephone line: no
Do the complaints come from outside the official noise contours: n.a

WATER QUALITY
Are there water quality requirements the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these water quality requirements: yes
Water quality measurements alternatives for glycol deicing fluids no

system to capture or reclaim deicing fluids no
stormwater run-off management system yes
wastewater treatment yes
other no

AIR QUALITY
Are there air quality guidelines the airport must comply with: no
Is the airport able to meet these air quality requirements: n.a
Is there a system in place to monitor air quality around the airport: no
Air quality measures that are applied at your airport

Electric or alternative fuel powered ground transportation: n.a
Operational measures: n.a
Programmes to encourage passengers and/or staff to use public transport n.a
Differentiated landing fees based on emmision profiles/emission charges n.a
Other: n.a

WASTE
Are there policies for waste disposal and prevention the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these policy requirements: yes

CLIMATE CHANGE
Does the airport have a climate change policy: no

SAFETY
Are there safety requirements for third party risks that the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these safety requirements: yes
Safety measurements that are applied at your airport

Public safety zone no
Third party risk assesment yes
Flight route design and use no
Land use restriction outside the airport no
Other no

COMMUNITY RELATIONS
Does the airport communicate its environmental policy to the public yes
Do you know of any community or environmental groups who actively 
express their concern about the airport’s environmental impact: yes: n.a
Have there ever been any health studies done: no

87



GENERAL INFORMATION
Official name of Airport: Flughafen Schönfeld 
Country: Germany
Contact person for environmental policy:

AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT 
Number of Runways 1980: n.a 

1998: 2 
2010: n.a 

Tonnes of Cargo 1980: n.a
1998: 15,968
2010: n.a

No. of passengers 1980: n.a
1998: 1,956,345
2010: n.a

No. of aircraft movements 1980: n.a
1998: 44,779
2010: n.a

AIRPORT OPERATIONS
Percentage of passengers using public transport to get to the airport: 25.5%
Percentage of staff using public transport to get to the airport: n.a

ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY IN GENERAL
Is development of the airport controlled by a planning agreement/permit: yes
Which regulatory authority is responsible for the planning agreement/permit: regional government

NOISE POLICY
% of night flights 12% (23.00-06.00, Chapter 3 only 01.00-06.00)-

24 hour operation
Are there noise requirements/limits the airport must comply with: no
Is the airport able to meet these requirements: n.a
Do you foresee exemptions to Chapter 2 after April 2002: no
Is there a noise monitoring system in place for the airport: yes
Does the airport have a noise exposure map: n.a
Does the airport have a telephone line: yes
Do the complaints come from outside the official noise contours: yes

WATER QUALITY
Are there water quality requirements the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these water quality requirements: yes
Water quality measurements alternatives for glycol deicing fluids no

system to capture or reclaim deicing fluids yes
stormwater run-off management system yes
wastewater treatment yes
other no

AIR QUALITY
Are there air quality guidelines the airport must comply with: no
Is the airport able to meet these air quality requirements: n.a
Is there a system in place to monitor air quality around the airport: no
Air quality measures that are applied at your airport

Electric or alternative fuel powered ground transportation: n.a
Operational measures: n.a
Programmes to encourage passengers and/or staff to use public transport n.a
Differentiated landing fees based on emmision profiles/emission charges n.a
Other: n.a

WASTE
Are there policies for waste disposal and prevention the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these policy requirements: yes

CLIMATE CHANGE
Does the airport have a climate change policy: no

SAFETY
Are there safety requirements for third party risks that the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these safety requirements: yes
Safety measurements that are applied at your airport

Public safety zone no
Third party risk assesment yes
Flight route design and use no
Land use restriction outside the airport no
Other no

COMMUNITY RELATIONS
Does the airport communicate its environmental policy to the public yes
Do you know of any community or environmental groups who actively 
express their concern about the airport’s environmental impact: yes: n.a
Have there ever been any health studies done: no
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GENERAL INFORMATION
Official name of Airport: Flughafen Tegel 
Country: Germany
Contact person for environmental policy:

AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT 
Number of Runways 1980: n.a 

1998: 2 
2010: n.a 

Tonnes of Cargo 1980: n.a
1998: 15,952
2010: n.a

No. of passengers 1980: n.a
1998: 8,881,771
2010: n.a

No. of aircraft movements 1980: n.a
1998: 120,132
2010: n.a

AIRPORT OPERATIONS
Percentage of passengers using public transport to get to the airport: 21.6%
Percentage of staff using public transport to get to the airport: n.a

ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY IN GENERAL
Is development of the airport controlled by a planning agreement/permit: yes
Which regulatory authority is responsible for the planning agreement/permit: municipality

NOISE POLICY
% of night flights 3% (23.00-06.00)
Are there noise requirements/limits the airport must comply with: no
Is the airport able to meet these requirements: n.a
Do you foresee exemptions to Chapter 2 after April 2002: no
Is there a noise monitoring system in place for the airport: yes
Does the airport have a noise exposure map: n.a
Does the airport have a telephone line: no
Do the complaints come from outside the official noise contours: n.a

WATER QUALITY
Are there water quality requirements the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these water quality requirements: yes
Water quality measurements alternatives for glycol deicing fluids no

system to capture or reclaim deicing fluids no
stormwater run-off management system yes
wastewater treatment yes
other no

AIR QUALITY
Are there air quality guidelines the airport must comply with: no
Is the airport able to meet these air quality requirements: n.a
Is there a system in place to monitor air quality around the airport: no
Air quality measures that are applied at your airport

Electric or alternative fuel powered ground transportation: n.a
Operational measures: n.a
Programmes to encourage passengers and/or staff to use public transport n.a
Differentiated landing fees based on emmision profiles/emission charges n.a
Other: n.a

WASTE
Are there policies for waste disposal and prevention the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these policy requirements: yes

CLIMATE CHANGE
Does the airport have a climate change policy: no

SAFETY
Are there safety requirements for third party risks that the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these safety requirements: yes
Safety measurements that are applied at your airport

Public safety zone no
Third party risk assesment yes
Flight route design and use no
Land use restriction outside the airport no
Other no

COMMUNITY RELATIONS
Does the airport communicate its environmental policy to the public yes
Do you know of any community or environmental groups who actively 
express their concern about the airport’s environmental impact: yes: n.a
Have there ever been any health studies done: no
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GENERAL INFORMATION
Official name of Airport: Billund Airport 
Country: Denmark
Contact person for environmental policy: vje@billund-airport.dk

AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT 
Number of Runways 1980: 1 

1998: 1 
2010: 1 

Tonnes of Cargo 1980: 3,500
1998: 35,154
2010: 212,000

No. of passengers 1980: 661,749
1998: 1,909,966
2010: 5,486,000

No. of aircraft movements 1980: 47,502
1998: 54,024
2010: 132,000

AIRPORT OPERATIONS
Percentage of passengers using public transport to get to the airport: n.a
Percentage of staff using public transport to get to the airport: n.a

ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY IN GENERAL
Is development of the airport controlled by a planning agreement/permit: yes
Which regulatory authority is responsible for the planning agreement/permit: county

NOISE POLICY
24 hour operations, no restrictions
Are there noise requirements/limits the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these requirements: yes
Do you foresee exemptions to Chapter 2 after April 2002: no
Is there a noise monitoring system in place for the airport: no
Does the airport have a noise exposure map: yes
Does the airport have a telephone line: no
Do the complaints come from outside the official noise contours: n.a

WATER QUALITY
Are there water quality requirements the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these water quality requirements: yes
Water quality measurements alternatives for glycol deicing fluids yes

system to capture or reclaim deicing fluids yes
stormwater run-off management system yes
wastewater treatment no
other no

AIR QUALITY
Are there air quality guidelines the airport must comply with: no
Is the airport able to meet these air quality requirements: n.a
Is there a system in place to monitor air quality around the airport: no
Air quality measures that are applied at your airport

Electric or alternative fuel powered ground transportation: n.a
Operational measures: n.a
Programmes to encourage passengers and/or staff to use public transport n.a
Differentiated landing fees based on emmision profiles/emission charges n.a
Other: n.a

WASTE
Are there policies for waste disposal and prevention the airport must comply with: no
Is the airport able to meet these policy requirements: n.a

CLIMATE CHANGE
Does the airport have a climate change policy: no

SAFETY
Are there safety requirements for third party risks that the airport must comply with: n.a
Is the airport able to meet these safety requirements: n.a
Safety measurements that are applied at your airport

Public safety zone n.a
Third party risk assesment n.a
Flight route design and use n.a
Land use restriction outside the airport n.a
Other n.a

COMMUNITY RELATIONS
Does the airport communicate its environmental policy to the public no
Do you know of any community or environmental groups who actively 
express their concern about the airport’s environmental impact: no
Have there ever been any health studies done: no
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GENERAL INFORMATION
Official name of Airport: Birmingham International Airport 
Country: United Kingdom
Contact person for environmental policy: marieb@bhx.co.uk

AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT 
Number of Runways 1980: 2 

1998: 2 
2010: 2 (2005) 

Tonnes of Cargo 1980: 4,458
1998: 18,387
2010: n.a

No. of passengers 1980: 1,729,000
1998: 6,710,000
2010: 10,581,000

No. of aircraft movements 1980: 34,600
1998: 89,000
2010: 109,800

AIRPORT OPERATIONS
Percentage of passengers using public transport to get to the airport: 12.8%
Percentage of staff using public transport to get to the airport: 13.6%

ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY IN GENERAL
Is development of the airport controlled by a planning agreement/permit: yes
Which regulatory authority is responsible for the planning agreement/permit: municipality

NOISE POLICY
% of night flights 4.7% (06.00-07.00 and 23.00-23.30 

UK “shoulder limit” policy)
Are there noise requirements/limits the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these requirements: yes
Do you foresee exemptions to Chapter 2 after April 2002: no
Is there a noise monitoring system in place for the airport: yes
Does the airport have a noise exposure map: yes
Does the airport have a telephone line: yes
Do the complaints come from outside the official noise contours: yes

WATER QUALITY
Are there water quality requirements the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these water quality requirements: yes
Water quality measurements alternatives for glycol deicing fluids no

system to capture or reclaim deicing fluids no
stormwater run-off management system yes
wastewater treatment no
other no

AIR QUALITY
Are there air quality guidelines the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these air quality requirements: yes
Is there a system in place to monitor air quality around the airport: yes
Air quality measures that are applied at your airport

Electric or alternative fuel powered ground transportation: yes
Operational measures: yes
Programmes to encourage passengers and/or staff to use public transport yes
Differentiated landing fees based on emmision profiles/emission charges no
Other: yes

WASTE
Are there policies for waste disposal and prevention the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these policy requirements: yes

CLIMATE CHANGE
Does the airport have a climate change policy: no

SAFETY
Are there safety requirements for third party risks that the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these safety requirements: yes
Safety measurements that are applied at your airport

Public safety zone yes
Third party risk assesment yes
Flight route design and use yes
Land use restriction outside the airport yes
Other no

COMMUNITY RELATIONS
Does the airport communicate its environmental policy to the public yes
Do you know of any community or environmental groups who actively 
express their concern about the airport’s environmental impact: yes: FoE, Marston Green Residents Association,

Hampton-in-Arden Society
Have there ever been any health studies done: yes
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GENERAL INFORMATION
Official name of Airport: Bucharest Otopeni International Airport 
Country: Romania
Contact person for environmental policy: tina@otp-airport.ro

AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT 
Number of Runways 1980: 1 

1998: 2 
2010: 2 

Tonnes of Cargo 1980: n.a
1998: 10,970
2010: 19,600

No. of passengers 1980: n.a
1998: 1,598,691
2010: 2,870,500

No. of aircraft movements 1980: n.a
1998: 26,215
2010: 46,250

AIRPORT OPERATIONS
Percentage of passengers using public transport to get to the airport: 10%
Percentage of staff using public transport to get to the airport: 34%

ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY IN GENERAL
Is development of the airport controlled by a planning agreement/permit: yes
Which regulatory authority is responsible for the planning agreement/permit: national and regional government

NOISE POLICY
% of night flights 8.2% (23.00-07.00)-24 hour operation
Are there noise requirements/limits the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these requirements: not yet: 30 % of aircraft are Chapter 2 
Do you foresee exemptions to Chapter 2 after April 2002: no
Is there a noise monitoring system in place for the airport: yes
Does the airport have a noise exposure map: yes
Does the airport have a telephone line: no
Do the complaints come from outside the official noise contours: n.a

WATER QUALITY
Are there water quality requirements the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these water quality requirements: yes
Water quality measurements alternatives for glycol deicing fluids no

system to capture or reclaim deicing fluids no
stormwater run-off management system yes
wastewater treatment yes
other yes:potable water treatment, 

disinfection with chlorine

AIR QUALITY
Are there air quality guidelines the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these air quality requirements: no
Is there a system in place to monitor air quality around the airport: no
Air quality measures that are applied at your airport

Electric or alternative fuel powered ground transportation: no
Operational measures: yes
Programmes to encourage passengers and/or staff to use public transport yes
Differentiated landing fees based on emmision profiles/emission charges no
Other: no

WASTE
Are there policies for waste disposal and prevention the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these policy requirements: yes

CLIMATE CHANGE
Does the airport have a climate change policy: no

SAFETY
Are there safety requirements for third party risks that the airport must comply with: no
Is the airport able to meet these safety requirements: yes
Safety measurements that are applied at your airport

Public safety zone yes
Third party risk assesment no
Flight route design and use yes
Land use restriction outside the airport yes
Other no

COMMUNITY RELATIONS
Does the airport communicate its environmental policy to the public yes
Do you know of any community or environmental groups who actively 
express their concern about the airport’s environmental impact: yes: ressidents of Otopeni village
Have there ever been any health studies done: yes
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GENERAL INFORMATION
Official name of Airport: Copenhagen Airports A/S 
Country: Denmark
Contact person for environmental policy: maf@cph.dk

AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT 
Number of Runways 1980:

1998:
2010:

Tonnes of Cargo 1980:
1998:
2010:

No. of passengers 1980:
1998:
2010:

No. of aircraft movements 1980:
1998:
2010:

AIRPORT OPERATIONS
Percentage of passengers using public transport to get to the airport: n.a
Percentage of staff using public transport to get to the airport: n.a

ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY IN GENERAL
Is development of the airport controlled by a planning agreement/permit: yes
Which regulatory authority is responsible for the planning agreement/permit: n.a

NOISE POLICY
Are there noise requirements/limits the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these requirements: yes
Do you foresee exemptions to Chapter 2 after April 2002: n.a
Is there a noise monitoring system in place for the airport: yes
Does the airport have a noise exposure map: yes
Does the airport have a telephone line for complaints: yes
Do the complaints come from outside the official noise contours: n.a

WATER QUALITY
Are there water quality requirements the airport must comply with:
Is the airport able to meet these water quality requirements:
Water quality measurements alternatives for glycol deicing fluids

system to capture or reclaim deicing fluids
stormwater run-off management system
wastewater treatment
other

AIR QUALITY
Are there air quality guidelines the airport must comply with:
Is the airport able to meet these air quality requirements:
Is there a system in place to monitor air quality around the airport:
Air quality measures that are applied at your airport

Electric or alternative fuel powered ground transportation:
Operational measures:
Programmes to encourage passengers and/or staff to use public transport
Differentiated landing fees based on emmision profiles/emission charges
Other:

WASTE
Are there policies for waste disposal and prevention the airport must comply with:
Is the airport able to meet these policy requirements:

CLIMATE CHANGE
Does the airport have a climate change policy:

SAFETY
Are there safety requirements for third party risks that the airport must comply with:
Is the airport able to meet these safety requirements:
Safety measurements that are applied at your airport

Public safety zone
Third party risk assesment
Flight route design and use
Land use restriction outside the airport
Other

COMMUNITY RELATIONS
Does the airport communicate its environmental policy to the public
Do you know of any community or environmental groups who actively 
express their concern about the airport’s environmental impact:
Have there ever been any health studies done:

Copenhagen Airport did not complete the questionnaire, but do have a comprehensive environmental report available through: 
Copenhagen Airports A/S, P.O. Box 74, Lufthavnboulevard 6, DK-2770 Kastrup, Copenhagen, Denmark +45-32313231
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GENERAL INFORMATION
Official name of Airport: Flugplatz Egelsbach 
Country: Germany
Contact person for environmental policy: fly@egelsbach-airport.com

AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT 
Number of Runways 1980: 2 

1998: 2 
2010: 2 

Tonnes of Cargo 1980: n.a
1998: n.a
2010: n.a

No. of passengers 1980: n.a
1998: 14,400
2010: 190,000

No. of aircraft movements 1980: n.a
1998: 73,131
2010: 90,000

AIRPORT OPERATIONS
Percentage of passengers using public transport to get to the airport: % excl.taxi
Percentage of staff using public transport to get to the airport: n.a

ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY IN GENERAL
Is development of the airport controlled by a planning agreement/permit: yes
Which regulatory authority is responsible for the planning agreement/permit: regional government

NOISE POLICY
No scheduled traffic

Are there noise requirements/limits the airport must comply with: no
Is the airport able to meet these requirements: n.a
Do you foresee exemptions to Chapter 2 after April 2002: no
Is there a noise monitoring system in place for the airport: yes
Does the airport have a noise exposure map: no, in progress
Does the airport have a telephone line: yes
Do the complaints come from outside the official noise contours: yes

WATER QUALITY
Are there water quality requirements the airport must comply with: no
Is the airport able to meet these water quality requirements: n.a
Water quality measurements alternatives for glycol deicing fluids no

system to capture or reclaim deicing fluids yes
stormwater run-off management system no
wastewater treatment no
other no

AIR QUALITY
Are there air quality guidelines the airport must comply with: no
Is the airport able to meet these air quality requirements: n.a
Is there a system in place to monitor air quality around the airport: no
Air quality measures that are applied at your airport

Electric or alternative fuel powered ground transportation: n.a
Operational measures: n.a
Programmes to encourage passengers and/or staff to use public transport n.a
Differentiated landing fees based on emmision profiles/emission charges n.a
Other: n.a

WASTE
Are there policies for waste disposal and prevention the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these policy requirements: yes

CLIMATE CHANGE
Does the airport have a climate change policy: yes

SAFETY
Are there safety requirements for third party risks that the airport must comply with: no
Is the airport able to meet these safety requirements: n.a
Safety measurements that are applied at your airport

Public safety zone yes
Third party risk assesment yes
Flight route design and use yes
Land use restriction outside the airport yes
Other no

COMMUNITY RELATIONS
Does the airport communicate its environmental policy to the public yes
Do you know of any community or environmental groups who actively 
express their concern about the airport’s environmental impact: yes: Village/communty of Esthausen, 

Party “Die Grünen”, Bürger Initiative
Have there ever been any health studies done: no
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GENERAL INFORMATION
Official name of Airport: Flughafen Essen/Mülheim GmbH 
Country: Germany
Contact person for environmental policy:

AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT 
Number of Runways 1980: 1 

1998: 1 
2010: n.a 

Tonnes of Cargo 1980: no cargo
1998: no cargo
2010: n.a

No. of passengers 1980: n.a
1998: 43,388
2010: n.a

No. of aircraft movements 1980: 47,208
1998: 46,783
2010: n.a

AIRPORT OPERATIONS
Percentage of passengers using public transport to get to the airport: n.a
Percentage of staff using public transport to get to the airport: n.a

ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY IN GENERAL
Is development of the airport controlled by a planning agreement/permit: n.a
Which regulatory authority is responsible for the planning agreement/permit: n.a

NOISE POLICY
No scheduled traffic

Are there noise requirements/limits the airport must comply with: n.a
Is the airport able to meet these requirements: n.a
Do you foresee exemptions to Chapter 2 after April 2002: n.a
Is there a noise monitoring system in place for the airport: n.a
Does the airport have a noise exposure map: n.a
Does the airport have a telephone line: no
Do the complaints come from outside the official noise contours: n.a

WATER QUALITY
Are there water quality requirements the airport must comply with: n.a
Is the airport able to meet these water quality requirements: n.a
Water quality measurements alternatives for glycol deicing fluids n.a

system to capture or reclaim deicing fluids n.a
stormwater run-off management system n.a
wastewater treatment n.a
other n.a

AIR QUALITY
Are there air quality guidelines the airport must comply with: no
Is the airport able to meet these air quality requirements: n.a
Is there a system in place to monitor air quality around the airport: no
Air quality measures that are applied at your airport

Electric or alternative fuel powered ground transportation: n.a
Operational measures: n.a
Programmes to encourage passengers and/or staff to use public transport n.a
Differentiated landing fees based on emmision profiles/emission charges n.a
Other: n.a

WASTE
Are there policies for waste disposal and prevention the airport must comply with: no statement
Is the airport able to meet these policy requirements: n.a

CLIMATE CHANGE
Does the airport have a climate change policy: no statement

SAFETY
Are there safety requirements for third party risks that the airport must comply with: no statement
Is the airport able to meet these safety requirements: n.a
Safety measurements that are applied at your airport

Public safety zone n.a
Third party risk assesment n.a
Flight route design and use n.a
Land use restriction outside the airport n.a
Other n.a

COMMUNITY RELATIONS
Does the airport communicate its environmental policy to the public n.a
Do you know of any community or environmental groups who actively 
express their concern about the airport’s environmental impact: n.a
Have there ever been any health studies done: n.a
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GENERAL INFORMATION
Official name of Airport: Aéroport International de Genève 
Country: Switzerland
Contact person for environmental policy: Martine.Voutaz@gva.ch, environnement@gva.ch

AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT 
Number of Runways 1980: 1 

1998: 1 
2010: 1 

Tonnes of Cargo 1980: 42,062
1998: 61,603
2010: 140,000

No. of passengers 1980: 4,528,400
1998: 6,439,709 (charter & airlineflights only
2010: 9,500,000

No. of aircraft movements 1980: 75,208 (charter &airlineflights only)
1998: 105,270
2010: 131,000

AIRPORT OPERATIONS
Percentage of passengers using public transport to get to the airport: 23 % (1999)
Percentage of staff using public transport to get to the airport: 16 % (1999)

ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY IN GENERAL
Is development of the airport controlled by a planning agreement/permit: yes
Which regulatory authority is responsible for the planning agreement/permit: national government

NOISE POLICY
% of night flights 2.6% (22.00-06.00)
Are there noise requirements/limits the airport must comply with: no
Is the airport able to meet these requirements: n.a
Do you foresee exemptions to Chapter 2 after April 2002: yes
Is there a noise monitoring system in place for the airport: yes
Does the airport have a noise exposure map: yes
Does the airport have a telephone line: no
Do the complaints come from outside the official noise contours: n.a

WATER QUALITY
Are there water quality requirements the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these water quality requirements: yes
Water quality measurements alternatives for glycol deicing fluids no

system to capture or reclaim deicing fluids yes
stormwater run-off management system yes
wastewater treatment yes
other no

AIR QUALITY
Are there air quality guidelines the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these air quality requirements: yes
Is there a system in place to monitor air quality around the airport: yes
Air quality measures that are applied at your airport

Electric or alternative fuel powered ground transportation: yes
Operational measures: yes
Programmes to encourage passengers and/or staff to use public transport yes
Differentiated landing fees based on emmision profiles/emission charges yes
Other: no

WASTE
Are there policies for waste disposal and prevention the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these policy requirements: yes

CLIMATE CHANGE
Does the airport have a climate change policy: no

SAFETY
Are there safety requirements for third party risks that the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these safety requirements: yes
Safety measurements that are applied at your airport

Public safety zone yes
Third party risk assesment yes
Flight route design and use yes
Land use restriction outside the airport yes
Other no

COMMUNITY RELATIONS
Does the airport communicate its environmental policy to the public yes: environmental report, internet, 

“23-05”Journal,“Environmental Info” bulletin
Do you know of any community or environmental groups who actively 
express their concern about the airport’s environmental impact: Association des Rivercuus de lÁeroport

Geneve(ARAG),Ass. Transport et Environment(ATE)
Have there ever been any health studies done: yes
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GENERAL INFORMATION
Official name of Airport: Göteberg-Landvetter Airport 
Country: Sweden
Contact person for environmental policy: thomas.helin@got.lfv.se

AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT 
Number of Runways 1980: 1 

1998: 1 
2010: 2 

Tonnes of Cargo 1980: 19
1998: 50
2010: n.a

No. of passengers 1980: 1,475,000
1998: 3,600,000
2010: 5,250,000

No. of aircraft movements 1980: 40,000
1998: 65,524
2010: 80,000

AIRPORT OPERATIONS
Percentage of passengers using public transport to get to the airport: 10%
Percentage of staff using public transport to get to the airport: 30%

ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY IN GENERAL
Is development of the airport controlled by a planning agreement/permit: yes
Which regulatory authority is responsible for the planning agreement/permit: n.a

NOISE POLICY
% of night flights 8% (22.00-07.00)-24 hour operations
Are there noise requirements/limits the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these requirements: no: due to night traffic directed on 

one specific route
Do you foresee exemptions to Chapter 2 after April 2002: no
Is there a noise monitoring system in place for the airport: no
Does the airport have a noise exposure map: yes
Does the airport have a telephone line: yes
Do the complaints come from outside the official noise contours: yes

WATER QUALITY
Are there water quality requirements the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these water quality requirements: yes
Water quality measurements alternatives for glycol deicing fluids no

system to capture or reclaim deicing fluids yes
stormwater run-off management system yes
wastewater treatment yes
other no

AIR QUALITY
Are there air quality guidelines the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these air quality requirements: yes
Is there a system in place to monitor air quality around the airport: no
Air quality measures that are applied at your airport

Electric or alternative fuel powered ground transportation: yes
Operational measures: no
Programmes to encourage passengers and/or staff to use public transport no
Differentiated landing fees based on emmision profiles/emission charges yes
Other: yes

WASTE
Are there policies for waste disposal and prevention the airport must comply with: no
Is the airport able to meet these policy requirements: n.a

CLIMATE CHANGE
Does the airport have a climate change policy: no

SAFETY
Are there safety requirements for third party risks that the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these safety requirements: n.a
Safety measurements that are applied at your airport

Public safety zone n.a
Third party risk assesment n.a
Flight route design and use n.a
Land use restriction outside the airport n.a
Other n.a

COMMUNITY RELATIONS
Does the airport communicate its environmental policy to the public yes
Do you know of any community or environmental groups who actively 
express their concern about the airport’s environmental impact: yes: residential groups
Have there ever been any health studies done: yes
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GENERAL INFORMATION
Official name of Airport: Flughafen Hamburg GmbH 
Country: Germany
Contact person for environmental policy: fcekel@ham.airport.de

AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT 
Number of Runways 1980: 2 

1998: 2 
2010: 2 

Tonnes of Cargo 1980: 23,744
1998: 65,629
2010: n.a

No. of passengers 1980: 742,463
1998: 9,126,178
2010: 13,900,000

No. of aircraft movements 1980: 93,837
1998: 151,942
2010: 172 ,000

AIRPORT OPERATIONS
Percentage of passengers using public transport to get to the airport: 10%
Percentage of staff using public transport to get to the airport: 13%

ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY IN GENERAL
Is development of the airport controlled by a planning agreement/permit: yes
Which regulatory authority is responsible for the planning agreement/permit: municipality

NOISE POLICY
% of night flights 4% (22.00-06.00)

22.00-06.00 restricted, 
24.00-06.00 exceptional permission 

Are there noise requirements/limits the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these requirements: yes
Do you foresee exemptions to Chapter 2 after April 2002: no
Is there a noise monitoring system in place for the airport: yes
Does the airport have a noise exposure map: yes
Does the airport have a telephone line: yes
Do the complaints come from outside the official noise contours: sometimes

WATER QUALITY
Are there water quality requirements the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these water quality requirements: yes
Water quality measurements alternatives for glycol deicing fluids no

system to capture or reclaim deicing fluids yes
stormwater run-off management system no
wastewater treatment yes
other no

AIR QUALITY
Are there air quality guidelines the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these air quality requirements: yes
Is there a system in place to monitor air quality around the airport: yes
Air quality measures that are applied at your airport

Electric or alternative fuel powered ground transportation: no
Operational measures: yes
Programmes to encourage passengers and/or staff to use public transport yes
Differentiated landing fees based on emmision profiles/emission charges no
Other: no

WASTE
Are there policies for waste disposal and prevention the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these policy requirements: yes

CLIMATE CHANGE
Does the airport have a climate change policy: no

SAFETY
Are there safety requirements for third party risks that the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these safety requirements: yes
Safety measurements that are applied at your airport

Public safety zone yes
Third party risk assesment yes
Flight route design and use yes
Land use restriction outside the airport yes
Other no

COMMUNITY RELATIONS
Does the airport communicate its environmental policy to the public yes
Do you know of any community or environmental groups who actively 
express their concern about the airport’s environmental impact: yes; Initiative against aircraft noise
Have there ever been any health studies done: yes

98



GENERAL INFORMATION
Official name of Airport: Innsbruck Airport 
Country: Austria
Contact person for environmental policy: innsbruck.flughafen@tirol.com

AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT 
Number of Runways 1980: 1 

1998: 1 
2010: 1 

Tonnes of Cargo 1980: 295
1998: 3,160
2010: n.a

No. of passengers 1980: n.a
1998: 599,628
2010: n.a

No. of aircraft movements 1980: n.a
1998: 13,000
2010: n.a

AIRPORT OPERATIONS
Percentage of passengers using public transport to get to the airport: 10%
Percentage of staff using public transport to get to the airport: 1%

ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY IN GENERAL
Is development of the airport controlled by a planning agreement/permit: yes
Which regulatory authority is responsible for the planning agreement/permit: n.a

NOISE POLICY
% of night flights 5% (06.00-07.00), restrictions 20.00-06.30
Are there noise requirements/limits the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these requirements: yes
Do you foresee exemptions to Chapter 2 after April 2002: no
Is there a noise monitoring system in place for the airport: yes
Does the airport have a noise exposure map: no
Does the airport have a telephone line: yes
Do the complaints come from outside the official noise contours: yes

WATER QUALITY
Are there water quality requirements the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these water quality requirements: yes
Water quality measurements alternatives for glycol deicing fluids no

system to capture or reclaim deicing fluids no
stormwater run-off management system no
wastewater treatment no
other no

AIR QUALITY
Are there air quality guidelines the airport must comply with: no
Is the airport able to meet these air quality requirements: n.a
Is there a system in place to monitor air quality around the airport: n.a
Air quality measures that are applied at your airport

Electric or alternative fuel powered ground transportation: no
Operational measures: yes
Programmes to encourage passengers and/or staff to use public transport no
Differentiated landing fees based on emmision profiles/emission charges no
Other: no

WASTE
Are there policies for waste disposal and prevention the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these policy requirements: yes

CLIMATE CHANGE
Does the airport have a climate change policy: no

SAFETY
Are there safety requirements for third party risks that the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these safety requirements: yes
Safety measurements that are applied at your airport

Public safety zone yes
Third party risk assesment no
Flight route design and use yes
Land use restriction outside the airport yes
Other no

COMMUNITY RELATIONS
Does the airport communicate its environmental policy to the public yes
Do you know of any community or environmental groups who actively 
express their concern about the airport’s environmental impact: yes
Have there ever been any health studies done: no
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GENERAL INFORMATION
Official name of Airport: BAA Heathrow 
Country: United Kingdom
Contact person for environmental policy: claire_williams@baa.co.uk

AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT 
Number of Runways 1980: 2 

1998: 2 
2010: n.a 

Tonnes of Cargo 1980: 500,000
1998: 1,200,000
2010: n.a

No. of passengers 1980: 27,500,000
1998: 61,000,000
2010: n.a

No. of aircraft movements 1980: 273,000
1998: 441,000
2010: n.a

AIRPORT OPERATIONS
Percentage of passengers using public transport to get to the airport: 33%
Percentage of staff using public transport to get to the airport: 16%

ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY IN GENERAL
Is development of the airport controlled by a planning agreement/permit: yes
Which regulatory authority is responsible for the planning agreement/permit: national government and municipality

NOISE POLICY
% of night flights 1.7% (23.00-07.00), UK DETR quota and points 

system (see also Manchester Night Flight annex)
Are there noise requirements/limits the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these requirements: depends on airlines
Do you foresee exemptions to Chapter 2 after April 2002: do not know
Is there a noise monitoring system in place for the airport: yes
Does the airport have a noise exposure map: yes
Does the airport have a telephone line: yes
Do the complaints come from outside the official noise contours: yes

WATER QUALITY
Are there water quality requirements the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these water quality requirements: yes
Water quality measurements alternatives for glycol deicing fluids no

system to capture or reclaim deicing fluids yes
stormwater run-off management system yes
wastewater treatment no
other no

AIR QUALITY
Are there air quality guidelines the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these air quality requirements: yes
Is there a system in place to monitor air quality around the airport: yes

Air quality measures that are applied at your airport
Electric or alternative fuel powered ground transportation: yes
Operational measures: yes
Programmes to encourage passengers and/or staff to use public transport yes
Differentiated landing fees based on emmision profiles/emission charges no
Other: yes

WASTE
Are there policies for waste disposal and prevention the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these policy requirements: yes

CLIMATE CHANGE
Does the airport have a climate change policy: yes

SAFETY
Are there safety requirements for third party risks that the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these safety requirements: yes
Safety measurements that are applied at your airport

Public safety zone yes
Third party risk assesment yes
Flight route design and use yes
Land use restriction outside the airport no
Other no

COMMUNITY RELATIONS
Does the airport communicate its environmental policy to the public yes
Do you know of any community or environmental groups who actively 
express their concern about the airport’s environmental impact: yes: HACAN, FoE Airfield Environmental Trust
Have there ever been any health studies done: yes
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GENERAL INFORMATION
Official name of Airport: BAA Gatwick 
Country: United Kingdom
Contact person for environmental policy: Laura_garrod@baa.co.uk

AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT 
Number of Runways 1980: 1 

1998: 1 
2010: 1 

Tonnes of Cargo 1980: n.a
1998: 275,000
2010: 5,250,000

No. of passengers 1980: n.a
1998: 29,500,000
2010: 40,000,000

No. of aircraft movements 1980: n.a
1998: 253,733
2010: 280,000

AIRPORT OPERATIONS
Percentage of passengers using public transport to get to the airport: 34.8%
Percentage of staff using public transport to get to the airport: 11%

ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY IN GENERAL
Is development of the airport controlled by a planning agreement/permit: no
Which regulatory authority is responsible for the planning agreement/permit: n.a

NOISE POLICY
% of night flights 4.9% (23.00-7.00) UK DETR quota+points system
Are there noise requirements/limits the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these requirements: yes 1998-99: 222 noise infringements
Do you foresee exemptions to Chapter 2 after April 2002: yes
Is there a noise monitoring system in place for the airport: yes
Does the airport have a noise exposure map: yes
Does the airport have a telephone line: yes
Do the complaints come from outside the official noise contours: yes

WATER QUALITY
Are there water quality requirements the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these water quality requirements: n.a
Water quality measurements alternatives for glycol deicing fluids n.a

system to capture or reclaim deicing fluids n.a
stormwater run-off management system n.a
wastewater treatment n.a
other n.a

AIR QUALITY
Are there air quality guidelines the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these air quality requirements: yes
Is there a system in place to monitor air quality around the airport: yes
Air quality measures that are applied at your airport

Electric or alternative fuel powered ground transportation: yes
Operational measures: yes
Programmes to encourage passengers and/or staff to use public transport yes
Differentiated landing fees based on emmision profiles/emission charges no
Other: no

WASTE
Are there policies for waste disposal and prevention the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these policy requirements: yes

CLIMATE CHANGE
Does the airport have a climate change policy: yes

SAFETY
Are there safety requirements for third party risks that the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these safety requirements: yes
Safety measurements that are applied at your airport

Public safety zone yes
Third party risk assesment yes
Flight route design and use yes
Land use restriction outside the airport no
Other no

COMMUNITY RELATIONS
Does the airport communicate its environmental policy to the public yes
Do you know of any community or environmental groups who actively 
express their concern about the airport’s environmental impact: n.a
Have there ever been any health studies done: n.a
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GENERAL INFORMATION
Official name of Airport: BAA Stansted 
Country: United Kingdom
Contact person for environmental policy: alison_way@baa.co.uk

AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT 
Number of Runways 1980: 1 

1998: 1 
2010: 1 

Tonnes of Cargo 1980: 4,600
1998: 193,400
2010: 500,000

No. of passengers 1980: 275,000
1998: 7,407,000
2010: 21,600,000

No. of aircraft movements 1980: 3,300
1998: 101,367
2010: 200,000

AIRPORT OPERATIONS
Percentage of passengers using public transport to get to the airport: 33%
Percentage of staff using public transport to get to the airport: 2%

ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY IN GENERAL
Is development of the airport controlled by a planning agreement/permit: yes
Which regulatory authority is responsible for the planning agreement/permit: national government and municipality

NOISE POLICY
% of night flights 11% (23.00-07.00) UK DETR system of 

total movements
Are there noise requirements/limits the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these requirements: yes: (night noise quato breaches do occur 

by airlines)
Do you foresee exemptions to Chapter 2 after April 2002: do not know
Is there a noise monitoring system in place for the airport: yes
Does the airport have a noise exposure map: yes
Does the airport have a telephone line: yes
Do the complaints come from outside the official noise contours: yes

WATER QUALITY
Are there water quality requirements the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these water quality requirements: yes
Water quality measurements alternatives for glycol deicing fluids no

system to capture or reclaim deicing fluids yes
stormwater run-off management system yes
wastewater treatment no
other n.a

AIR QUALITY
Are there air quality guidelines the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these air quality requirements: yes
Is there a system in place to monitor air quality around the airport: yes
Air quality measures that are applied at your airport

Electric or alternative fuel powered ground transportation: yes
Operational measures: yes
Programmes to encourage passengers and/or staff to use public transport yes
Differentiated landing fees based on emmision profiles/emission charges no
Other: no

WASTE
Are there policies for waste disposal and prevention the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these policy requirements: yes

CLIMATE CHANGE
Does the airport have a climate change policy: yes

SAFETY
Are there safety requirements for third party risks that the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these safety requirements: yes
Safety measurements that are applied at your airport

Public safety zone yes
Third party risk assesment yes
Flight route design and use yes
Land use restriction outside the airport yes
Other no

COMMUNITY RELATIONS
Does the airport communicate its environmental policy to the public yes
Do you know of any community or environmental groups who actively 
express their concern about the airport’s environmental impact: yes: NWEEHPA, CPRE, FoE and Green Party
Have there ever been any health studies done: no
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GENERAL INFORMATION
Official name of Airport: Aeropuerto de Málaga 
Country: Spain
Contact person for environmental policy: agp.canton@aena.es

AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT 
Number of Runways 1980: 1 

1998: 1 
2010: 1 

Tonnes of Cargo 1980: n.a
1998: 9,185
2010: n.a

No. of passengers 1980: n.a
1998: 7,765,526
2010: n.a

No. of aircraft movements 1980: n.a
1998: 75,532
2010: n.a

AIRPORT OPERATIONS
Percentage of passengers using public transport to get to the airport: n.a
Percentage of staff using public transport to get to the airport: n.a

ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY IN GENERAL
Is development of the airport controlled by a planning agreement/permit: yes
Which regulatory authority is responsible for the planning agreement/permit: municipality

NOISE POLICY
Are there noise requirements/limits the airport must comply with: no
Is the airport able to meet these requirements: n.a
Do you foresee exemptions to Chapter 2 after April 2002: no
Is there a noise monitoring system in place for the airport: no
Does the airport have a noise exposure map: no
Does the airport have a telephone line: no
Do the complaints come from outside the official noise contours: n.a

WATER QUALITY
Are there water quality requirements the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these water quality requirements: yes
Water quality measurements alternatives for glycol deicing fluids no

system to capture or reclaim deicing fluids no
stormwater run-off management system yes
wastewater treatment yes
other no

AIR QUALITY
Are there air quality guidelines the airport must comply with: no
Is the airport able to meet these air quality requirements: n.a
Is there a system in place to monitor air quality around the airport: no
Air quality measures that are applied at your airport

Electric or alternative fuel powered ground transportation: no
Operational measures: no
Programmes to encourage passengers and/or staff to use public transport no
Differentiated landing fees based on emmision profiles/emission charges no
Other: no

WASTE
Are there policies for waste disposal and prevention the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these policy requirements: yes

CLIMATE CHANGE
Does the airport have a climate change policy: no

SAFETY
Are there safety requirements for third party risks that the airport must comply with: no
Is the airport able to meet these safety requirements: n.a
Safety measurements that are applied at your airport

Public safety zone yes
Third party risk assesment no
Flight route design and use no
Land use restriction outside the airport no
Other no

COMMUNITY RELATIONS
Does the airport communicate its environmental policy to the public yes
Do you know of any community or environmental groups who actively 
express their concern about the airport’s environmental impact: no
Have there ever been any health studies done: no
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GENERAL INFORMATION
Official name of Airport: Manchester Airport 
Country: United Kingdom
Contact person for environmental policy:

AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT 
Number of Runways 1980: 1 

1998: 1 
2010: 2 

Tonnes of Cargo 1980: 24,236
1998: 105,792
2010: 250,000

No. of passengers 1980: 4,300,000
1998: 17,200,000
2010: 40,700,000

No. of aircraft movements 1980: 83,493
1998: 163,750
2010: 303,000

AIRPORT OPERATIONS
Percentage of passengers using public transport to get to the airport: 20%
Percentage of staff using public transport to get to the airport: 15.5%

ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY IN GENERAL
Is development of the airport controlled by a planning agreement/permit: yes
Which regulatory authority is responsible for the planning agreement/permit: municipality

NOISE POLICY
% of night flights 5% (23.30-06.00) night period includes UK DETR

“shoulder periods”, see also annex Manchester
Night Flight Policy

Are there noise requirements/limits the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these requirements: yes
Do you foresee exemptions to Chapter 2 after April 2002: no
Is there a noise monitoring system in place for the airport: yes
Does the airport have a noise exposure map: yes
Does the airport have a telephone line: yes
Do the complaints come from outside the official noise contours: yes

WATER QUALITY
Are there water quality requirements the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these water quality requirements: yes
Water quality measurements alternatives for glycol deicing fluids yes

system to capture or reclaim deicing fluids yes
stormwater run-off management system yes
wastewater treatment yes
other yes: minimisation programme to reduce production

at source

AIR QUALITY
Are there air quality guidelines the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these air quality requirements: invalid question
Is there a system in place to monitor air quality around the airport: yes
Air quality measures that are applied at your airport

Electric or alternative fuel powered ground transportation: yes
Operational measures: yes
Programmes to encourage passengers and/or staff to use public transport yes
Differentiated landing fees based on emmision profiles/emission charges no
Other: no

WASTE
Are there policies for waste disposal and prevention the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these policy requirements: yes

CLIMATE CHANGE
Does the airport have a climate change policy: yes

SAFETY
Are there safety requirements for third party risks that the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these safety requirements: yes

Safety measurements that are applied at your airport
Public safety zone yes
Third party risk assesment yes
Flight route design and use yes
Land use restriction outside the airport yes
Other yes

COMMUNITY RELATIONS
Does the airport communicate its environmental policy to the public yes
Do you know of any community or environmental groups who actively 
express their concern about the airport’s environmental impact: yes: Knutsford and Mobberley Joint Action Group,

Styal Action Association, Hale, Altrincham and
Bowdon Action Group

Have there ever been any health studies done: yes
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GENERAL INFORMATION
Official name of Airport: Aeroporto Linate 
Country: Italy
Contact person for environmental policy:

AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT 
Number of Runways 1980: n.a 

1998: 1 
2010: n.a 

Tonnes of Cargo 1980: n.a
1998:
2010: n.a

No. of passengers 1980: n.a
1998: 13,611,749
2010: n.a

No. of aircraft movements 1980: n.a
1998: 177,461
2010: n.a

AIRPORT OPERATIONS
Percentage of passengers using public transport to get to the airport: n.a
Percentage of staff using public transport to get to the airport: n.a

ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY IN GENERAL
Is development of the airport controlled by a planning agreement/permit: yes
Which regulatory authority is responsible for the planning agreement/permit: n.a

NOISE POLICY
Are there noise requirements/limits the airport must comply with: NO INFORMATION
Is the airport able to meet these requirements:
Do you foresee exemptions to Chapter 2 after April 2002:
Is there a noise monitoring system in place for the airport:
Does the airport have a noise exposure map:
Does the airport have a telephone line:
Do the complaints come from outside the official noise contours:

WATER QUALITY
Are there water quality requirements the airport must comply with: NO INFORMATION
Is the airport able to meet these water quality requirements:
Water quality measurements alternatives for glycol deicing fluids

system to capture or reclaim deicing fluids
stormwater run-off management system
wastewater treatment
other

AIR QUALITY
Are there air quality guidelines the airport must comply with: NO INFORMATION
Is the airport able to meet these air quality requirements:
Is there a system in place to monitor air quality around the airport:
Air quality measures that are applied at your airport

Electric or alternative fuel powered ground transportation:
Operational measures:
Programmes to encourage passengers and/or staff to use public transport
Differentiated landing fees based on emmision profiles/emission charges
Other:

WASTE
Are there policies for waste disposal and prevention the airport must comply with: NO INFORMATION
Is the airport able to meet these policy requirements:

CLIMATE CHANGE
Does the airport have a climate change policy: NO INFORMATION

SAFETY
Are there safety requirements for third party risks that the airport must comply with: NO INFORMATION
Is the airport able to meet these safety requirements:
Safety measurements that are applied at your airport

Public safety zone
Third party risk assesment
Flight route design and use
Land use restriction outside the airport
Other

COMMUNITY RELATIONS
Does the airport communicate its environmental policy to the public yes
Do you know of any community or environmental groups who actively 
express their concern about the airport’s environmental impact: n.a
Have there ever been any health studies done: n.a
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GENERAL INFORMATION
Official name of Airport: Aeroporto Malpensa 
Country: Italy
Contact person for environmental policy:

AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT 
Number of Runways 1980: n.a 

1998: 2 
2010: n.a 

Tonnes of Cargo 1980: n.a
1998:
2010: n.a

No. of passengers 1980: n.a
1998: 5,919,592
2010: n.a

No. of aircraft movements 1980: n.a
1998: 77,221
2010: n.a

AIRPORT OPERATIONS
Percentage of passengers using public transport to get to the airport: n.a
Percentage of staff using public transport to get to the airport: n.a

ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY IN GENERAL
Is development of the airport controlled by a planning agreement/permit: yes
Which regulatory authority is responsible for the planning agreement/permit: n.a

NOISE POLICY
Are there noise requirements/limits the airport must comply with: NO INFORMATION
Is the airport able to meet these requirements:
Do you foresee exemptions to Chapter 2 after April 2002:
Is there a noise monitoring system in place for the airport:
Does the airport have a noise exposure map:
Does the airport have a telephone line:
Do the complaints come from outside the official noise contours:

WATER QUALITY
Are there water quality requirements the airport must comply with: NO INFORMATION
Is the airport able to meet these water quality requirements:
Water quality measurements alternatives for glycol deicing fluids

system to capture or reclaim deicing fluids
stormwater run-off management system
wastewater treatment
other

AIR QUALITY
Are there air quality guidelines the airport must comply with: NO INFORMATION
Is the airport able to meet these air quality requirements:
Is there a system in place to monitor air quality around the airport:
Air quality measures that are applied at your airport

Electric or alternative fuel powered ground transportation:
Operational measures:
Programmes to encourage passengers and/or staff to use public transport
Differentiated landing fees based on emmision profiles/emission charges
Other:

WASTE
Are there policies for waste disposal and prevention the airport must comply with: NO INFORMATION
Is the airport able to meet these policy requirements:

CLIMATE CHANGE
Does the airport have a climate change policy: NO INFORMATION

SAFETY
Are there safety requirements for third party risks that the airport must comply with: NO INFORMATION
Is the airport able to meet these safety requirements:
Safety measurements that are applied at your airport

Public safety zone
Third party risk assesment
Flight route design and use
Land use restriction outside the airport
Other

COMMUNITY RELATIONS
Does the airport communicate its environmental policy to the public yes
Do you know of any community or environmental groups who actively 
express their concern about the airport’s environmental impact: n.a
Have there ever been any health studies done: n.a
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GENERAL INFORMATION
Official name of Airport: Flughafen Nürnberg GmbH 
Country: Germany
Contact person for environmental policy:

AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT 
Number of Runways 1980: 1 

1998: 1 
2010: 1 

Tonnes of Cargo 1980: 11,500
1998: 70,000
2010: 100,000

No. of passengers 1980: 770,000
1998: 2,500,000
2010: 4,500,000

No. of aircraft movements 1980: 58,000
1998: 84,000
2010: 120,000

AIRPORT OPERATIONS
Percentage of passengers using public transport to get to the airport: 20%
Percentage of staff using public transport to get to the airport: 25%

ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY IN GENERAL
Is development of the airport controlled by a planning agreement/permit: yes
Which regulatory authority is responsible for the planning agreement/permit: municipality

NOISE POLICY
% of night flights 12% (22.00-06.00)-Chapter III “longlist” 

only during these hours
Are there noise requirements/limits the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these requirements: yes
Do you foresee exemptions to Chapter 2 after April 2002: no
Is there a noise monitoring system in place for the airport: yes
Does the airport have a noise exposure map: no
Does the airport have a telephone line: yes
Do the complaints come from outside the official noise contours: yes (30%)

WATER QUALITY
Are there water quality requirements the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these water quality requirements: yes
Water quality measurements alternatives for glycol deicing fluids yes

system to capture or reclaim deicing fluids yes
stormwater run-off management system yes
wastewater treatment yes
other no

AIR QUALITY
Are there air quality guidelines the airport must comply with: no
Is the airport able to meet these air quality requirements: n.a
Is there a system in place to monitor air quality around the airport: yes
Air quality measures that are applied at your airport

Electric or alternative fuel powered ground transportation: no
Operational measures: no
Programmes to encourage passengers and/or staff to use public transport yes
Differentiated landing fees based on emmision profiles/emission charges no
Other: no

WASTE
Are there policies for waste disposal and prevention the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these policy requirements: yes

CLIMATE CHANGE
Does the airport have a climate change policy: no

SAFETY
Are there safety requirements for third party risks that the airport must comply with: no
Is the airport able to meet these safety requirements: n.a
Safety measurements that are applied at your airport

Public safety zone n.a
Third party risk assesment n.a
Flight route design and use n.a
Land use restriction outside the airport n.a
Other n.a

COMMUNITY RELATIONS
Does the airport communicate its environmental policy to the public yes
Do you know of any community or environmental groups who actively 
express their concern about the airport’s environmental impact: yes: BUND Naturschutz
Have there ever been any health studies done: yes
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GENERAL INFORMATION
Official name of Airport: Oslo Lufthaven AS Gardermoen 
Country: Norway
Contact person for environmental policy: espen.schram@osl.no

AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT 
Number of Runways 1980: 2 (1 extra) 

1998: 2 
2010: 2 

Tonnes of Cargo 1980: 46,152
1998: 81,155
2010: 163,000

No. of passengers 1980: 3,888,658
1998: 12,282,623
2010: 17,700,000

No. of aircraft movements 1980: 64,996
1998: 183,584
2010: 260,000

AIRPORT OPERATIONS
Percentage of passengers using public transport to get to the airport: 60%
Percentage of staff using public transport to get to the airport: n.a

ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY IN GENERAL
Is development of the airport controlled by a planning agreement/permit: yes
Which regulatory authority is responsible for the planning agreement/permit: national government

NOISE POLICY
% of night flights 4% (24.00-06.00)
Night Flights policy Chapter II 08.00-16.00, 23.00-06.30 only 

Chapter III, 24.00-06.00 >88EPNdB, surcharge 
of 50% landing fee 24.00-05.59

Are there noise requirements/limits the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these requirements: yes ( 95 %)
Do you foresee exemptions to Chapter 2 after April 2002: yes
Is there a noise monitoring system in place for the airport: yes
Does the airport have a noise exposure map: yes
Does the airport have a telephone line: yes
Do the complaints come from outside the official noise contours: yes

WATER QUALITY
Are there water quality requirements the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these water quality requirements: yes
Water quality measurements alternatives for glycol deicing fluids yes

system to capture or reclaim deicing fluids yes
stormwater run-off management system yes
wastewater treatment no
other yes: run-off containing formates and glycol has 

an on site treatment in natural soil filters

AIR QUALITY
Are there air quality guidelines the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these air quality requirements: yes
Is there a system in place to monitor air quality around the airport: yes
Air quality measures that are applied at your airport

Electric or alternative fuel powered ground transportation: yes
Operational measures: no
Programmes to encourage passengers and/or staff to use public transport yes
Differentiated landing fees based on emmision profiles/emission charges no
Other: yes

WASTE
Are there policies for waste disposal and prevention the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these policy requirements: yes

CLIMATE CHANGE
Does the airport have a climate change policy: no

SAFETY
Are there safety requirements for third party risks that the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these safety requirements: yes
Safety measurements that are applied at your airport

Public safety zone n.a
Third party risk assesment n.a
Flight route design and use n.a
Land use restriction outside the airport n.a
Other n.a

COMMUNITY RELATIONS
Does the airport communicate its environmental policy to the public yes
Do you know of any community or environmental groups who actively 
express their concern about the airport’s environmental impact: yes: norges Naturvernforbund, Bellona
Have there ever been any health studies done: yes
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GENERAL INFORMATION
Official name of Airport: Ostend International Airport 
Country: Belgium
Contact person for environmental policy: Johan.Onraedt@lin.vlaanderen.be

AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT 
Number of Runways 1980: 2 

1998: 2 
2010: 2 

Tonnes of Cargo 1980: 27,331
1998: 87,868
2010: 193,000

No. of passengers 1980: 120,606
1998: 124,385
2010: 40,000

No. of aircraft movements 1980: 42,885
1998: 41,702
2010: 62,150

AIRPORT OPERATIONS
Percentage of passengers using public transport to get to the airport: n.a
Percentage of staff using public transport to get to the airport: 10%

ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY IN GENERAL
Is development of the airport controlled by a planning agreement/permit: no
Which regulatory authority is responsible for the planning agreement/permit: n.a

NOISE POLICY
% of night flights 2.5% (23.00-07.00) Chapter II ban 

between these hours
Are there noise requirements/limits the airport must comply with: no
Is the airport able to meet these requirements: n.a
Do you foresee exemptions to Chapter 2 after April 2002: no
Is there a noise monitoring system in place for the airport: no
Does the airport have a noise exposure map: yes
Does the airport have a telephone line: no
Do the complaints come from outside the official noise contours: n.a

WATER QUALITY
Are there water quality requirements the airport must comply with: no
Is the airport able to meet these water quality requirements: n.a
Water quality measurements alternatives for glycol deicing fluids no

system to capture or reclaim deicing fluids no
stormwater run-off management system yes
wastewater treatment yes
other no

AIR QUALITY
Are there air quality guidelines the airport must comply with: no
Is the airport able to meet these air quality requirements: n.a
Is there a system in place to monitor air quality around the airport: no
Air quality measures that are applied at your airport

Electric or alternative fuel powered ground transportation: no
Operational measures: yes
Programmes to encourage passengers and/or staff to use public transport yes
Differentiated landing fees based on emmision profiles/emission charges no
Other: no

WASTE
Are there policies for waste disposal and prevention the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these policy requirements: yes

CLIMATE CHANGE
Does the airport have a climate change policy: no

SAFETY
Are there safety requirements for third party risks that the airport must comply with: no
Is the airport able to meet these safety requirements: n.a
Safety measurements that are applied at your airport

Public safety zone yes
Third party risk assesment no
Flight route design and use yes
Land use restriction outside the airport no
Other no

COMMUNITY RELATIONS
Does the airport communicate its environmental policy to the public yes
Do you know of any community or environmental groups who actively 
express their concern about the airport’s environmental impact: yes: WILOO, Werkgroep Raversijde
Have there ever been any health studies done: no
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GENERAL INFORMATION
Official name of Airport: Aéroports de Paris-Charles de Gaulle 
Country: France
Contact person for environmental policy: franck.legall@adp.fr

AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT 
Number of Runways 1980: n.a 

1998: 3 
2010: n.a 

Tonnes of Cargo 1980: n.a
1998: 943
2010: n.a

No. of passengers 1980: n.a
1998: 38,600,000
2010: n.a

No. of aircraft movements 1980: n.a
1998: 420,000
2010: n.a

AIRPORT OPERATIONS
Percentage of passengers using public transport to get to the airport: n.a
Percentage of staff using public transport to get to the airport: n.a

ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY IN GENERAL
Is development of the airport controlled by a planning agreement/permit: yes
Which regulatory authority is responsible for the planning agreement/permit: national government

NOISE POLICY
% of night flights no figure
Night Flight regime 22.00-23.00 + 05.00-06.00 Chapter II restrictions
Are there noise requirements/limits the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these requirements: yes
Do you foresee exemptions to Chapter 2 after April 2002: n.a
Is there a noise monitoring system in place for the airport: yes
Does the airport have a noise exposure map: yes
Does the airport have a telephone line: yes
Do the complaints come from outside the official noise contours: yes

WATER QUALITY
Are there water quality requirements the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these water quality requirements: yes
Water quality measurements alternatives for glycol deicing fluids no

system to capture or reclaim deicing fluids yes
stormwater run-off management system yes
wastewater treatment no
other no

AIR QUALITY
Are there air quality guidelines the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these air quality requirements: yes
Is there a system in place to monitor air quality around the airport: yes
Air quality measures that are applied at your airport

Electric or alternative fuel powered ground transportation: yes
Operational measures: yes
Programmes to encourage passengers and/or staff to use public transport yes
Differentiated landing fees based on emmision profiles/emission charges no
Other: no

WASTE
Are there policies for waste disposal and prevention the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these policy requirements: yes

CLIMATE CHANGE
Does the airport have a climate change policy: no

SAFETY
Are there safety requirements for third party risks that the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these safety requirements: yes
Safety measurements that are applied at your airport

Public safety zone n.a
Third party risk assesment n.a
Flight route design and use n.a
Land use restriction outside the airport n.a
Other n.a

COMMUNITY RELATIONS
Does the airport communicate its environmental policy to the public yes
Do you know of any community or environmental groups who actively 
express their concern about the airport’s environmental impact: yes
Have there ever been any health studies done: n.a
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GENERAL INFORMATION
Official name of Airport: Aéroports de Paris -Orly
Country: France
Contact person for environmental policy: franck.legall@adp.fr

AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT 
Number of Runways 1980: n.a 

1998: 3 
2010: n.a 

Tonnes of Cargo 1980: n.a
1998: 202
2010: n.a

No. of passengers 1980: n.a
1998: 25,000,000
2010: n.a

No. of aircraft movements 1980: n.a
1998: 242,000
2010: n.a

AIRPORT OPERATIONS
Percentage of passengers using public transport to get to the airport: n.a
Percentage of staff using public transport to get to the airport: n.a

ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY IN GENERAL
Is development of the airport controlled by a planning agreement/permit: yes
Which regulatory authority is responsible for the planning agreement/permit: national government

NOISE POLICY
% of night flights no figure
Night Flight regime 23.30-06.00 ADP state “no flights”
Are there noise requirements/limits the airport must comply with: n.a
Is the airport able to meet these requirements: yes
Do you foresee exemptions to Chapter 2 after April 2002: n.a
Is there a noise monitoring system in place for the airport: yes
Does the airport have a noise exposure map: yes
Does the airport have a telephone line: yes
Do the complaints come from outside the official noise contours: yes

WATER QUALITY
Are there water quality requirements the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these water quality requirements: yes
Water quality measurements alternatives for glycol deicing fluids no

system to capture or reclaim deicing fluids yes
stormwater run-off management system yes
wastewater treatment no
other no

AIR QUALITY
Are there air quality guidelines the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these air quality requirements: yes
Is there a system in place to monitor air quality around the airport: yes
Air quality measures that are applied at your airport

Electric or alternative fuel powered ground transportation: yes
Operational measures: yes
Programmes to encourage passengers and/or staff to use public transport yes
Differentiated landing fees based on emmision profiles/emission charges no
Other: no

WASTE
Are there policies for waste disposal and prevention the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these policy requirements: yes

CLIMATE CHANGE
Does the airport have a climate change policy: no

SAFETY
Are there safety requirements for third party risks that the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these safety requirements: yes
Safety measurements that are applied at your airport

Public safety zone n.a
Third party risk assesment n.a
Flight route design and use n.a
Land use restriction outside the airport n.a
Other n.a

COMMUNITY RELATIONS
Does the airport communicate its environmental policy to the public yes
Do you know of any community or environmental groups who actively 
express their concern about the airport’s environmental impact: yes
Have there ever been any health studies done: n.a
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GENERAL INFORMATION
Official name of Airport: Prague-Ruzyne Airport 
Country: Czech Republic
Contact person for environmental policy: sekretariat_gr@csl.cz

AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT 
Number of Runways 1980: 3 

1998: 3 
2010: 3 

Tonnes of Cargo 1980: n.a
1998: 24,991
2010: 120,000

No. of passengers 1980: 1,520,000
1998: 4,630,000
2010: 9,700,000

No. of aircraft movements 1980: 47,142
1998: 83,819
2010: 162,000

AIRPORT OPERATIONS
Percentage of passengers using public transport to get to the airport: 10%
Percentage of staff using public transport to get to the airport: 50%

ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY IN GENERAL
Is development of the airport controlled by a planning agreement/permit: yes
Which regulatory authority is responsible for the planning agreement/permit: municipality

NOISE POLICY
% of night flights 6.5% (21.00-05.00)-24 hour operation
Night Flight Regime 75 dBLamax noise limit + surcharge based on

noise categories, Chapter II ban 21.00-05.00, but
noise category bonus lists includes all versions of
A300, DC-9 + MD81-87

Are there noise requirements/limits the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these requirements: yes (with exception of issued noise protection

areas around airport)
Do you foresee exemptions to Chapter 2 after April 2002:
Is there a noise monitoring system in place for the airport:
Does the airport have a noise exposure map:
Does the airport have a telephone line:
Do the complaints come from outside the official noise contours:

WATER QUALITY
Are there water quality requirements the airport must comply with:
Is the airport able to meet these water quality requirements:
Water quality measurements alternatives for glycol deicing fluids

system to capture or reclaim deicing fluids
stormwater run-off management system
wastewater treatment
other

AIR QUALITY
Are there air quality guidelines the airport must comply with:
Is the airport able to meet these air quality requirements:
Is there a system in place to monitor air quality around the airport:
Air quality measures that are applied at your airport

Electric or alternative fuel powered ground transportation:
Operational measures:
Programmes to encourage passengers and/or staff to use public transport
Differentiated landing fees based on emmision profiles/emission charges
Other:

WASTE
Are there policies for waste disposal and prevention the airport must comply with:
Is the airport able to meet these policy requirements:

CLIMATE CHANGE
Does the airport have a climate change policy:

SAFETY
Are there safety requirements for third party risks that the airport must comply with:
Is the airport able to meet these safety requirements:
Safety measurements that are applied at your airport

Public safety zone
Third party risk assesment
Flight route design and use
Land use restriction outside the airport
Other

COMMUNITY RELATIONS
Does the airport communicate its environmental policy to the public
Do you know of any community or environmental groups who actively 
express their concern about the airport’s environmental impact:
Have there ever been any health studies done:
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GENERAL INFORMATION
Official name of Airport: Aeropuerto de Sabadell 
Country: Spain
Contact person for environmental policy: qsa.jmhermosilla@aena.es

AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT 
Number of Runways 1980: 1 

1998: 1 
2010: 1 

Tonnes of Cargo 1980: n.a
1998: n.a
2010: n.a

No. of passengers 1980: n.a
1998: n.a
2010: n.a

No. of aircraft movements 1980: 30,000
1998: 77,000
2010: 125,000

AIRPORT OPERATIONS
Percentage of passengers using public transport to get to the airport: 25%
Percentage of staff using public transport to get to the airport: 20%

ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY IN GENERAL
Is development of the airport controlled by a planning agreement/permit: yes
Which regulatory authority is responsible for the planning agreement/permit: national government

NOISE POLICY
Are there noise requirements/limits the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these requirements: yes
Do you foresee exemptions to Chapter 2 after April 2002: n.a
Is there a noise monitoring system in place for the airport: yes
Does the airport have a noise exposure map: yes
Does the airport have a telephone line: no
Do the complaints come from outside the official noise contours: n.a

WATER QUALITY
Are there water quality requirements the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these water quality requirements: yes
Water quality measurements alternatives for glycol deicing fluids n.a

system to capture or reclaim deicing fluids n.a
stormwater run-off management system n.a
wastewater treatment n.a
other n.a

AIR QUALITY
Are there air quality guidelines the airport must comply with: no: due to type of this airport it is not a critical

point (no jet airplanes)
Is the airport able to meet these air quality requirements: n.a
Is there a system in place to monitor air quality around the airport: yes
Air quality measures that are applied at your airport

Electric or alternative fuel powered ground transportation: n.a
Operational measures: n.a
Programmes to encourage passengers and/or staff to use public transport n.a
Differentiated landing fees based on emmision profiles/emission charges n.a
Other: n.a

WASTE
Are there policies for waste disposal and prevention the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these policy requirements: yes

CLIMATE CHANGE
Does the airport have a climate change policy: no

SAFETY
Are there safety requirements for third party risks that the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these safety requirements: yes
Safety measurements that are applied at your airport

Public safety zone yes
Third party risk assesment yes
Flight route design and use yes
Land use restriction outside the airport yes
Other no

COMMUNITY RELATIONS
Does the airport communicate its environmental policy to the public yes
Do you know of any community or environmental groups who actively 
express their concern about the airport’s environmental impact: yes: coordinadora pro-trascado 

(neighbours near villages)
Have there ever been any health studies done: n.a
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GENERAL INFORMATION
Official name of Airport: Salzburg Airport-W.A. Mozart 
Country: Austria
Contact person for environmental policy: presse@salzburg-airport.at

AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT 
Number of Runways 1980: 1 

1998: 1 
2010: 1 

Tonnes of Cargo 1980: n.a
1998: 4,722.5
2010: n.a

No. of passengers 1980: 250,000
1998: 1,300,000
2010: n.a

No. of aircraft movements 1980: n.a
1998: 25,000
2010: n.a

AIRPORT OPERATIONS
Percentage of passengers using public transport to get to the airport: 10%
Percentage of staff using public transport to get to the airport: 3%

ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY IN GENERAL
Is development of the airport controlled by a planning agreement/permit: yes
Which regulatory authority is responsible for the planning agreement/permit: regional government

NOISE POLICY
Night Flight regime operational 06.00-23.00, no figures for 

06.00-07.00, no movements 23.00-06.00
Are there noise requirements/limits the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these requirements: yes
Do you foresee exemptions to Chapter 2 after April 2002: no
Is there a noise monitoring system in place for the airport: yes
Does the airport have a noise exposure map: no
Does the airport have a telephone line: yes
Do the complaints come from outside the official noise contours: yes

WATER QUALITY
Are there water quality requirements the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these water quality requirements: yes
Water quality measurements alternatives for glycol deicing fluids no

system to capture or reclaim deicing fluids no
stormwater run-off management system no
wastewater treatment no
other no

AIR QUALITY
Are there air quality guidelines the airport must comply with: no
Is the airport able to meet these air quality requirements: n.a
Is there a system in place to monitor air quality around the airport: yes
Air quality measures that are applied at your airport

Electric or alternative fuel powered ground transportation: no
Operational measures: no
Programmes to encourage passengers and/or staff to use public transport no
Differentiated landing fees based on emmision profiles/emission charges no
Other: no

WASTE
Are there policies for waste disposal and prevention the airport must comply with: no
Is the airport able to meet these policy requirements: n.a

CLIMATE CHANGE
Does the airport have a climate change policy: no comment

SAFETY
Are there safety requirements for third party risks that the airport must comply with: no
Is the airport able to meet these safety requirements: n.a
Safety measurements that are applied at your airport

Public safety zone no
Third party risk assesment no
Flight route design and use yes
Land use restriction outside the airport yes
Other no

COMMUNITY RELATIONS
Does the airport communicate its environmental policy to the public yes
Do you know of any community or environmental groups who actively 
express their concern about the airport’s environmental impact: yes: Schutsverband Rupertigav
Have there ever been any health studies done: yes

114



GENERAL INFORMATION
Official name of Airport: Stockholm-Arlanda Airport 
Country: Sweden
Contact person for environmental policy: kim.olsson@arn.lfv.se

AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT 
Number of Runways 1980: 2 

1998: 2 
2010: 3(2005) 

Tonnes of Cargo 1980: n.a
1998: 139,000
2010: n.a

No. of passengers 1980: 4,266,100
1998: 16,148,000
2010: 22,300,000

No. of aircraft movements 1980: n.a
1998: 268,000
2010: 350,000

AIRPORT OPERATIONS
Percentage of passengers using public transport to get to the airport: 32%
Percentage of staff using public transport to get to the airport: 31%

ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY IN GENERAL
Is development of the airport controlled by a planning agreement/permit: yes
Which regulatory authority is responsible for the planning agreement/permit:

NOISE POLICY
% of night flights 5% (23.00-07.00)-24 hour operation

differentiated Chapter II/III charges
Are there noise requirements/limits the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these requirements: yes
Do you foresee exemptions to Chapter 2 after April 2002: no
Is there a noise monitoring system in place for the airport: no
Does the airport have a noise exposure map: yes
Does the airport have a telephone line: yes
Do the complaints come from outside the official noise contours: yes

WATER QUALITY
Are there water quality requirements the airport must comply with:
Is the airport able to meet these water quality requirements:
Water quality measurements alternatives for glycol deicing fluids

system to capture or reclaim deicing fluids
stormwater run-off management system
wastewater treatment
other

AIR QUALITY
Are there air quality guidelines the airport must comply with:
Is the airport able to meet these air quality requirements:
Is there a system in place to monitor air quality around the airport:
Air quality measures that are applied at your airport

Electric or alternative fuel powered ground transportation:
Operational measures:
Programmes to encourage passengers and/or staff to use public transport
Differentiated landing fees based on emmision profiles/emission charges
Other:

WASTE
Are there policies for waste disposal and prevention the airport must comply with:
Is the airport able to meet these policy requirements:

CLIMATE CHANGE
Does the airport have a climate change policy:

SAFETY
Are there safety requirements for third party risks that the airport must comply with:
Is the airport able to meet these safety requirements:
Safety measurements that are applied at your airport

Public safety zone
Third party risk assesment
Flight route design and use
Land use restriction outside the airport
Other

COMMUNITY RELATIONS
Does the airport communicate its environmental policy to the public
Do you know of any community or environmental groups who actively 
express their concern about the airport’s environmental impact:
Have there ever been any health studies done:
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GENERAL INFORMATION
Official name of Airport: Trondheim Vaernes Airport 
Country: Norway
Contact person for environmental policy: oeystein.halvorsen@caa.no

AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT 
Number of Runways 1980: n.a 

1998: n. 
2010: n.a 

Tonnes of Cargo 1980: n.a
1998: 12,600
2010: 20,000

No. of passengers 1980: 2,095,000
1998: 2,464,000
2010: 4,380,000

No. of aircraft movements 1980: 41,371
1998: 46,661
2010: 56,900

AIRPORT OPERATIONS
Percentage of passengers using public transport to get to the airport: n.a
Percentage of staff using public transport to get to the airport: n.a

ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY IN GENERAL
Is development of the airport controlled by a planning agreement/permit: yes
Which regulatory authority is responsible for the planning agreement/permit: national government and municipality

NOISE POLICY
24 hour operation

Are there noise requirements/limits the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these requirements: yes
Do you foresee exemptions to Chapter 2 after April 2002: no
Is there a noise monitoring system in place for the airport: no
Does the airport have a noise exposure map: yes
Does the airport have a telephone line: no
Do the complaints come from outside the official noise contours: n.a

WATER QUALITY
Are there water quality requirements the airport must comply with: no
Is the airport able to meet these water quality requirements: n.a
Water quality measurements alternatives for glycol deicing fluids yes

system to capture or reclaim deicing fluids no
stormwater run-off management system yes
wastewater treatment no
other no

AIR QUALITY
Are there air quality guidelines the airport must comply with: no
Is the airport able to meet these air quality requirements: n.a
Is there a system in place to monitor air quality around the airport: no
Air quality measures that are applied at your airport

Electric or alternative fuel powered ground transportation: no
Operational measures: yes
Programmes to encourage passengers and/or staff to use public transport yes
Differentiated landing fees based on emmision profiles/emission charges no
Other: no

WASTE
Are there policies for waste disposal and prevention the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these policy requirements: yes

CLIMATE CHANGE
Does the airport have a climate change policy: no

SAFETY
Are there safety requirements for third party risks that the airport must comply with: no
Is the airport able to meet these safety requirements: n.a
Safety measurements that are applied at your airport

Public safety zone n.a
Third party risk assesment n.a
Flight route design and use n.a
Land use restriction outside the airport n.a
Other n.a

COMMUNITY RELATIONS
Does the airport communicate its environmental policy to the public yes
Do you know of any community or environmental groups who actively 
express their concern about the airport’s environmental impact: yes: Natur & Ungdom

(Nature and Youth), landowners,
Naturvernforbundet (nature protection group)

Have there ever been any health studies done: yes
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GENERAL INFORMATION
Official name of Airport: Zagreb Airport 
Country: Croatia
Contact person for environmental policy: tanja.novinscak@zagreb-airport.tel.hr

AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT 
Number of Runways 1980: 1 

1998: 1 
2010: 1 

Tonnes of Cargo 1980: 12,778
1998: 7,558
2010: 26,300

No. of passengers 1980: 1,599,531
1998: 1,106,854
2010: 2,900,000

No. of aircraft movements 1980: 34,648
1998: 30,150
2010: 41,000

AIRPORT OPERATIONS
Percentage of passengers using public transport to get to the airport: n.a
Percentage of staff using public transport to get to the airport: n.a

ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY IN GENERAL
Is development of the airport controlled by a planning agreement/permit: yes
Which regulatory authority is responsible for the planning agreement/permit: national and regional government

NOISE POLICY
24 hour operation

Are there noise requirements/limits the airport must comply with: no
Is the airport able to meet these requirements: do not know yet
Do you foresee exemptions to Chapter 2 after April 2002: no
Is there a noise monitoring system in place for the airport: no
Does the airport have a noise exposure map: yes
Does the airport have a telephone line: n.a
Do the complaints come from outside the official noise contours: n.a

WATER QUALITY
Are there water quality requirements the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these water quality requirements: yes
Water quality measurements alternatives for glycol deicing fluids no

system to capture or reclaim deicing fluids no
stormwater run-off management system no
wastewater treatment yes
other yes: groundwater treatment

AIR QUALITY
Are there air quality guidelines the airport must comply with: yes
Is the airport able to meet these air quality requirements: do not know
Is there a system in place to monitor air quality around the airport: no
Air quality measures that are applied at your airport

Electric or alternative fuel powered ground transportation: no
Operational measures: no
Programmes to encourage passengers and/or staff to use public transport no
Differentiated landing fees based on emmision profiles/emission charges no
Other: no

WASTE
Are there policies for waste disposal and prevention the airport must comply with: no
Is the airport able to meet these policy requirements: n.a

CLIMATE CHANGE
Does the airport have a climate change policy: no

SAFETY
Are there safety requirements for third party risks that the airport must comply with: n.a
Is the airport able to meet these safety requirements: n.a
Safety measurements that are applied at your airport

Public safety zone n.a
Third party risk assesment n.a
Flight route design and use n.a
Land use restriction outside the airport n.a
Other n.a

COMMUNITY RELATIONS
Does the airport communicate its environmental policy to the public n.a
Do you know of any community or environmental groups who actively 
express their concern about the airport’s environmental impact: n.a
Have there ever been any health studies done: n.a

117



GENERAL INFORMATION
Official name of Airport: Zurich Airport 
Country: Switzerland
Contact person for environmental policy: emanuel.fleuti@uniqueairport.com

Zurich Airport did not complete the questionnaire, but does 
have a comprehensive environmental report available through: 
Zurich Airport Authority,
P.O. Box 65, CH-8058 Zurich-Airport, 
Switzerland, 

http://www.zurich-airport/about~us/environment/
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