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About Campbell-Hill Aviation Group, LLC 
 
The Campbell-Hill Aviation Group, LLC (Campbell-Hill) is a privately-owned U.S. consulting firm 
providing a wide range of services to the aviation industry. Our extensive professional 
backgrounds allow us to draw on diverse experience gained from years of airline planning and 
marketing, airport services and regulatory practice to provide our clients with timely and valuable 
analysis, strategic advice, and support.  
 
Campbell-Hill professionals are recognized for their unparalleled analytical ability, innovative and 
thoughtful approach to economic modeling and problem solving.  Campbell-Hill’s client base 
includes airports, passenger airlines, all-cargo carriers, industry associations, financial institutions 
and city, state, and federal government agencies. Campbell-Hill is located in the Washington, D.C. 
area, which provides ready access to U.S. government agencies, law firms, and leading 
transportation and public policy research centers. 
 
Campbell-Hill has provided quality and effective consulting services since 1993. The firm includes 
twelve professionals with over two hundred combined years of aviation and airline industry 
experience. Our professional backgrounds encompass airline network planning and route 
strategy, corporate planning, pricing, scheduling, revenue management, marketing, distribution 
and sales analysis, economic forecasting, cargo analysis, government and regulatory affairs, 
litigation support and statistical modeling. 
 
For additional information on our firm, work experience, and personnel, please see our website 
at www.av-econ.com.  
 
  

http://www.av-econ.com/
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Kevin Healy joined Campbell-Hill in 2011 and was named President & CEO in March of 2017.  
Prior to joining the firm, he was Senior Vice President of Marketing & Planning at AirTran Airways 
where he was responsible for AirTran’s commercial and strategic planning.  Under his leadership 
AirTran was awarded the prestigious Marketing Leadership Award by Air Transport World.  In 
addition to providing strategic planning services to numerous airline and airport clients, Mr. 
Healy has testified before the U.S. Senate Committee on the Judiciary and provided expert 
assistance to the U.S. Department of Justice, the Competition Bureau of Canada, and multiple 
Federal, State and Local officials.   Mr. Healy has served on the boards of Visit Florida, the Florida 
Commission on Tourism, Visit Orlando, and the Central Florida Economic Partnership. 
 
Steve Grossman, of Steven Grossman Airports, is an affiliate of Campbell-Hill with more than 40 
years of airport experience.  Most recently Mr. Grossman was CEO of the Jacksonville Aviation 
Authority (JAA), retiring in 2019.  The JAA manages Jacksonville International Airport (JAX), Cecil 
Airport, Jacksonville Executive at Craig Airport (JAXEX), and Herlong Recreational Airport.  Prior 
to JAA, he was Director of Aviation for the Port of Oakland which operates Oakland International 
Airport (OAK) and held senior management positions with San Jose International Airport (SJC) 
and was a project manager with Burns & McDonnell Engineering focused on airport business 
development. 
 
Kristie VanAuken is the principal of KVA Consulting and has an extensive background in airport 
marketing, media & public relations, and commercial planning.  Ms. VanAuken has served as Vice 
President of Communications and Community Affairs at Raleigh-Durham International Airport 
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Ms. VanAuken has served on the boards of number public entities including Leadership Akron, 
the Cleveland Clinic Akron General (AGMC), Cleveland Plus Regional Marketing Alliance, the 
Development Finance Authority of Summit County (Ohio) and the Morrisville Chamber of 
Commerce. 
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Executive Summary 
 
Campbell-Hill was engaged to provide an objective and fair assessment of the financial 
performance, governance, business activity, and community engagement of Eugene F. Kranz 
Toledo Express Airport (TOL Express).  This study evaluated public data, interviews with Port, City 
and County officials, discussions with civic leaders, and includes analysis of financial reports of 
the Port of Toledo, historic travel patterns, airline service trends, and consumer surveys of both 
business and leisure travelers in the Greater Toledo region. 
 
The primary concern driving this study is the limited air service at TOL Express and the tenuous 
position TOL Express is in with only a few daily flights connecting to a single global network.  While 
TOL Express is challenged by its proximity to Detroit Metro (DTW), by any measure it 
underperforms similarly situated peer airports including Akron-Canton (CAK), Flint Bishop (FNT), 
and Lansing (LAN) among others (see Figure 13).  To that end, it is good that the City and County 
officials, business leaders and others in the community are focused on the airport. 
 
 
Airport Governance 
 
There is no dominant form of airport governance in the U.S. (see pages 15-18).  TOL Express is 
operated under a multi-purpose authority, namely the Port of Toledo, which is similar to roughly 
40% of U.S. airports (see Figure 5).  A review of financial performance and discussions with Port 
of Toledo leadership did not reveal any significant issues related to the financial performance or 
current governance of the airport. 1  Financially, TOL Express operates with a small positive cash 
flow excluding depreciation and accounting for non-operating revenues and expenses.  This is to 
be expected.  TOL Express appears to be in compliance with the myriad of regulatory 
requirements of the FAA.  
 
In discussions with City and County officials, no one expressed an interest in moving control of 
the airport from the Port of Toledo, nor is there a compelling reason for a change in governance 
at this time.  TOL Express is reasonably well managed financially and operationally, though 
attention to airport specific business development is lacking.   
 
As detailed in the report and highlighted below, TOL Express is underserved relative to peer 
airports, similar sized markets, and particularly given the size of the Toledo catchment area.  To 
address these significant deficiencies, we strongly recommend and encourage the addition of 
management positions focused on airport management (Director), business development 
(Properties), as well as airport marketing, communications, and air service development 
(Marketing).   
 
 
 

                                                       
1 Campbell-Hill was provided detailed financial reports by the Port of Toledo including 2019 audited financial 
statements, current and past budget material, airline operating agreements, airport property lease agreements, the 
management agreement with the City of Toledo, detailed organization charts for the Port and TOL Express, and 
material related to bond sales by the Port, among other materials. 



8  

TOL Express Catchment Area 
 
A catchment area analysis was conducted to assess the true market size and quantify the amount 
of airline passenger traffic lost (leaked) to DTW and other nearby airports.  By definition an 
airport catchment area is the region served by airport, with criteria for inclusion being proximity 
and historic traffic patterns.2  The TOL Express catchment area includes a population of more 
than 1.2 million, nearly half a million households with a median Household Income (HHI) that is 
5% above the national average, with a cost of living 27% below the national average (Figure 8).  
Most important, the TOL Express catchment area accounted for 1.4 million originating trips in 
2019.  Overall, the TOL catchment area accounted for an estimated 2.4 million total passengers 
in 2019, both inbound and outbound, though with more than 90% of passengers using an airport 
other than TOL Express (see Figure 9).  This loss of traffic, known as “leakage”, highlights both 
the severity of the problem (a lack of service at TOL) and the opportunity (quantifying the 
potential traffic and strategic benefit specific airlines would gain by adding service at TOL).  (See 
Figures 10 and 11). 
 
Given its proximity to the global hub at DTW, it is not surprising that TOL has high leakage, though 
similarly situated peer airports, including CAK and FNT, have succeeded in gaining service and 
retain a higher share of their catchment areas (see Figure 12).  
 
Air Cargo Analysis 
 
The air freight market has experienced consolidation and restructuring similar to the commercial 
passenger market, spurred by airline deregulation, though notably influenced by the efficiencies 
gained with the elimination of restrictions on interstate trucking in 1980.3  Specifically, in terms 
of international air cargo, capacity (on both passenger and freighter aircraft) is concentrated at 
a relatively limited number of large U.S. hub airports. Even dedicated air freight service is limited 
to a handful of large hub airports, the sole exception being Columbus-LCK (Figure 15).  Most air 
trade within a small-to-medium airport’s catchment area is trucked to one of these main 
gateways.  Consequently, more than 40% of international air freight destined for the State of 
Ohio arrives at Chicago-O’Hare airport and is trucked to final destinations within Ohio.  While 
approximately 22% of Ohio imports arrive via Columbus (CMH) and Cincinnati (CVG), only 8% of 
air freight exports from the State use an Ohio airport (see Figure 16). 
 
TOL Express is ranked 183rd in the U.S. in terms of total air cargo (Figure 14).  It is worth noting 
that most air cargo is heavily concentrated at the top 10 airports, led by the FedEx hub at 
Memphis and UPS’s primary U.S. hub at Louisville.4  To demonstrate the concentration, the falloff 
in volume (Metric Tonnes) from the top market (MEM) to the tenth largest (Indianapolis-IND) is 
roughly 80%; TOL Express handled less than 0.2% of the volume of IND and .036% of MEM in 
2019.  Among peer airports Greensboro (GSO) is the largest with 129,287 metric tonnes, almost 
entirely domestic, which was roughly 3% of the volume of MEM.  
                                                       
2 The Toledo catchment area is defined as households within 2 hours of and closest to Toledo Express Airport (TOL). 
3 The Motor Carrier Act of 1980 (MCA) deregulated the trucking industry, leading to explosive growth, competition, 
and efficiencies in interstate trucking.  This regulatory change had the effect of making ground trucking far more 
efficient than air freight for domestic shipping as well as international freight forwarding. 
4 TOL Express is not served by either FedEx or UPS which account for the vast majority of the U.S. domestic cargo 
market. 
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A new growth channel for domestic air cargo is related to logistics and positioning for distribution 
of online sales inventory, most notably by Amazon.  To that end, TOL Express should be 
commended for securing and building on the early expansion of Amazon Air.  Continued focus in 
the area is warranted. 
 
Consumer Engagement 
 
Two surveys were conducted over a three-week span to gauge the sentiment of 1) business 
leaders and 2) the community at large (full survey results are included in Appendix 3 and 4).  The 
primary purpose of the surveys was to determine the level of engagement with business and 
leisure travelers in the TOL Express catchment area.5  There are some common themes among 
the two survey groups: 

• Respondents in both surveys are active airport users, more than 80% flying once per year 
(in non-pandemic times) and high frequency (more than 3 flights per year) accounting for 
at least 24% of responses. 

• DTW is by far the preferred airport for each group, more than two-thirds of respondents 
ranked DTW #1. 

• While about 50% of respondents “Always” or “Usually” check TOL flights, a third of 
respondents “Rarely” or “Never” consider TOL Express when arranging travel. 

 
A common theme of the consumer sentiment surveys indicates a lack of engagement with TOL 
Express airport.  A disturbingly high percentage of potential customers simply never consider TOL 
Express and more than half have not flown from TOL in more than 2 years prior to the pandemic.  
This somewhat reflects the travel planning priority for each traveler type: nonstop flights and 
frequency for corporate travelers (Figure 22), and price and schedule offerings for leisure 
travelers (Figure 28).  Another significant concern is the disconnect among corporate 
respondents on the importance of TOL Express to their business (relatively low) versus its 
importance for Toledo economic development, which was high (Figure 25).   Of more concern is 
the corporate community’s willingness to support TOL Express development.  Roughly 40% of 
respondents would be willing to provide a letter of support, but an equal percentage chose “none 
of the above” (Figure 26).   
 
This lack of engagement is reflected again in the Net Promoter Scores for TOL Express.  Net 
Promoter Scores, or NPS, are based on rankings of the likelihood of recommending a service or 
product that a person has experienced to a friend, family member or colleague (“Promoters”), 
versus those who would not (“Detractors”). 6  The NPS is calculated based on subtracting the 
percentage of “Detractors” from the percentage of “Promoters.”  The NPS scores for TOL Express 
in both surveys are exceptionally negative, more so for leisure (-35) than for corporate (-16) 
respondents (Figure 29, Appendix 3 & 4).  For comparison, the airline industry as a whole had an 

                                                       
5 Both the Corporate and Community surveys had statistically valid response rates with distribution among the City 
of Toledo, Lucas County, and surrounding areas consistent with regional population distribution. 
6 The NPS is calculated based on subtracting the percentage of “Detractors” from the percentage of “Promoters.”  
For example, a score of 9 or 10 on a scale of 10 where 10 is “very likely” would be considered a Promoter, where a 
score of 0-6 would be considered a “Detractor.”  For additional information on Net Promoter Scores, see “The One 
Number You Need to Grow” by Frederick F. Reichheld, Harvard Business Review, December 2003.  
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NPS in 2017, a year with multiple high profile viral videos of onboard disruptions including the 
forcible removal of a passenger from a flight, of 38 (United was at 10, Southwest and JetBlue 
both scored above 60, a score above 50 is considered excellent).  And while the industry NPS 
score has fallen during the pandemic, it is still positive.  
 
Airport Marketing and Communication 
 
An objective review of airport marketing and community engagement was conducted with peer 
airports ranked based on five key performance indicators (KPIs) that are used to measure an 
airport’s overall brand performance:  annual passengers, airlines, dedicated marketing staff, 
website (design, usability, functionality), social media (engagement, reach, strategy), and public 
relations.  TOL Express scored lower than its peer airports in all but one criterion (Figure 43). 
 
As noted earlier, there is a lack of specific focus on airport marketing and business development 
that is critical to consumer engagement as well as air service development.  The TOL Express 
website, the airport’s strongest metric, is adequate but falls short in developing actionable items 
to help build and support new airline service.  Building relationships with airline planners and 
developing communication channels with consumers, both business and leisure, are critical to 
successful air service development.  A dedicated airport marketing and communications person’s 
primary role is to keep the airport relevant and top of mind with consumers and planners.  
Developing programs to support, promote and ensure the success of new or expanded air service 
is critical to the confidence airline planners have in a market.   Airlines would see the lack of focus 
on marketing and communications as a clear indication that no material support would occur and 
there would be nobody locally to share the risk of added service.  Akron-Canton (CAK) and Flint 
(FNT), with significantly higher ratios of passengers, flight departures and revenue to population, 
have demonstrated the value of building a strong marketing and communication teams. 
 
Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
It must also be noted that in the last two decades TOL Express airport has been in decline from 
an activity and revenue standpoint.  As noted earlier, with only a single network carrier the risk 
for TOL Express and the community it serves is the loss of connectivity to global networks.  We 
believe this should be viewed as an unacceptable risk to the Toledo market.  We strongly 
recommend the City of Toledo, Lucas County and the Port Authority consider adding dedicated 
aviation resources whose focus would be to enhance revenues, increase consumer engagement, 
provide fulltime air service development, marketing and communications for Toledo Express.   
 
In order of priority, the following additions are recommended (more detailed recommendation 
begin on page 50 of the report): 
 

1.  Airport Properties Manager - There are a multitude of ways in which creative property 
management can enhance and optimize revenues at an airport.  A dedicated Property 
Manager can be working on new revenue streams and other business opportunities as 
well as closely managing existing leases both in the terminal building and outside of the 
terminal complex. 
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2. Airport Air Service and Marketing Manager - Air service development is critical to the 
success of any air carrier airport.  Increased air service brings in substantial revenues in 
the areas of user fees, parking, rental cars, and concessions.  Use of consultant resources 
is recommended.  The staff position can lead the consultant team, attend air service 
conferences, schedule visits to airline corporate offices, develop and maintain 
relationships with airline planners and keep TOL Express top of mind with airline planners.  
Over the next two years airlines will continuing restructuring their aircraft fleets, route 
networks, and making decisions on route entries and exits as they adapt to the post-
pandemic world.  The Port should have a strong presence in promoting the real market 
size and opportunity of Toledo Express. 

 
3. Airport Director - Currently, the Port’s Executive Director is the only staff member with 

oversight responsibility for the entire airport business function.  With the Port involved in 
so many areas of activity the amount of time that the Executive Director can spend on 
any one business line is limited.  An Airport Director or Deputy Director position would 
provide dedicated, full time focus on airport issues.  Working with all support staff the 
Airport Director can oversee the development of a future vision for the airports as well as 
being intimately involved in the business with a goal of substantially increasing air service 
and revenue.   
 

4. Business Plans - To further promote revenue generation, it is recommended that the Port 
develop business plans for both airports.  These detailed five-year plans analyze 
strengths, weaknesses, and opportunities for revenue generation at these facilities.   

 
Implementing the above recommendations will provide the City and Port with valuable insight at 
the time of the next airport lease renewal as to the determination to continue the current 
relationship or to reconsider the governance issue as it relates to the City’s two airports. 
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Overview of Toledo Express  
 
Background and Historical Service 
 
Eugene F. Kranz Toledo Express Airport (TOL or TOL Express) ended 2019 ranked 217th in terms 
of passengers and 242nd in revenue for all U.S. airports.  And while those ranking improved 
marginally in 2020, 208th and 231st respectively, the Toledo Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA), 
the area served by TOL Express, is ranked 94th in population, with its Combined Statistical Area 
(CSA) ranking 67th.7  This disparity in population and air passengers and revenues is a reflection, 
to a degree, of Toledo’s proximity to Detroit and Detroit Wayne County International Airport 
(DTW).   
 
TOL Express currently has service from one large network carrier, American Airlines (AA) with 
regional jet service to Charlotte (CLT) and Chicago-O’Hare (ORD), and one Ultra Low Cost Carrier 
(ULCC) in Allegiant (G4) with twice weekly service to Punta Gorda (PGD), St. Petersburg (PIE) and 
Sanford (SFB), all in Florida (Figure 1). 
 
Figure 1 - TOL Express Service Summary 

Airline Origin Destination Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat Sun Ops/Week Seats/ Dep 
AA TOL CLT8 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 14 50.0 
AA TOL ORD 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 13 50.0 
G4 TOL PGD 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 186.0 
G4 TOL PIE 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 2 186.0 
G4 TOL SFB 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 177.0 

    Source: Cirium Diio, August 2021. 
 
The level of airline service at TOL Express has fallen significantly over the past 20 years.  At its 
peak, TOL had service from multiple competitors including the major network carriers American, 
Continental, Delta, Northwest and US Airways, as well as American Trans Air (operated by 
Chicago Express).  ATA and US Airways exited TOL in 2004, with Continental leaving in 2008, 
followed by Delta in 20119.  There have been a number of small carrier entries and exits, including 
AirTran Airways, Sun Country, Direct Air and Vision.  Allegiant entered in 2006 and has maintained 
service since (see Figure 3 below).  
 
TOL Express ended 2019, a record year for the U.S. airline industry, down 83% from its peak 2003 
departure level and down 61% from its 1991 level of departures; using the same measure the 
U.S. Domestic market has grown by 43% (see Figure 2).  Since 2012, TOL has had only a single 
network carrier and one ULCC.  This limited service makes TOL Express vulnerable, particularly 
for the loss of the American Airline Chicago hub service and network connectivity (see Figure 4 
below). 
 

                                                       
7 2020 U.S. Census data for Toledo MSA, CSA includes Findlay, Freemont and Tiffin MSA.  
8 American will suspend its CLT service in October 2021, it is not clear if that service will be restored. 
9 Delta and Northwest completed their merger in 2009 and integrated operations within the next two years. 
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Figure 2 - TOL Performance Indexed to 1991 v U.S. Domestic (Flight Departures) 

 
Source: U.S. DOT T-100, Cirium Diio 
 
 

Figure 3 - TOL Express Service Entry / Exit 

 
Source: U.S. DOT T-100, Cirium Diio 
 
The tenuousness of the AA service, with just 2 or 3 flights per day to Chicago-O’Hare and the 
suspension of CLT service in October 2021 without a clear plan for reinstatement, accentuates 
the precarious position of TOL Express.  It is fortunate that City and County officials, business 
leaders and community members are focused on the airport.  
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Figure 4 - TOL Service 2003 v 2021 

 
Source: Cirium schedules for August 2003 and 2021 
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Airport Governance 
Overview 
 
Commercial aviation, despite deregulation10, and including airports, is one of the more heavily 
regulated industries in the United States.  These regulations have developed over many decades 
and are guided by laws passed in Congress, decisions of the U. S. Supreme Court and regulations 
adopted by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA).  In many ways, governing and managing 
an airport is similar to governing a small city.  Airports are responsible for many of the same 
services as a city, including, but not limited to police, fire, emergency health care, facilities 
maintenance, business development, among many other services provided.  Every air carrier 
airport is governed by these regulations which dictate the operating requirements of an airport 
where air carrier service exists11.  
 
While many communities are concerned about maintaining local control of their airports, such 
local control is a misnomer from the standpoint that federal regulations govern most actions at 
an airport.  Airports receive extensive funding from the federal government through the Airport 
Improvement Program (AIP) as well as the Passenger Facility Charge (PFC) program.  Both the AIP 
and PFC programs are administered by the FAA and contain substantial restrictions on how the 
funds are used, as well as including grant assurances that limit or restrict other aspects of airport 
use of funds or actions.  There are more than 40 grant assurances that attach to an airport by its 
acceptance of Federal AIP grants.  For example, one grant assurance requires that revenue 
generated on an airport must be used for an airport purpose and there have been a myriad of 
cases that have defined what is an airport purpose.   
 
Forms of Airport Governance 
 
As mentioned above, there is a very robust system of federal rules and regulation that affect 
airport governance.  The role of an airport in a community is really two-fold.  First, the airport 
provides access to the Global air transportation system.  In the case of air carrier airports, it can 
mean a variety of flights to domestic and international destinations for the larger air carrier 
airports and for the smaller air carrier airports it provides access to major hubs that provide 
connection to cities around the world.  General aviation airports provide private aircraft owners 
and businesses access to destinations that the airlines do not serve.  While all communities want 
significant amounts of air carrier service, in today’s deregulated environment it is the airlines that 
decide where service will be provided.  Airline business model have evolved over time to match 
economic circumstances.  The primary airline business models are Network Carriers (such as 
American, Delta and United), Low Cost Carrier or LCC (Southwest, JetBlue, Breeze), and Ultra Low 
Cost Carrier or ULCC (Allegiant, Frontier, Spirit, Sun Country).  While airport governing bodies can 
have some influence on attracting new routes and airlines, these decisions are primarily driven 
by the airlines themselves.  For an airport to be successful in attracting new or expanded air 
service, the staff structure should contain at least one position primarily dedicated to air service 

                                                       
10 The Airline Deregulation Act of 1978, 49 U.S.C. 1301, removed federal control of fares, routes, and market entry 
by new airlines, but the regulatory oversight of the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) was maintained with 
regard to safety and operations. 
11 All aspects of airport operations are dictated by Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part 39.   
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development, airport marketing and media relations.  This individual can compile local 
information for airline schedule planners which can supplement the information used for route 
selection.  Consultant resources can augment this staff position, but it is not an effective 
substitute for a dedicated position. 
 
Second, and perhaps most importantly, airports can be economic engines for their communities.  
While airports cannot contribute to a city’s general fund without a service being provided, many 
airports have worked with their local jurisdictions on economic development projects both for 
on-airport development and development in other parts of the community.  These efforts can 
lead to thousands of jobs and the associated revenue that these projects produce. 
 
City/County/State Governed Airports 
 
This is one of the most common form of airport government in the United States.  An airport 
department is created, and the department head will usually report to the chief executive officer 
of the political subdivision, usually a mayor/city manager, county executive or the transportation 
head in state government.  In many cases an advisory board is established that can provide 
recommendations to the governing body.  Airport finances are set up in an Enterprise fund 
account to keep them separate from other departments’ finances.  This form of governance 
provides the most local control, although as mentioned previously, that local control is subject 
to significant federal restrictions and requirements, thus “local control” is dubious at best. 
 
It is difficult for the local governing body to focus on airport issues given its responsibilities for 
everything else in the city, county or state.  It is usually only when a crisis develops that local 
government focus shifts to the airport.  The airport department is subject to the processes and 
procedures used throughout the government.  This can be problematic as the work of airport 
management often requires moving very quickly to address both opportunities and issues.  That 
work will suffer if approvals from local oversight take an inordinate amount of time.  If the airport 
is treated like every other department, it may undermine the success of the airport organization.  
For example, in a given year, the governing entity can be experiencing significant revenue 
shortfalls.  All departments are directed to cut expenses by 10% percent, even though the airport 
may be running a significant surplus due to increased activity.  As part of the broader local 
government, the airport is expected to join all other departments in making the cuts.  In many 
cases, airport salaries are expected to match those in other departments.  This can make it very 
difficult to attract the best and the brightest as the industry salary structure may be above what 
the local jurisdiction pays. 
 
Many services are usually provided to the airport by the governing jurisdictions, this is particularly 
true at the smaller air carrier airports.  As long as the airport is charged fairly for these services it 
can provide the airport with a lot of value, however, the staff providing these services may not 
have much knowledge about the nuances of airport business.   
 
For the governing body itself, individuals and businesses that have issues with the airport will 
bring them directly to the governing body, which can be very time consuming and politically 
influenced.  In this form of governance, political influence can detract from objective decision 
making to the detriment of the airport. 
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Multi-Model Authorities 
 
Multi-Model Authorities are quite common in communities with a strong transportation and real 
estate component.  In many cases they have aviation, maritime and real estate under the 
governance of a single Board of Directors.  They are usually formed under state law and included 
in local charters in states where local charters are common.  Boards can be appointed by one 
entity or several, such as a mayor or county executive appointing some members and a governor 
appointing the remaining members.  There are many variations on this theme. 
 
A common reason for the establishment of these Authorities is to have greater contact and 
expertise between the Board and the staff which results in better governance.  It also reduces 
that likelihood of politics impacting decision making to a great degree, although it certainly 
doesn’t eliminate it.  A positive aspect of a multi-model Authority is that resources can be shared 
and used more efficiently.  At the same time, there is always a competition for resources, both 
staff and financial, and this can play out to the detriment of one or two of the modes within that 
Authority.  In many cases, the dominant mode will receive the bulk of the resources.  In 
Authorities with strong ports, it would be the maritime division as landlord ports can be very 
good sources of unrestricted cash.  Authorities with lots of land to develop can focus on their real 
estate division and where there is a large hub airport involved, the airport would receive the 
lion’s share of the resources. 
 
A challenge for multi-model authorities is that in presenting their financials, it is common that 
financial information is combined such that it is difficult to determine how each mode is doing 
on a fully allocated basis.  While airport finances are always kept separate on the books, they are 
usually not presented independently in public disclosures.  Authorities can provide that detail, 
but it is not generally available or asked for by governing bodies. 
 
As mentioned above, the governing body will gain more expertise in each mode than city council 
or county Board members would, given the sole focus of the Authority Board is on the issues of 
the different Divisions.  This understanding leads to a better working relationship with the staff 
and generates better decision making by the Board.  To enhance this function, Boards will 
establish subcommittees to specialize in each major department.  Over the years Board members 
rotate among these sub-committees and round out their knowledge of all functions of the 
organization. 
 
From an airport perspective, an advantage of a multi-model authority is that if the airport runs 
into financial difficulty, other divisions of the Authority can provide financial support to the 
airport. Additionally, Authority funds can be used to fund on-airport projects that the airport 
alone could not afford to fund. Other than a few grandfathered organizations, the airport cannot, 
by federal rules, provide similar support for other divisions within an Authority.   
 
The central office of the Authority will provide a variety of services for the airport.  These 
practices are perfectly allowable so long as the allocation of cost is reasonable.  Such services 
usually fall into the Finance, Human Resources, Engineering, Purchasing and Information 
Technology areas.  While efficient, the question of staff expertise does come into play as staff 
could be working on an airport item one day and a commercial real estate item the next day.  This 
issue can be significant for airports, as noted earlier, there are numerous federal rules governing 
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many of these areas as well as nuances that need to be understood by staff carrying out these 
functions. 
 
Airport/Aviation Authorities 
 
Authorities focused only on aviation are the second most common form of airport governance in 
the United States.  In many cases they will cover multiple airports which will include an air carrier 
airport and one or more general aviation airports.  As with multi-model Authorities, they are 
generally formed under state law and require approval of the state legislature.  In many states, 
the Board is appointed by a combination of local appointees and state appointees with the state 
appointees usually coming from the local community.  Boards can also be elected but this is 
somewhat rare.  An elected Board brings into play politics which can affect decision making.  
Usually, airport authority boards understand that their first obligation is to the Authority and 
they make their decisions accordingly. 
 
As a stand-alone entity, an airport authority is solely responsible for all of its debts and 
obligations.  The city/county government does not need to provide resources should an airport 
fall into financial trouble but there is no prohibition against such an action.  At this point in time, 
no air carrier airport has had a major default on its bond obligations that were sold to finance 
capital projects. 
 
The Airport Authority Board would be the entity that sets staff salaries and can base them on 
airport industry trends.  This works well in attracting the best staff and retaining them in the long 
run.  Another aspect with regard to staff, is that by focusing only on Aviation, staff in the key 
areas develop a high level of expertise in areas such as property development and management, 
finance, facilities management and air service development.  There are nuances to each of these 
areas that a well-trained staff can understand and use to maximize the revenue potential of an 
airport organization. 
 
Private Sector Management of Airports 
 
Private sector ownership or management of airports is very common outside of the U.S. but is 
almost non-existent in the United States.  A number of entities have tried this approach, including 
Indianapolis and Chicago-Midway Airport but those efforts either failed after a short amount of 
time or were never implemented.  The only successful privatization in the U.S. was Puerto Rico’s 
San Juan international Airport.  The Airport was privatized under a federal program that allows 
for privatization and for the funds generated by such a transaction to be used for other public 
purposes.  The transaction took four years to win approval from the FAA and was consummated 
in 2013.  The driving factors behind the privatization was the inability of the airport to go to the 
equity markets due to its nearly junk bond rating and the view that the Airport was poorly 
managed.  The 40-year lease required substantial private capital investment, $400 million, and a 
large payment to the government of $615 million.  There are small annual payments made to 
Puerto Rico and the bulk of the annual profits stay with the private party.  On the whole, this 
effort is viewed as a success but is not transferable to the rest of the U.S. Airport industry.  Most 
air carrier airports do not have any trouble accessing the capital markets as their bond ratings 
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are generally high investment grade.  Also, most U.S. airports are efficiently run and there isn’t a 
tremendous number of excess staff adding to expenses. 
 
Given federal rules and regulations, which impact how much an airport can charge airlines using 
their facilities, a variety of court decisions and the involvement and working relationships with 
the air carriers, most U.S. airports have developed lean and efficient staff that use industry best 
practices to carry out their functions. 
 
Of note in privatized airports, the private company must make a profit for its shareholders.  This 
adds another layer of revenue that must be generated which also takes away funds that might 
be needed for maintenance or capital projects.  In many cases around the world, this revenue 
comes from higher fees and charges to the users of the airport or from the development of 
property for both aviation and non-aviation uses.  Once again federal rules restrict the 
development of property for non-aviation uses and thus places a greater burden on users of the 
airport.  While private companies may have more experience than airport staff in developing 
property, U.S. airports have developed many excellent working relationships with private 
companies to develop property and generate additional revenue, all of which goes to the benefit 
of the airport. 
 
Research examined in preparing this report reveal considerable variability in airport governance.  
Most U.S. airports are operated as independent, not-for-profit entities with oversight by a 
politically appointed authority, or as self-sustaining enterprise funds of a governmental entity 
such as a county, city, or state government. The form of governance for the 100 busiest airports 
in the United States is shown in Figure 5.   
 

Figure 5 - Top 100 Airport Governance Models 

 
     Source: National Academies Press12 
 
A report published by The National Academies Press, with contributions from the Airport 
Cooperative Research Program (ACRP), Transportation Research Board (TRB), and the National 

                                                       
12 Governance models for top 100 airports, Innovative Finance and Alternative Sources of Revenue for 
Airports (2007), The National Academies Press (http://nap.edu/14041)  

http://nap.edu/14041
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Academies of Sciences, Engineering and Medicine, details the myriad public entities that govern 
airports in the United States. 
 
Figure 6 - U.S. Airport Governance Models (ACRB, TRB)  

 
             Source: National Academies Press, Airport Governance and Ownership (2009), http://nap.edu/23010  

 
The analysis of more than 150 Large, Medium and Small Hub airports reveals the considerable 
variability in airport governance.  Some highlights of structures include13: 
 

• Numerous commercial service airports are operated by states, including Alaska, Arizona, 
Connecticut, Hawaii, Maryland, Minnesota, New Hampshire, and Rhode Island. 

• Many airports are operated under an Authority with responsibility delegated from state 
and local governments, or General Purpose Entities (as shown in Figure 5 above) which 
rival the Single Purpose Entity (such as a City operated airport).  Examples include Greater 
Orlando Aviation Authority (Florida), San Diego County Regional Airport Authority 
(California), Indianapolis Airport Authority (Indiana), and notably the Wayne County 
Airport Authority (Michigan) that operates Detroit (DTW).  

• Several public entities operate multi-airport systems such as the Metropolitan Airports 
Commission which operates seven airports in Minnesota, including Minneapolis-St Paul 
International (MSP), the Metropolitan Washington Airports Authority (MWAA) which 
operates Washington National (DCA) and Washington Dulles (IAD) under leases from the 
federal government.  Other examples include the Port Authority of New York and New 
Jersey (JFK, LGA, EWR, SWF, ACY), the Massachusetts Port Authority (BOS), Clark County 
(LAS), and the City of Los Angeles (LAX, VNY), The City of Chicago Department of Aviation 
which operates Chicago-O’Hare (ORD), and Chicago-Midway (MDW). 

• Some public entities are responsible for multiple modes of transportation in addition to 
airports including the Port of Seattle, Port of Portland, Port of Oakland, the Massachusetts 
Port Authority, MWAA, and the PANYNJ. 

                                                       
13 The National Academies Press, Airport Governance and Ownership, 2019, (http://nap.edu/23010). 

http://nap.edu/23010
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• Interestingly a number of airports are operated in conjunction with the U.S. Department 
of Defense with joint operations for military and commercial services.  Examples of 
military airfields have been converted for joint use include Charleston International 
Airport (CHS), part of Charleston Air Force Base (AFB)) Destin-Fort Walton Beach Airport 
(VPS) which is part of Eglin AFB, and Yuma International Airport (YUM) which is operated 
in conjunction with Marine Corps Air Station Yuma.  

 
As noted in the report, there is no clear correlation between an airport’s governance model and 
its success in terms of flights, passenger volumes, hub status, types of carriers (network, LCC, 
ULCC), or financial performance.  That is to say, there is no one right structure to govern and 
manage an airport.  Further, it is difficult to categorize airport governance to the extent that 
governance is a multifaceted concept. 
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Analysis of Toledo Express Airport 
 
Structure and Financial Review 
 
The Port of Toledo was founded in 1955 under the laws of the State of Ohio.  It has a 13-member 
governing Board.  The role of the Port Authority has evolved over time to include management 
of the Airport and a new focus on property management and development. Maritime, Aviation 
and Property Management are the three main revenue generating activities of the Port 
Authority.  The City of Toledo leased both airports to the Port under a long-term lease and that 
lease was extended and now expires in 2029 with automatic annual renewals.   
 
Airport revenues in 2019 were $4,559,827 and expenses were $11,858,827.  From a cash flow 
perspective, the Airport Division ran a small positive cash flow when depreciation is excluded, 
and non-operating revenues and expenses are included.  With Port Authorities this is a common 
breakdown as airports tend to be a maintenance heavy organization while maritime 
organizations tend to be low maintenance entities but with high debt burdens which is necessary 
to build capital projects.  Because of the Federal regulations, airports tend to be breakeven 
propositions while a successful port can generate significant surplus cash.  The same can be said 
of property development and management depending on the success of that development. 
 
When analyzing the organization chart for the Port of Toledo, it is typical of other port authorities 
in the United States.  In many cases there is a centralized administration and support group that 
provides services to the revenue divisions.  The various divisions either pay directly for these 
services or are charged via an allocation system.  In some ports, staff performing these services 
are embedded directly in the revenue department, in others they remain within the central 
support structure so that an individual will work on items from all three revenue divisions.  The 
Port of Toledo is organized along the lines of the latter structure.  The staff assigned to the 
Aviation Division are primarily dedicated to the operations component of airport management. 
 
As with many smaller organizations, extensive services are provided by consultants or 
contractors.  In the case of Toledo’s airports these services include engineering support, 
marketing and air service development.  These consultants provide the necessary expertise to 
carry out these functions successfully.  There are individual department heads with the central 
support system that oversee and manage these contracts.  From the review of the organization 
chart, it appears that the Executive Director of the Port is the position that looks out for the 
overall business interests of the Airport.  The Authority Board acts as the fiduciary for the Port 
and hence the two airports. 
 
 
Organizational Assessment 
 
With regard to the aviation function, the Port is organized in a system that is common among 
multi-model ports.  The Airport Division is focused on operations and appears to be doing a good 
job in ensuring that all federal regulations are complied with, the airports are safe and secure, as 
well as meeting the operational needs of their users.  As with many airport systems, particularly 
those involving smaller airports, funding is the scarce resource and those funds that are available 
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are primarily devoted to capital maintenance activities.  In reviewing the Port’s five-year Capital 
Improvement Program (CIP) this is clearly the case with the Port of Toledo.  This scarcity of 
funding usually results in disagreements as to how the available funding should be allocated, 
particularly with tenants and other users of the airport.  As with airport operations, the Port 
central staff appears to be doing a good job in meeting all FAA requirements.   
 
One area identified as a concern is the lack of a dedicated staff for airport marketing, community 
engagement and air service development. As noted in Figure 13 below, Toledo Express 
underperforms its peer airports in terms of airline service, departures, seats, and revenue.  It is 
likely the airport would be doing better financially and better serving the community if dedicated 
staff were provided in key areas such as property management, business development, and air 
service development.  Such dedicated positions would be immersed in the airport management 
industry and be able to stay up to date on industry best practices.  Over time the Port has 
extended some long-term tenant leases without requiring significant financial investment by the 
tenant. It is unclear as to whether or not these leases are periodically re-evaluated as to the fair 
market for land and buildings.  These long-term leases should always have a required capital 
investment and/or enhanced maintenance program by the tenant as these facilities age. 
 
Similarly, a dedicated staff focused on airport marketing and air service development is necessary 
to improve community and business engagement with the airport, to establish relationships with 
airline planners, and work with and direct the efforts of air service consultants.  
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Airport Performance & Strategy 
 
Catchment Area & Demographic Analysis 
 
The Toledo catchment area encompasses multiple counties in Northwest Ohio and portions of 
Southeast Michigan with a population well over 1 million and a median household income nearly 
5% above the National average (see Figures 7 & 8).  This area produced more than 1.4 million 
originating airline trips in 2019, though the vast majority of fliers chose DTW it demonstrates that 
TOL Express has the capability to support more air service.    
 
Figure 7 - TOL Express Catchment Area 

 

• The Toledo catchment area, 
defined as households within 2 
hours of and closest to Toledo 
Express Airport (TOL), has a 
population of more than 1.2 
million.  

• This catchment area includes 
nearly a half million households 
with a median Household Income 
(HHI) nearly 5% above the U.S. 
National average.  

• The Toledo catchment area accounted for more than 1.4 million originating trips in 2019. 
 
Toledo has a demonstrated demand of more than 1.4 million originating passengers.  It is notable 
that Toledo has an average household income (HHI) that is 5% above the national average and a 
cost of living which is roughly 27% below the national average.   This indicates a higher level of 
disposable income which generally correlates to a higher propensity to travel.  
 
Figure 8 - Toledo Catchment Demographics 

 
 
The estimated true market size for the TOL market, both local originating and inbound travel, is 
2.3 million annual passengers, just over 2.0 million domestic and nearly 300,000 International.  
Of those within the TOL catchment area, only 9% use TOL, 79% of passengers use Detroit (DTW), 
followed by roughly 6% using Columbus (CMH) and 5% using Cleveland (CLE). 
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Passenger Leakage from TOL Express 
 
The number of airline passengers using an airport other than the primary airport, in this case TOL 
Express, is referred to as “leakage” or “passenger leakage.”  This figure includes any ticketed 
passengers residing in the primary catchment area of an airport (as determined by zip code) who 
fly from an airport outside of the catchment area.  Similarly, passengers traveling to a catchment 
area but using an airport outside of the catchment area would contribute to leakage.  Campbell-
Hill uses ticketing data from the Airline Reporting Corporation (“ARC”)14 along with public traffic 
data from DOT and other sources to calibrate and quantify airport choice at a zip code level. 
 
Figure 9 - Summary of TOL Express Passenger Leakage 

 
Source: Adjusted ARC, CY 2019. 
 
As shown on Figure 9, the vast majority of travelers from the TOL Express catchment area fly to 
and from DTW.  Only 9% of Toledo originating traffic uses TOL.   Given Toledo’s proximity to a 
global hub at DTW it is not surprising that some passengers chose to fly from DTW, though as 
discussed in the next section, the extreme high levels of leakage are unusual. 
 
The overall size of the Toledo air travel market, more than 2.0 million annual passengers, 
indicates there is a good size market from the TOL Catchment Area, particularly for Florida 
destinations and other large leisure destinations like Las Vegas and Phoenix, but also strong 
demand for business centers like New York, Denver, Dallas, Los Angeles, Boston and 
Washington.15  The true size of the market size for TOL demand, when including both the actual 
TOL airport enplanements (shown on Figure 10 as “O&D Passengers using TOL”) and adding the 
Leakage to/from Area Airports is nearly eight times (8x) the size of actual TOL passengers.  
 
 

 

                                                       
14 Airlines Reporting Corporation (ARC) provides settlement services between airlines and travel agencies, travel 
management companies, and other ticketing providers, among other services.  ARC is owned by nine major airlines. 
15 See Appendix 1, Toledo Catchment Area Study & Leakage Analysis, page 62, slide 20.  
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Figure 10 - Toledo's Top 15 Domestic Markets 

 
Source: Adjusted ARC, CY 2019. 
 
Among airline planners this true market size would be expressed as Passengers per Day Each Way 
(PDEW), which is a quick distillation of passenger volume into daily averages that equate to 
aircraft size.  For example, there are 240 PDEW between Toledo (including all DTW, TOL and other 
area airports) and Orlando (including both Orlando International (MCO) and Orlando Sanford 
(SFB)), or roughly 80% more than the 47 PDEW reported as using TOL (see Figure 10). 
 
While the high loss of traffic is discouraging, this analysis also highlights some misconceptions 
and opportunity.  As noted, there is a significant use of DTW among TOL area travelers – not 
surprising given Delta’s global hub.  However, Delta does not capture the majority of passengers 
who chose DTW rather than TOL.  
 
Figure 11 - Distribution of TOL Domestic Leakage 

 
Source: Adjusted ARC data, CY 2019, originating passengers only. 
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Despite providing more than 70% of the capacity16 at DTW, Delta (DL) captured only 43% of the 
passengers who left the Toledo catchment area to fly from DTW, a share gap of -27 points.  Low 
Cost Carriers captured nearly 33% of traffic, (led by Spirit (NK) at 20% and Southwest (WN) at 
8%), American (AA) at 13% and United (UA) at 8% (see Figure 11).  While Delta may have 
determined they would capture the vast majority of passenger leakage from TOL when they 
withdrew from the market in 2011, that has not been the case.  AA seems to benefit from serving 
both TOL and DTW, capturing 13% of the leaked passengers at DTW despite having only a 6% 
capacity share.  Arguably, Delta would improve its overall performance in the region with limited 
service to its ATL hub.  United would improve its performance in the region with service from TOL 
to its hubs at Newark (EWR) and or Washington-Dulles (IAD).  Frontier (F9) would have similar 
opportunities with service to either Denver (DEN), Las Vegas (LAS) or Orlando (MCO).  Using the 
catchment, leakage and true market size data as detailed in Appendix 1, an experienced Air 
Service Development manager could make compelling arguments for additional service at TOL 
and close the service deficit with its peer airports (as detailed in Figure 12 below).  
 
Figure 12 - TOL Peer Airport Service Comparison 

 
Source: Scheduled service for August 2021, Cirium Diio 
 
 
Peer Airport and Community Comparison 
 
Given Toledo’s proximity to Detroit and Detroit Metro Airport (DTW), the definition of peer 
airport is based on population and distance to a large hub airport.  Campbell-Hill defined peer to 
include Akron, population is 9% larger than Toledo, but similarly situated with close proximity to 
Cleveland (CLE)), Flint is smaller and less affluent, but has the same challenge with DTW, 
Greensboro, NC (GSO) though serving a larger region, is a market with traffic loss to both 
Charlotte (CLT) and Raleigh-Durham (RDU).  To the extent that the Port of Toledo included 
Allentown, PA (ABE), close proximity to Newark (EWR) and Philadelphia (PHL), Lansing (LAN), 
though smaller it loses traffic to DTW, and Scranton, PA (AVP), close to New York Area airports, 
this report includes those additional peer airports. 
                                                       
16 All references to capacity are based on the 2019 schedule service has reported by Diio in order to compare to 
passenger share which is for the equivalent period. 



28  

 
Toledo compares favorably to its regional peers (Akron, Flint, Lansing, Wichita) and liked sized 
markets with mega-hubs nearby in terms of population and income but falls 75% below the peer 
average for departures and 82% below in terms of revenue on a population ratio basis (see Figure 
13 below). 
 
Figure 13 - Toledo Air Service Falls Short of Peer Markets 

 
 
In comparison to its peer airports on a service basis, the TOL Express deficit is more stark.  This 
deficit is particularly troubling when compared to its regional peers Akron-Canton (CAK) and Flint 
(FNT): on a population basis, TOL Is 58% larger than FNT, but its per capita ratio for passengers, 
departures and revenue are all more than 70% below FNT; similarly, while CAK’s population is 
slightly larger, TOL’s per capita ratios are 67%, 71% and 74% below CAK.  Both CAK and FNT have 
service from at least two major Network airlines (American and United, Delta withdrew from 
both airport since the pandemic) with service to multiple hubs, as well as LCC or ULCC service.  
Akron was in the initial announcement of service for Breeze Airways, America’s newest airline, 
and is served by Spirit Airlines; Flint has service from Allegiant to seven destinations in addition 
to hub service from both American and United (see Figure 12 above).  
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TOL Express Air Cargo Market Analysis 
 
Air Cargo Overview 
 
Air cargo, in short, is the interaction of demand for moving high-value, high-priority and 
perishable items between businesses and consumers (typically in small shipment sizes) with 
various air routing options that provide suitable levels of price and service quality.  The domestic 
U.S. air cargo market is dominated by freight integrators (namely FedEx and UPS) with door-to-
door shipments of both business and personal home deliveries.  While some passenger airlines 
still handle airport-to-airport shipments domestically using the cargo space on passenger aircraft, 
it is limited and often can’t compete with the integrators and express trucking.  International air 
cargo similarly is focused on high-value, high-priority goods using both the integrators’ door-to-
door services (including DHL) and airport-to-airport services provided by passenger and all-cargo 
airlines.  Among passenger airlines, the largest air cargo carriers are Middle Eastern and Asian 
carriers utilizing widebody aircraft from their hubs; Qatar Airways, Emirates, Cathay Pacific, and 
Korean Air, followed by Lufthansa are the largest air cargo airlines.  United, followed closely by 
Atlas Air, are the largest U.S. cargo airlines though each handle roughly a third of the annual 
tonnage of Qatar.  
 
The cargo carrier industry has experienced consolidation similar to commercial passenger airlines 
spurred by both airline deregulation and the efficiencies gained through the deregulation of the 
U.S. trucking industry in 198017 which lowered the entry barriers and limitations on Interstate 
trucking.  This led to significant increases in competition, efficiencies and lowered the costs of 
shipping by truck.  As a result, cargo airlines had to adapt to remain competitive.  Carriers like 
FexEx and UPS prospered, though many established cargo airlines failed.  Airbourne Express, 
Emery Worldwide and BAX Global (previously known as Burlington Northern Airfreight), for 
example, struggled to adapt, went through various restructuring and acquisitions, but ultimately 
ceased to exist.  Airbourne was acquired by DHL (who in 2008 withdrew from the U.S. freight 
market), Emery was ultimately acquired by UPS, and BAX Global (with its primary hub at TOL 
Express) was acquired by DB Schenker Logistics in 2006, though five years later it ceased cargo 
airline operations. 
 
A recent development in the U.S. air cargo market is the entry of Amazon Air.  Through 
contracting and now internal growth, Amazon is developing an air cargo network to handle its 
dedicated shipping and logistics.   Starting in 2016, Amazon Air began all-cargo flights operated 
by various contract airlines, including ABX, Air Transport International, Southern Air, Kalitta, Sun 
County, and Atlas.  These carriers, under the Amazon Air brand, were used to form a developing 
domestic all-cargo network for Amazon-based traffic. The network currently operates with a 
national hub at Cincinnati (CVG) linked to regional distribution airports, some of which are in 
smaller metro areas, such as TOL, selected to optimally support Amazon’s distribution 
network.   The stated plan for Amazon Air is to operate at over 30 airports in 2021 including new 
regional hubs in San Bernardino, CA and Lakeland, FL and expand its current fleet of leased 
aircraft with converted passenger aircraft in 2021 and 2022. 

                                                       
17 The Motor Carrier Act of 1980 (MCA) deregulated the trucking industry, leading to explosive growth, competition, 
and efficiencies in interstate trucking.  This regulatory change had the effect of making ground trucking far more 
efficient than air freight for domestic shipping as well as international freight forwarding. 
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Amazon Air’s network provides air transportation connecting Amazon’s distribution and 
fulfillment centers with “mid-mile” services.  The objective is to deliver products from an origin 
storage point (either held in inventory or delivered by suppliers) to a distribution center near a 
destination point where sorted and processed for “final mile” delivery (often via another smaller 
facility).  
 
 
Air Cargo Business Development 
 
Air cargo development related to the integrators and Amazon Air is mostly driven by the internal 
requirements of their respective air and ground networks, so the role of airports is typically 
limited to facilitating efficient air and truck operations and having the ability to provide additional 
capacity to accommodate market growth.   
 
The challenge for the business development of international air cargo at airports is the relative 
lack of visibility.  Even large shippers typically have minimal input, with many transportation and 
shipping decisions relegated to third-party freight forwarders and logistics companies.18   Thus, 
it is difficult to develop relationships, scope or understand the potential business market.  
However, an airport’s ability to support air cargo can be critical to expanding trade for existing 
businesses and attracting new air-dependent businesses. 
 
Figure 14 - Largest U.S. Air Cargo Airports 

 
Source: U.S. DOT, T-100 Statistics for full year 2019 

 

                                                       
18 A freight forwarder, forwarder, or forwarding agent, is a person or company that organizes shipments for 
individuals or corporations to get goods from the manufacturer or producer to a market, customer or final point of 
distribution.  Forwarders contract with a carrier or often multiple carriers to move the goods from one point to 
another. 
 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Corporations
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Manufacturer
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Common_carrier
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Most of the cargo traffic is handled at integrator hub airports (see Figure 14 above): Memphis 
(MEM) is the primary hub for FedEx, with regional hubs at Anchorage (ANC), Fort Worth (FTW), 
Greensboro (GSO), Indianapolis (IND), Miami (MIA), Newark (EWR), and Oakland (OAK); UPS 
operates its primary hub at Louisville (SDF), with regional hubs at ANC, Columbia (CAE), Chicago 
(RFD), Dallas (DFW), MIA, Ontario (ONT), and Philadelphia (PHL).  Both FedEx and UPS operate 
hubs in the Toronto area, FedEx at Toronto Pearson (YYZ) and UPS at Hamilton (YTO), as well as 
numerous hubs in Europe and Asia. 
 
Beyond the large integrators, there are only 12 airports in the U.S. with regularly scheduled air 
freighter service (see Figure 15); with the exception of Columbus Rickenbacker International 
Airport (LCK) all are large-hub airports.   
 
Figure 15 - U.S. Airports with Direct Freighter Service 

 
Source:  U.S. DOT, T-100 Statistics for 2019 (non-integrated service for Continental U.S. with at least 52 trips 
per year). 

 
Freighter service generally is confined to very large passenger markets in the U.S. which have 
insufficient belly capacity on passenger service to handle trade demand.  It is noteworthy that 
DTW does not have regularly scheduled freighter service, in part due to the amount of widebody 
international service with available cargo capacity and its proximity to Chicago.  The 
concentration of freighter service also highlights the reliance on ground transportation, specially 
trucking, to support and distribute cargo over a broader region.  To the extent that all air cargo 
ultimately moves to its final destination by road, airfreight airports have a much wider catchment 
area for cargo than for passengers.  
 
In fact, most international air cargo to or from the State of Ohio uses gateway airports outside 
the state (see Figure 16).  More than 40% of air cargo bound for Ohio is shipped via Chicago-
O’Hare (ORD) and trucked to various points within the state.  Less than a quarter of international 
air cargo uses either Columbus (CMH/LCK) or Cincinnati (CVG).  Columbus (CMH & LCK) and 
Cincinnati (CVG) account for roughly 22% of air cargo imports, the next largest being handled by 
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integrators (FedEx/UPS) and the remaining split among numerous gateways across the country.  
Exports are similar with Chicago accounting for 44%, while a significant share moves via 
integrators and only 4% at both Columbus and Cincinnati19.   
 
 
 Figure 16 – State of Ohio Air Cargo Distribution by Gateway Airport (2019) 

 
Source:  TOL International Air Trade Report (2018-2020). 
 
 
TOL Express Air Cargo Market 
 
As shown on Figure 14 earlier, TOL Express was ranked 183rd largest in terms of air cargo activity 
in 2019.  There is a significant drop off in terms of tonnage, a nearly 80% decline, from the largest 
air freight gateway Louisville (SDF), with 23% share, and even the 10th largest Indianapolis (IND) 
with about 5% of the market.  For TOL peer airports, the highest ranked airport is Greensboro 
(GSO) at 39th, though GSO accounts for less than 1% of cargo tonnage.  Nonetheless, air cargo is 
an important component supporting local business (such as support for Honda Jet’s facilities at 
GSO and the International Furniture Market in High Point).   
 
As noted earlier, the TOL Express air cargo catchment area would exceed the scope of the 
passenger catchment area due to the ability to competitively truck freight to final destinations 
within several hours of the airport.   Even assuming a 2-hour drive radius to TOL, which would 
incorporate Detroit, the cargo catchment area for TOL is relatively small (see Figure 17).  The TOL 

                                                       
19 Export shares for LCK and CVG may be understated as reporting is based on last U.S. point of departure and some 
freighter flights make a stop in markets such as Anchorage (ANC) in route to Asia. 
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Express catchment area generated over 307,000 metric tons of air trade in 201920, with about 
23% of that within the primary area surrounding TOL Express.  
 
International trade in the TOL Express market is led by China, Germany and Japan for imports 
and exports from the broader region as well as the TOL primary area.  Canada and Mexico are 
within the top 10 for each with the remaining trade driven by Europe and Asia-Pacific countries 
(see Figure 17). 
 
   
Figure 17 - TOL Express Air Cargo Catchment Area Summary 

 

Source: TOL International Air Trade Report (2018-2020)  
 
 
There is a consistent imbalance between imports and exports for every region (see Figure 18) for 
both the Total TOL Market area and the Primary TOL Market area.  
 
Figure 18 - Europe and Asia-Pacific Dominate International Air Trade 

 
Source:  TOL International Air Trade Report (2018-2020) 
 
 
It is not surprising that the top commodities for air cargo in the TOL Express market are related 
to the automotive industry.  This is true for both the broader TOL Market as well as the primary 

                                                       
20 By contrast, the Port of Toledo handled more than 1.9 million tonnes of imports.  
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market and largely consistent for exports and imports (see Figures 19 and 20 on the following 
page). 
 

 

 

Figure 19 - TOL Express Air Cargo Market - Top 2019 Commodities 

 
Source: TOL International Air Trade Report (2018-2020) 
 
 
Figure 20 - TOL Express Primary Market - Top 2019 Commodities 

 
Source: TOL International Air Trade Report (2018-2020) 
 
China, Germany, Mexico, and Japan were the top markets for air trade of motor vehicle parts 
(NAICS 3363).  In terms of exports from the TOL Express market, China, Canada, and Germany 
were the top markets for auto related trade. 
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Consumer Sentiment Surveys 
 
Two surveys were conducted over a three-week span to gauge the sentiment of 1) business 
leaders and 2) the community at large.  The primary purpose of the surveys was to determine 
the level of engagement with business and leisure travelers in the TOL Express catchment area.  
Both the Corporate and Community surveys had statistically valid response rates with 
distribution among the City of Toledo, Lucas County, and surrounding areas consistent with 
regional population distribution.   There are some common themes among the surveys: 

• Respondents in both surveys are active airport users, more than 80% flying once per year 
and high frequency (more than 3 flights per year) accounting for at least 24% of 
responses. 

• DTW is by far the preferred airport for each group, more than two-thirds of respondents 
ranked DTW #1. 

• While about 50% of respondents “Always” or “Usually” check TOL flights, a third of 
respondents “Rarely” or “Never” consider TOL Express when arranging travel.  

Both surveys included a customer loyalty metric question know as a Net Promoter Score or NPS.  
NPS measures not only a consumers’ willingness to purchase a product or service again but also 
gauges their willingness to recommend it to family, friends, or colleagues.  The willingness to 
recommend a product or service is a higher standard than a person’s willingness to use or 
purchase that same product or service.  While a consumer may be willing to make sacrifices in 
quality or service standards for themselves, either for convenience or cost, they are far more 
discriminating when asked to recommend a product or service that carries a risk to their own 
reputation.  

Net Promoter Scores21 are based on rankings of the likelihood of recommending a service or 
product to a friend, family member or colleague, versus those who would not.  The NPS is 
calculated based on subtracting the percentage of “Detractors” from the percentage of 
“Promoters.”  For example, a score of 9 or 10 on a scale of 10 where 10 is “very likely” would be 
considered a Promoter, where a score of 0-6 would be considered a “Detractor.”  NPS scores 
between 0-50 are considered good, scores above 50 are considered excellent.  Among the largest 
global brands, companies like Costco, Starbucks and Samsung have very high NPS at 79, 77, 67 
respectively.22  The lowest score among the top 100 brands are Santander (Financial Services) at 
-25, Bank of America at -24 and Facebook at -21.23   

The NPS for TOL Express based on the Corporate Survey is -16, and -35 for the Community Survey.  
Among airlines in 2021 surveys, NPS ranges from -8 for United to 16 for JetBlue.  While NPS is not 
in and of itself conclusive and should be measured consistently over time, it is an indicator that 
both the business community and the community at large have a negative sentiment towards 
TOL Express and demonstrates a lack of consumer engagement. 

 
Additional insight from the surveys follows below.  The full survey results, including verbatim 
responses, are in Appendix 3 & 4.  

                                                       
21 For additional information on Net Promoter Scores, see “The One Number You Need to Grow” by Frederick F. 
Reichheld, Harvard Business Review, December 2003.  
22 Based on Customer Guru 2021 NPS surveys (see https://customer.guru/net-promoter-score/top-brands).  
23 Ibid.  

https://customer.guru/net-promoter-score/top-brands
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Corporate Travel Survey 
 
The Corporate Travel Survey elicited responses from a wide variety of companies in the TOL 
Express catchment area representing both small and midsize businesses as well as very large 
corporations with annual revenue in excess of $1 billion.  (see Figure 21) 
 
 
Figure 21 - Corporate Respondent Summary 

 
Source: Campbell-Hill TOL Corporate Survey, August 31, 2021. 
 
 
Nearly 60% of companies included in the survey have defined corporate travel policies, but the 
majority, just over 75%, allow individuals to manage travel arrangements rather than using a 
corporate self-booking tool (18%), travel management company (6%) or corporate travel 
department (10%).   
 
As noted earlier, nearly all corporate respondents ranked DTW as the preferred airport for 
corporate travel.  This ranking is reflected in the criteria which is most important to business 
travelers.  As show on Figure 22, corporate travel respondents overwhelmingly ranked scheduled 
service, both non-stop flights and frequency, as their primary consideration for business travel, 
followed closely by cost of ticket and then Preferred airline or frequent traveler program. 
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Figure 22 - Business Travel Consideration Ranking 

 
Source: Campbell-Hill TOL Corporate Survey, August 31, 2021. 

 
Of note is the strength of Delta as the preferred airline of corporate respondents, nearly all 
respondents ranked Delta first, followed by American, with United and Southwest nearly 
identical.  (See Figure 23).  Most Toledo area corporate travel programs (69%) allow travelers to 
fly their preferred airline, with 84% of respondents stating they “always” or “usually” fly with 
their preferred carrier.  
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Figure 23 - Preferred Corporate Airline 

 
Source: Campbell-Hill TOL Corporate Survey, August 31, 2021. 

 
The survey indicated strong support for preferred airlines that fly from TOL Express, as shown on 
Figure 24, with nearly 40% of respondents stating they would strongly consider choosing TOL if 
their preferred carrier offered service. 
 
Figure 24 - Likelihood of Choosing TOL Express 

 
Source: Campbell-Hill TOL Corporate Survey, August 31, 2021. 
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There is some disconnect between responses on the importance of TOL Express to a company’s 
business, which is relatively low, and the importance of the airport to economic development in 
the Greater Toledo region. 
 
Figure 25 - Relative Importance of TOL Express 

 
Source: Campbell-Hill TOL Corporate Survey, August 31, 2021. 

 
This inconsistency and relative lack of engagement is further illustrated in the willingness of 
corporate leaders to support TOL Express airport and air service development.  While just over 
40% of respondents would be willing to provide a letter of support, a nearly equal number 
declined to provide any level of support. 
 
Figure 26 - Willingness to Support TOL Express Development 

 
Source: Campbell-Hill TOL Corporate Survey, August 31, 2021. 
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This is a troubling lack of engagement, with the majority of respondents either unwilling or 
unsure of providing any support and those willing to provide support generally limiting that 
support to testimonials or a letter of support.  Less than a quarter of respondents (22%) would 
be willing to provide aggregate travel data (even when anonymized).  However, some 
respondents would be willing to commit to flight usage or minimum revenue guarantees and 
nearly 10% willing to consider direct financial support.  Corporate support for new airline service 
is critical to success, building on this base of support would be a challenge to TOL Express. 
 
 
Community Travel Survey 
 
The focus of the Community Travel Survey was on discretionary travel, such as Visiting Friends 
and Family (VFR) and vacation travel.  There was a strong response from the community 
demonstrating a high propensity for leisure travel.  While DTW is the most preferred airport 
(63%) among respondents, nearly 60% stated they “always” or “usually” check TOL Express when 
planning personal air travel. 
 
Figure 27 - Community Awareness of TOL Express 

 
Source: Campbell-Hill TOL Community Survey, August 31, 2021. 

 
This is an encouraging level of awareness of TOL Express as an option for leisure travel and is 
consistent with some of the verbatim feedback and the priority for community respondents, and 
the importance of ticket price and affordability.   As shown on Figure 28, the primary criteria for 
leisure travel planning is the cost of the ticket with airline schedules as a very close second.  
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Figure 28 - Community Criteria for Leisure Travel Planning 

 
Source: Campbell-Hill TOL Community Survey, August 31, 2021. 

 
It is somewhat confounding that despite the level of support in terms of checking price and 
service at TOL Express, the Net Promoter Scores for community respondents was significantly 
worse for leisure rather than business respondents. 
 
Figure 29 - Community Survey NPS 

 
Source: Campbell-Hill TOL Community Survey, August 31, 2021. 

 
This discrepancy is another sign of a lack of community engagement with the airport as well as a 
reflection of the reality of limited service.  
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Airport Marketing & Community Engagement 
 
The purpose of this section is to benchmark Toledo Express Airport with like-sized and 
competitively situated airports. How airports present their brand, communicate with 
stakeholders, and market to travelers and business partners is more important than ever. The 
global pandemic made a challenging competitive environment for TOL and other small airports, 
tougher yet. Most smaller airports also face the challenge of leakage to large and close by hub 
airports.  
 
Additionally, the larger airports always offer more flight choices, often lower fares, and better 
schedules. This is true for all the peer airports in this section. To compete within this challenging 
landscape, small airports have built brands, community support and recruited airline service by 
investing in marketing and communication staff, programs, budgets and long-term commitment. 
 
Based on Toledo Express Airport’s catchment area, location, and market size, the following peer 
airports have been identified for benchmark comparison: 
 

- Akron-Canton Airport (CAK) 
- Flint-Bishop International Airport (FNT) 
- Wichita Dwight D. Eisenhower National Airport (ICT) 
- Piedmont Triad International Airport (GSO) 
- Lansing-Capital Region International Airport (LAN) 

 
Peer Ranking Overview 
 
There are six key performance indicators (KPIs) which can be used to measure an airport’s overall 
brand performance in-market and amongst its peers, which include: 
 

- Annual Passengers (PAX) 
- Number of Airlines 
- Dedicated Marketing Staff 
- Website: usability, functionality, and design  
- Social Media: engagement, reach, and strategy 
- Public Relations 

 
Each of these six KPIs have been used in the brand performance evaluation of Eugene F. Kranz 
Toledo Express Airport and its peers.  
 
Peer Ranking Methodology 
 
In the categories of Annual Passengers and Number of Airlines, statistics have been pulled from 
each respective Airport website, or other verified source - such as owning body or Authority sites. 
Dedicated Marketing & Communications (MarCom) staff data has been collected from similar 
published sources, or through primary research.  Website, Social Media and Public Relations (PR) 
categories have been evaluated using metrics and guidelines considered marketing & 
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communications best practices in the airport industry.  These three categories have been ranked 
on a scale from 1-10, with 10 being an excellent result.24  
 
TOL Express Peer Ranking 
 
As the ranking matrix highlights (see Figure 30), it is clear that peer airports with dedicated staff 
and a strong marketing & communication strategy are able to support and grow demand for air 
service in markets similar to Toledo.  
 
Figure 30 - Airport Marketing & Public Relations Ranking 

 
Source:  Public records, research, and evaluation by KVA Consulting. 
 
Marketing & Public Relations Evaluation 
 
Eugene F. Kranz Toledo Express Airport (TOL) 
 
WEBSITE: An airport’s website is its most effective and important tool to engage with consumers, 
business partners, and stakeholders. This is especially true at small airports. Toledo Express 
Airport utilizes attention-grabbing imagery, paired with strong call-to-action language on its 
website to drive would-be consumers to book travel. The site is mobile responsive and fast 
loading, especially considering the size and number of photographs. Most pages feature a 

                                                       
24 Metrics and evaluation criteria are further outlined in Appendix 5.  
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newsletter and marketing email sign-up, which 
is an excellent way to grow the Airport’s email 
database. 
 
Homepage navigation menus are logical and 
simple, however, secondary menus can be 
challenging for the user to navigate. Main 
navigation on some secondary pages appears 
broken, while branding in some locations seems 
inconsistent when compared to the Airport’s 
homepage. The priority of content is unclear on 
the homepage as well. Customers are 
immediately directed away from the Airport’s 
website (via the large image slider) to an 

airline’s homepage. While there is a great need to “convert” a shopper to a traveler, there are 
other ways to accomplish this without redirecting the customer entirely. Once redirected, a 
valuable opportunity to engage with the customer is lost. This could be reformatted to keep the 
customer on the flyToledo.com website, which would support other revenue-generating 
initiatives, such as parking, concessions, and on-site amenities. 
 
Finally, the airport brand voice is unclear on the website. Reinforcing a stronger “why fly Toledo” 
brand story could create a more compelling web experience for potential travelers and 
stakeholders.  
 
PUBLIC RELATIONS: (including media relations, events, public accountability, and community 
relations) is limited to minimal - both on the Airport’s website and in the local news media. The 
Airport does not self-publish any news or media information on its website. There are no 
mentions of capital improvement projects, the master plan, amenities or investments. Users 
seeking this information must visit the Port Authority’s website. This relationship, however, is 
not clear for the average consumer. Once on the Port Authority’s newsroom page, there are no 
press releases tagged in the “Airport” category; however, there are a total of four press releases 
related to airport business between January 2019 and January 2020. There have been no press 
releases regarding the airport since January 2020. Newsletter signups and social media content 
(especially Facebook) are bright spots in the airport’s public relations strategy. 
 
Many of TOL’s peers have positioned themselves as a convenient, friendly option for travelers 
seeking a hassle-free airport experience. It is clear that TOL is making efforts to do the same, and 
it should continue to employ grassroots marketing tactics, such as performance email marketing, 
organic social media, and traditional media pitching to build relevance amongst travelers and the 
public within its service area.  
 
 
Flint - Bishop Airport (FNT) 
 
Bishop Airport, like TOL Express, is within close proximity to Detroit Metro.  Similarly, FNT loses 
a majority of its passenger traffic to the larger hub but retains more than three times the local 
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traffic versus Toledo Express. This is due, in part, to their strong marketing and communication 
program.  
 
WEBSITE: FNT utilizes clear and consistent branding, along with strong photography to create a 
welcoming and useful website. Visitors are greeted with a theme that is clearly inspired by the 
Airport’s architecture, while also providing a logical and intuitive navigation menu. Its site is 
responsive and mobile friendly. The overall design, however, is a bit dated and objects, such as 
the main navigation menu, display oddly or less-intuitively when viewed on mobile devices. The 
airport has implemented display advertisement blocks on its homepage and elsewhere, 
promoting air service and airport amenities in a way that users are accustomed to seeing 
throughout the web. It is a smart way to display content that the airport wants to draw attention 
to. 
 
PUBLIC RELATIONS: FNT has created original content via its blog and self-publishes news about 
the airport at least once per month. Written content throughout the website and via other 
communication channels has a unified voice and is accessible in a variety of ways to present users 
and would-be customers with multiple opportunities to learn more about flights, services, and 
airport news.  
 
Additionally, the airport has a robust social media presence, pushing the Flint narrative 
effectively and consistently. The airport employs two full time marketing staff and they have 
aggressively promoted new routes and other amenities for two decades. In the digital space, FNT 
has leveraged its owned properties and social media to powerfully tell its story.  
 
Overall, Flint-Bishop Airport has a strong presence in the air service landscape, despite its 
proximity to Detroit Metro (DTW) and relatively challenging socio-economic climate. Marketing 
has been a key to their success.  
 
Akron-Canton Airport (CAK) 
 
As with Flint Bishop, the Akron-Canton Airport is like TOL in that they both compete with a large 
and close by hub airport (although DTW is significantly larger than CLE). A key differentiator, 
however, is CAK’s commitment to community engagement and marketing.  Akron-Canton Airport 
has been a leader amongst its peers for over 20 years, leveraging marketing and communications 
strategies to grow its passenger traffic, nonstop destinations, and stakeholder engagement. 
 
WEBSITE: Often considered an innovator in the industry, CAK maintains a strong web presence 
that integrates a flight booking tool, allowing visitors to purchase airline tickets and vacation 
packages via a travel agency partner. The consumer never leaves akroncantonairport.com. This 
strategy creates value for both travelers and the airport through the collection of visitor data, 
such as email and travel information, while also offering a seamless one-stop purchase 
experience. While the Airport's homepage offers great features, it is also packed with content 
below the fold. This volume of content may compete for the attention of the visitor, ultimately 
diluting opportunities for conversion but overall, the website is excellent.  
 
PUBLIC RELATIONS: CAK has an integrated marketing and communications program that is well 
funded. With some of the most engaging social media content in this peer review and robust 

https://www.akroncantonairport.com/
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public engagement, CAK has a strong position across the board and understands how to build 
community and disseminate information.  
 
Additionally, CAK has replaced its gates, improved its parking offerings, engaged ferociously with 
customers and built its consumer direct email list to 150,000+. It is clear the airport has an 
intentional marketing and communications strategy that will help them continue to succeed in 
the post-pandemic fight for air service investment.  
 
Dwight D. Eisenhower Wichita Airport (ICT) 
 
Wichita has long been a leader in airport marketing. The State of Kansas and the airport authority 
partner and invest significantly to support new air service, the lifeblood of all airports. ICT has 
invested in airport marketing for more than two decades. They have two full time staff members 
and the benefits of this investment shows in the levels of flights and passengers.  
 
WEBSITE: Wichita Airport offers website visitors a pleasant and logical experience that clearly 
aligns with their overall brand strategy. The site utilizes clear call to action (CTA) language, and 
drives users to specific actions. ICT also incorporates a competitive cost calculator, highlighting 
the airport as a value proposition.  
 
Navigation is simple and logical on the homepage, however, load speeds tend to lag, leaving some 
pages with missing images or plug-ins for an extended period of time. Additionally, much of the 
content throughout the site is displayed in a low contrast manner, making it difficult to read in 
some cases. Overall, the website effectively carries the airport’s brand and acts as an effective 
portal for consumers and stakeholders. 
 
PUBLIC RELATIONS: ICT has a very strong and intentional communication strategy. For example, 
their self-published news is second to none, and the implementation of Eisenhower AIR, a digital 
periodical created by the airport, is a beautiful and innovative marketing tool. The airport has a 
large following on social media, and posts are consistent, and brand aligned.  
 
Piedmont Triad International Airport (GSO) 
 
The Piedmont Triad International Airport in Greensboro, NC, punches above its weight in aviation 
business and economic development. With Honda Jets as an anchor and innovative partnerships 
with the State of North Carolina to support transportation infrastructure, GSO is successful 
despite significant passenger leakage to both Charlotte (American Airlines hub) and Raleigh-
Durham International Airport (Delta Air Lines focus city). The GSO team includes a long-standing 
marketing director, and the Authority aggressively markets its flights and airline service.  
 
WEBSITE: Piedmont Triad International Airport utilizes a simple and straightforward website. 
Branding is prominent on the site’s homepage; however, it appears inconsistent on secondary 
pages. Additionally, the PTI abbreviation may lead to customer confusion, as it differs from the 
Airport’s three letter code (GSO).  Though the site is responsive and built on what appears to be 
a relatively new framework, the main navigation is very difficult to use on mobile versions. 
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Generally, though, the website functions well and educates customers about why they should fly 
from PTI/ GSO.  
 
PUBLIC RELATIONS: GSO has a strong position in the local media and frequently self-publishes 
airport news. They are not as progressive as peers on social media platforms and the activity can 
be characterized as inconsistent and lacking a unified voice, which leads to lower follower 
engagement rates. Overall, GSO is well positioned to quickly and effectively communicate its 
strengths and air service victories. 
 
Lansing - Capital Region International Airport (LAN) 
 
The airport in Lansing has several similarities to Toledo Express. It leaks a majority of its passenger 
base to Detroit Metro and to Gerald R. Ford Airport in Grand Rapids.  LAN has consistent and 
long-term communication programs in place, and they are proactive in promoting the airport, 
which contrasts with Toledo Express. LAN employs a full-time marketing manager and the airport 
has been very innovative in the past to attract and retain flights. LAN benefits from tax revenue 
(as does FNT) to help support the growth of their operation. LAN has significantly more cargo 
flights compared to TOL, which also helps drive revenue for the airport.  
 
WEBSITE: Capital Region International Airport offers website visitors basic functionality and some 
innovative features. The platform, however, is clearly a legacy system. The site’s navigation is 
straightforward and easy to use, while incorporating clear branding. A flight booking tool - while 
dated - offers visitors the ability to purchase airline tickets within the site, similar to what can be 
seen at CAK. However, the site’s design and functionality limitations may leave users with an 
antiquated perception of the airport as a whole. The site does function on mobile devices but 
does not resemble the desktop experience. Toledo Express’s website is more current and easier 
to use compared to flylansing.com.  
 
PUBLIC RELATIONS: Self-published PR assets are limited and have been infrequent over the last 
12-months. They do still have a robust outdoor advertising campaign. The Airport’s social media 
presence is strong and engagement rates are high among the platforms it operates.  For instance, 
it has the same .11% average engagement rate on Facebook as Toledo Express Airport, but more 
than double the number of followers. 
 
Peer Airport Social Media Comparison 
 
Performance on three primary social media platforms - Facebook, Twitter, and Instagram - was 
used to measure the overall effectiveness of each Airport’s social media strategy25. Because 
smaller airports often have trouble justifying large marketing budgets, social media and 
engagement strategies become an even more important tool to win customers. Social media can 
often be more effective and cost less compared to traditional advertising platforms like TV, radio, 
print, and outdoor. Therefore, this analysis compares social media effectiveness of the peer 
comparators.  
 

                                                       
25 Comparison was performed in February 2021. 
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Facebook  
The Facebook platform is the most established of the three primary social media utilized by 
airports. In 2020, the travel & tourism industry average engagement rate was 0.12%. A strong 
engagement rate paired with a large number of total page likes leads to organic success on the 
Facebook platform. CAK was the first airport to use Facebook for customer engagement in 2007 
and still leads the peer group today. Most airports use a combination of organic and paid 
promotion on Facebook, especially to support new flights and destinations.  
 
Toledo Express Airport posts frequent and creative content to its Facebook channel. It does not 
get significant engagement (shares, likes and comments), however.  
 
Figure 31 - Peer Airport Facebook Effectiveness 

Facebook Total Page Likes Average 
Engagement Rate 

Average Interactions per Post 
(as reflected in the last 12 posts) 

TOL 8,323 0.11% 8  likes 1 comment 

FNT 83,221 0.07% 36 likes 24 comments 

CAK 80,970 0.16% 51 likes 81 comments 

GSO 12,014 0.06% 6 likes 1 comment 

ICT 29,734 0.09% 23 likes 2 comments 

LAN 17,437 0.11% 11 likes 8 comments 

Source:  Public records, research, and evaluation by KVA Consulting. 
 
Twitter 
Twitter primarily serves as an outlet for news and timely information distribution for airports and 
other large organizations. In 2019, the travel & tourism industry average engagement rate was 
0.06%. Twitter is used by airports to push news and for promotion. TOL Airport has a low number 
of followers but has a relatively high level of engagement with them.  
 
Figure 32 - Peer Airport Twitter Effectiveness 

Twitter Total Followers Average 
Engagement Rate 

Average Interactions per Post 
(as reflected in the last 12 posts) 

TOL 1,494 0.08% 1 like 0 comments 

FNT 4,967 0.03% 1 like 1 comment 

CAK 13,248 0.06% 7 likes 1 comment 

GSO 2,606 0.15% 4 likes 1 comment 

ICT 7,975 0.05% 4 likes 1 comment 

LAN 1,483 0.28% 4 likes 1 comment 
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Source:  Public records, research, and evaluation by KVA Consulting. 
 
Instagram 
Instagram is the newest member of what most communications and marketing professionals 
consider “traditional” social media. The image-based platform has added a lot of functionality 
over the last five years. Airports can use Instagram to reinforce their brand and build community. 
In 2020, the average engagement rate in the travel & tourism industry was 1.03%. TOL beats the 
average handily but has a low number of followers. The airport could leverage this platform by 
building its followers and influencers. 
 
Figure 33 - Peer Airport Instagram Effectiveness 

Instagram Total Followers Average 
Engagement Rate 

Average Interactions per Post 
(as reflected in the last 12 posts) 

TOL 866 2.13% 14.1 likes 0.4 comments 

FNT 1.2K 2.45% 21.6 likes 0.8 comments 

CAK 4.5K 1.94% 82.2 likes 4.5 comments 

GSO 1.6K 3.86% 41.7 likes 1.1 comments 

ICT 2.1K 1.9% 47.4 likes 1.2 comments 

LAN 1.3K 1.53% 16.8 likes 0.9 comments 

Source:  Public records, research, and evaluation by KVA Consulting. 
 
 
Summary  
 
The Eugene F. Krantz Toledo Express Airport has a well-designed website and does a nice job 
adding content to its Facebook platform. TOL Express does not have full-time marketing staff, 
consistent media engagement, and does not appear to have an overall or effective “why fly 
Toledo” brand strategy. Other airports in its peer group offer much more frequent media 
engagement and have robust airline relationships. Additionally, all airports in the peer group 
have dedicated full-time marketing and communication staff, intentional strategy, and annual 
budgets designed to promote the airport, engage with the public, recruit airline service, and build 
strong relationships with airline planners. If Toledo Express is to grow its air service and brand 
recognition, a more intentional and better resourced marketing program will be required.  
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Conclusions & Recommendations 
 
No organization, and especially an airport, can thrive without good governance.  Experience at 
other airports would indicate that a significant change in governance structure must come from 
a substantial part of the community.  Usually, governance changes are triggered by the business 
community or elected bodies such as the city council or the state legislature.    No such pressure 
appears to be present within the City of Toledo or Lucas County as the Port is a well-respected 
organization and has shown that it adheres to Federal regulations with regard to its two airports.  
Given that seven years remain on the Port lease to run the airport, no change in governance is 
recommended at this time. 
 
It must also be noted that in the last two decades the air carrier airport has been in decline from 
an activity and revenue standpoint.  As noted earlier, with only a single network carrier the risk 
for TOL Express and the community it serves is the lack of connectivity to global networks.  We 
believe this should be viewed as an unacceptable risk to the Toledo market.  We strongly 
recommend the City of Toledo, Lucas County and the Port Authority consider adding dedicated 
aviation resources whose focus would be to enhance revenues, increase consumer engagement, 
provide fulltime air service development, marketing, and communications for Toledo Express.  
These positions should serve as the baseline staffing plan and are critical roles that will pay for 
themselves over time.  As it is, TOL Express is understaffed in key positions that, if left unfilled, 
will degraded services and performance of the airport and make recovery significantly more 
difficult and expensive. 
 
In order of priority, the following additions are recommended: 
 

1.  Airport Properties Manager - There are a multitude of ways in which creative property 
management can enhance revenues at an airport.  Every opportunity should be taken to 
modernize leases when they become due.  The result should be enhanced revenue and 
maintenance from tenants at no cost to the Port.  Short term leases for non-aviation uses, 
such as automobile or equipment storage, are allowable under federal regulations.  Such 
leases are usually five years or less and can be renewed if no aviation use for the property 
is identified.  These types of leases can generate significant revenue.  Local circumstances 
will dictate what the demand for creative land use can be identified.  A dedicated Property 
Manager can be working on new revenue streams and other business opportunities as 
well as closely managing existing leases both in the terminal building and outside of the 
terminal complex. 
 

2. Airport Air Service and Marketing Manager - Air service development is critical to the 
success of any air carrier airport.  Increased air service brings in substantial revenues in 
the areas of user fees, parking, rental cars, and concessions.  Use of consultant resources 
is recommended, but with the understanding that air service consultants have many 
airports as clients and with limited exceptions cannot focus solely on one airport the way 
a dedicated airport staff member can.  The staff person can lead the consultant team, 
attend air service conferences, schedule visits to airline corporate offices, develop and 
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maintain relationships with airline planners and keep TOL Express top of mind with airline 
planners.  Marketing within the community can still be carried out by the central 
marketing staff but a dedicated airport marketing and communications person can be a 
valuable resource in determining what actions need to be taken locally to better engage 
consumers, support, and grow air service.  Such a position existed at one point but is 
currently vacant.  This position should be filled as soon as possible.  The U.S. airline 
industry is in a period of significant growth as it bounces back from the effects of Covid-
19.  Over the next two years airlines will be restructuring their aircraft fleets, route 
networks, and making decisions on route entries and exits.  The Port should have a strong 
presence in promoting the real market size and opportunity of Toledo Express. 

 
3. Airport Director - At the current time, the Port’s Executive Director is the only staff 

member with oversight over the entire airport business function.  With the Port involved 
in so many areas of activity the amount of time that the Executive Director can spend on 
any one business line is limited.  An Airport Director or Deputy Director position would 
provide dedicated, full time focus on airport issues.  Working with all support staff the 
Airport Director can oversee the development of a future vision for the airports as well 
be intimately involved in the business with a goal of substantially increasing revenue.   
 

4. Business Plans - To further promote revenue generation, it is recommended that the Port 
develop business plans for both airports.  These detailed five-year plans analyze 
strengths, weaknesses, and opportunities for revenue generation at these facilities.  The 
plans can be updated every three to five years and contain five-year goals, objectives, and 
annual action plans.  The development of such business plans could be a significant 
function of the Airport Director or another senior staff person. 

 
Implementing the above recommendations will provide the City and Port with valuable insight, 
at the time of the next airport lease renewal, as to the determination to continue the current 
relationship or to reconsider the governance issue as it relates to the City’s two airports. 
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Appendix 
 
Appendix 1 – Catchment Area and Leakage Analysis 
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Appendix 2 – Air Cargo Study 
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Appendix 3 – Toledo Express Corporate Survey 
 

Report for Toledo Express Corporate 
Survey 

 
 
 
 

Response Counts 
 

Completion Rat e: 100% 
 

Complete 49 

 
Totals: 49 
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16% Other - Write In 

nty 

ty 

unty 

1. Where is your company primarily located? 
 
 
 
 
 
 

33% City of Toledo 
 
 

8% Wood Cou 
 
 
 

4% Sandusky Coun 
 
 

4% Ottawa Co 
 
 
 
 
 
 

35% Lucas County 
 
 

Value    Percent Responses 
      

City of Toledo    32.7% 16 
      

      

Lucas County    34.7% 17 
      

      

Ottawa County    4.1% 2 
      

      

Sandusky County    4.1% 2 
      

      

Wood County    8.2% 4 
      

      

Other - Write In    16.3% 8 
      

     Totals: 49 
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Other - Write In Count 

Cleveland 1 

 
Defiance county 

 
1 

 
Fulton County 

 
1 

 
Henry County 

 
1 

 
NW Ohio 

 
1 

 
Nashville, TN 

 
1 

 
Northern Ohio 

 
1 

 
Paulding 

 
1 

Totals 8 
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2. How many employees at your company presently work in the 
greater Toledo, Northwest Ohio region? 

 
8% More than 1,000 

 
20% 10 or less 

 
 

14% 500 - 999 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

22% 11 - 49 
 
 

29% 100 - 499 
 
 
 

 
 
Value 

    6% 50 - 99 
 
 

Percent 

 
 

Responses 
       

10 or less     20.4% 10 
       

       

11 - 49     22.4% 11 
       

       

50 - 99     6.1% 3 
       

       

100 - 499     28.6% 14 
       

       

500 - 999     14.3% 7 
       

       

More than 1,000     8.2% 4 
       

      Totals: 49 
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3. What is the annual revenue for your company? 
 
 

6% more than $1 billion 4% 

$500 - $1 billion 

 
8% Less than $500,000 

 
 

6% Between $500,000 and $1 million 

 
 
 

20% $100 - $500 million 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

12% $20 to $100 million 
43% $1 - $20 million 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Value   Percent Responses 
     

Less than $500,000   8.2% 4 
     

     

Between $500,000 and $1 million   6.1% 3 
     

  

   

$1 - $20 million   42.9% 21 
     

     

$20 to $100 million   12.2% 6 
     

     

$100 - $500 million   20.4% 10 
     

     

$500 - $1 billion   4.1% 2 
     

     

more than $1 billion   6.1% 3 
     

    Totals: 49 
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4. How does your company manage travel purchases? (Check all that apply) 
80 

 
 
 
 

60 
 
 
 
 

40 
 
 
 
 

20 
 
 
 
 

0 
Individual travelers 

book air travel 
themselves (not 

using a corporate 
travel tool). 

 
 

Corporate self 
booking tool. 

 
 

Local corporate 
travel department. 

 
 

Corporate travel 
department located 

in another city. 

 
 

Use an outside travel 
management company 

or travel agent. 

 
 

Value   Percent Responses 
     

Individual travelers book air travel themselves (not using a   75.5% 37 
corporate travel tool).     

 
Corporate self booking tool. 

   
18.4% 

 
9 

 
Local corporate travel department. 

   
6.1% 

 
3 

 
Corporate travel department located in another city. 

   
4.1% 

 
2 

 
Use an outside travel management company or travel agent. 

   
6.1% 

 
3 

Pe
rc

en
t 
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5. Does your company have a corporate travel policy? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

37% No 
 
 
 
 

59% Yes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Value    Percent Responses 
      

Yes    59.2% 29 
      

      

No    36.7% 18 
      

      

Not sure    4.1% 2 
      

     Totals: 49 

4% Not sure 
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6. Please rank your preferred airports for corporate travel. 
 

 
Item 

Overall 
Rank 

 
Rank Distribution 

 
Score 

No. of 
Rankings 

     

Detroit Metropolitan Wayne County 1  168 47 
Airport (DTW)     

     

Eugene F. Kranz Toledo Express 2  136 43 
Airport (TOL)     

 
Cleveland Hopkins (CLE) 

 
3 

 

 
 

62 
 

28 

 
Other - Write In 

 
4 

 

 
 

19 
 

8 
     

     

  Lowest Highest 
Rank Rank 
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7. In normal times, on average, how often do you travel for business? 
 
 
 

22% Rarely 
 

29% Monthly 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

25% A few times per year 
 
 

25% Once per quarter. 
 
 
 

Value   Percent Responses 
     

Monthly   28.6% 14 
     

     

Once per quarter.   24.5% 12 
     

     

A few times per year   24.5% 12 
     

     

Rarely   22.4% 11 
     

    Totals: 49 
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8. When did you last fly from Toledo Express (TOL) for business? 
 
 

8% Within the last 6 months 

 
 

25% Never 
6% 6 months to 1 year 

 
 
 
 
 
 

12% More than 1 year ago 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

49% More than 2 years ago 
 
 
 

Value 

    
 

Percent 

 
 

Responses 
      

Within the last 6 months    8.2% 4 
      

      

6 months to 1 year    6.1% 3 
      

      

More than 1 year ago    12.2% 6 
      

 
  

   

More than 2 years ago    49.0% 24 
      

      

Never    24.5% 12 
      

     Totals: 49 
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9. When did you last fly from Toledo Express (TOL) for Leisure travel (non-
business)? 

 
 

10% Within the last 6 months 

 
25% Never 

 

10% 6 months to 1 year 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

14% More than 1 year ago 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

41% More than 2 years ago 
 
 
 
 

Value 

    
 
 

Percent 

 
 
 

Responses 
      

Within the last 6 months    10.2% 5 
      

      

6 months to 1 year    10.2% 5 
      

      

More than 1 year ago    14.3% 7 
      

      

More than 2 years ago    40.8% 20 
      

      

Never    24.5% 12 
      

     Totals: 49 
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10. When you are arranging travel for business, how often do you check 
flights from Toledo Express? 

 
14% Never 

 
 

29% Always 
 
 
 
 
 
 

20% Rarely 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

20% Usually 
 

16% Sometimes 
 

Value Percent Responses 
 

 

Always 28.6% 14 

Sometimes 16.3% 8 

Never 14.3% 7 

 Totals: 49 
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11. What is most important to you as a business traveler? Please rank at 
least 3 selections (1 = most important, 10 = least important). 

 

 
Item 

Overall 
Rank 

Rank 
Distribution 

 
Score 

No. of 
Rankings 

     

Nonstop flights 1  360 42 
     

 
Schedules (flight frequency, convenience 
of flight times) 

 
2 

 

 
 

337 
 

42 

 
Cost of ticket 

 
3 

 

 
 

329 
 

44 

 
Preferred airline (Frequent Traveler 
Program) 

 
4 

 

 
 

202 
 

31 

 
Airport ease of use (congestion) 

 
5 

 

 
 

202 
 

33 

 
Transportation to airport or parking 

 
6 

 

 
 

182 
 

31 

 
Availability of TSA Precheck, Global 
Entry, CLEAR or other similar programs 

 
7 

 

 
 

151 
 

31 

 
Seat selection (advance seat, cabin 
selection, upgrades) 

 
8 

 

 
 

135 
 

30 

 
Type or size of aircraft (e.g. 50 or more 
seats) 

 
9 

 

 
 

96 
 

31 

 
Airport Amenities (clubs, dining options, 
other services) 

 
10 

 

 
 

86 
 

30 

 

 
Lowes t 
Rank 

Highe 
st 
Rank 
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12. Which airlines do you fly most for business? 
 

 
Item 

Overall 
Rank 

 
Rank Distribution 

 
Score 

No. of 
Rankings 

     

Delta Air Lines 1  336 45 
     

     

American Airlines 2  236 34 
     

 
United Air Lines 

 
3 
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20 

 
Southwest Airlines 

 
4 

 

 
 

110 
 

18 

 
Allegiant Airlines 

 
5 

 

 
 

66 
 

11 

 
Spirit Airlines 

 
6 

 

 
 

58 
 

12 

 
Private or Corporate 
Aircraft 

 
7 

 

 
 

32 
 

9 

 
JetBlue Airways 

 
8 

 

 
 

26 
 

7 
     

     

  Lowest Highest 
Rank Rank 
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13. Does your corporate travel program allow you to fly your 
preferred airline? 

 
 
 

25% Not applicable 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

6% No 
 
 
 
 

69% Yes 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Value    Percent Responses 
      

Yes    69.4% 34 
      

      

No    6.1% 3 
      

      

Not applicable    24.5% 12 
      

     Totals: 49 
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14. When you fly for business, how often do you fly with your 
preferred airline? 

 
4% Not applicable 

 
 

12% Sometimes 

 
 

16% Always 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

67% Usually 
 
 

Value    Percent Responses 
      

Always    16.3% 8 
      

      

Usually    67.3% 33 
      

      

Sometimes    12.2% 6 
      

      

Not applicable    4.1% 2 
      

     Totals: 49 
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15. If your preferred airlines flew from Toledo Express (TOL), how likely 
would you be to choose TOL over other area airports? 

35 
 
 

30 
 
 

25 
 
 

20 
 
 

15 
 
 

10 
 
 

5 
 
 

0 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Pe
rc

en
t 
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16. How likely are you to recommend flights from Toledo Express (TOL) 
to colleagues, associates, friends and family? 

NPS® Score: -16.3 
 

Promoters 30.6% 15 

Passives 22.4% 11 

Detractors 46.9% 23 

 Totals: 49 
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17. As a business leader, how willing would you be to provide support to 
Toledo Express in order to grow service at the airport? (check all that apply) 

50 

40 

30 

20 

10 

0 
Provide a Provide Provide direct Provide in-kind Guarantee None of the Other - Write In 

testimonial or 
letter of 
support 

aggregate 
company travel 

data 
(confidential w/o 

identifying 
information) 

financial 
support 

contributions 
and support 

flight usage 
(pre-paid or 

minimum 
commitment) 

above 

 
 

Value    Percent Responses 
      

Provide a testimonial or letter of support    42.9% 21 
      

 
Provide aggregate company travel data (confidential w/o 
identifying information) 

    
22.4% 

 
11 

 
Provide direct financial support 

    
4.1% 

 
2 

 
Provide in-kind contributions and support 

    
4.1% 

 
2 

 
Guarantee flight usage (pre-paid or minimum commitment) 

    
12.2% 

 
6 

      

None of the above    40.8% 20 
      

 
Other - Write In 

    
12.2% 

 
6 

Pe
rc

en
t 
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Other - Write In Count 

Need to discuss with our EC and travel team. 1 

TBD 1 

Would use TOL if direct flights were available to applicable cities. 1 

Totals 6 

 

To be determined 1 

Not sure at this time. 1 
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18. How important is Toledo Express Airport to your busienss? 
25 

 
 
 

20 
 
 
 

15 
 
 
 

10 
 
 
 

5 
 
 
 

0 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Pe
rc

en
t 
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19. In your opinion, how important is Toledo Express Airport to the 
economic development and growth of the Greater Toledo Area? 

20 
 
 

17.5 
 
 

15 
 
 

12.5 
 
 

10 
 
 

7.5 
 
 

5 
 
 

2.5 
 
 

0 
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Pe
rc

en
t 
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20. We appreciate your time, please let us know anything other 
thoughts you may have regarding Toledo Express Airport. 
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ResponseID Response 

 

5 The time and benefit of direct flights is going to be key 
 

 

14 Toledo Express could be very helpful to us. Right now, we don't use it often. 
 

 

18 I stopped using Toledo Express years ago because of flight cancellations with no 
alternatives. I ended up having to go to Detroit anyway so I now just book straight 
away at DTW. 

 

 

22 TOL is a key player in the growth of our surrounding areas. Not only with business, 
but on a personal level too. Most times, we hear of businesses flying out of DTW due 
to the increase in options and airlines, and non-stop flights. Distance to airports is 
often a question of site selectors, however lack of flights and airlines keep TOL 
out of our first listing and we list DTW instead, even though distance is greater. 

 

 

49 If Toledo Express had flights at comparable price to DTW I would fly from TOL. 
 

 
  

  

 

  

 

  

 

  
 

  

 



126  

Appendix 4 – Community Survey Results 
 

 
Report for TOL Express Consumer Survey 
 
 
 
 
Response Counts 
 

Completion Rat e: 100% 
 

Complete 204 

 
Totals: 204 
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5. Where in the Great Toledo Area do you live? 
 

3% Other - Write In 
 

2% I don't live in the Toledo / NW Ohio 
Region 

 
7% Wood County 

 

1% Ottawa County 

 
 
 
 
 
 

53% City of Toledo 
 

34% Lucas County 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Value    Percent Responses 
      

City of Toledo    53.4% 109 
      

      

Lucas County    34.3% 70 
      

      

Ottawa County    1.0% 2 
      

      

Wood County    6.9% 14 
      

      

I don't live in the Toledo / NW Ohio Region    2.0% 4 
      

      

Other - Write In    2.5% 5 
      

     Totals: 204 
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Other - Write In Count 

Atlanta GA 1 

 
Maumee OH 

 
1 

 
Monroe county, MI 

 
1 

 
Temperance 

 
1 

 
Temperance 

 
1 

Totals 5 
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2. In a normal, non-pandemic year, how often do you fly to visit family and 
friends? 

 
 
 
 
 

18% I do not fly to visit friends and 
family. 

 
 
 
 

13% More than four (4) times per year. 
47% Once or twice a year. 

 
 
 
 
 

23% Three (3) or four (4) times per year. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Value     Percent Responses 
       

Once or twice a year.     46.6% 95 
       

       

Three (3) or four (4) times per year.     22.5% 46 
       

       

More than four (4) times per year.     12.7% 26 
       

       

I do not fly to visit friends and family.     18.1% 37 
       

      Totals: 204 
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3. How often do you fly for vacation? 
 
 
 
 
 
 

10% I do not fly for vacation. 

 
6% More than four (4) times per year. 

 
 
 

18% Three (3) or four (4) times per year. 

 
65% Once or twice per year. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Value   Percent Responses 
     

Once or twice per year.   65.2% 133 
     

     

Three (3) or four (4) times per year.   18.1% 37 
     

     

More than four (4) times per year.   6.4% 13 
     

     

I do not fly for vacation.   10.3% 21 
     

    Totals: 204 
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4. When did you last travel by airplane? 
 
 
 
 

21% More than 2 years ago. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

49% Within the last six (6) 
months. 

 
 
 
 

27% 1 to 2 years ago. 

 
 
 
 

4% 7 to 12 months ago. 

 
 
 

Value     Percent Responses 
       

Within the last six (6) months.     48.5% 99 
       

       

7 to 12 months ago.     4.4% 9 
       

       

1 to 2 years ago.     26.5% 54 
       

       

More than 2 years ago.     20.6% 42 
       

      Totals: 204 
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5. Which is your preferred airport for leisure travel? 

 
 
 
 

2% Other - Write In (Required) 
 

1% Cleveland Hopkins International 
Airport (CLE) 

 
35% Eugene F Kranz Toledo 
Express Airport (TOL) 

 
 
 
 
 
 

63% Detroit Metropolitan Wayne County 
Airport (DTW) 

 
 
 
 

Value    Percent Responses 
      

Eugene F Kranz Toledo Express Airport (TOL)    34.8% 71 
      

      

Detroit Metropolitan Wayne County Airport (DTW)    62.7% 128 
      

      

Cleveland Hopkins International Airport (CLE)    0.5% 1 
      

      

Other - Write In (Required)    2.0% 4 
      

 
 
 
Other - Write In (Required) 

    
Totals: 204 

 
 

Count 
 

Detroit if Toledo does not fly to my destination 1 

We prefer toledo, however the destination is not offer a direct flight to 
the east 1 
coast of South Florida 

Totals 4 

 

Ft Wayne in 1 
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6. When did you last fly from Toledo Express Airport (TOL)? 

 
 
 
 
 
 

14% I have never flown from TOL. 11% In the last six (6) months. 
 
 
 
 

6% 7 to 12 months ago. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

13% 1 to 2 years ago. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

56% More than 2 years ago. 
 
 
 
 

Value 

   
 
 

Percent 

 
 
 

Responses 
     

In the last six (6) months.   11.3% 23 
     

     

7 to 12 months ago.   5.9% 12 
     

     

1 to 2 years ago.   13.2% 27 
     

  

   

More than 2 years ago.   55.9% 114 
     

     

I have never flown from TOL.   13.7% 28 
     

    Totals: 204 



 

1340  

7. When planning airline travel, how often do you check Toledo Express (TOL)? 
 

9% Never 

 
 
 
 
 
 

21% Rarely 

 
38% Always 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

12% Sometimes 

 
 
 
 

 
 
Value 

    21% Usually 
 
 

Percent 

 
 

Responses 
       

Always     37.7% 77 
       

       

Usually     20.6% 42 
       

       

Sometimes     12.3% 25 
       

       

Rarely     20.6% 42 
       

       

Never     8.8% 18 
       

      Totals: 204 
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8. Please rank the features that are most important to you when planning airline 
travel for vacation or to visit friends and family? (1 = most important, 7 = least 
important). 

 

 
Item 

Overall 
Rank 

Rank 
Distribution 

 
Score 

No. of 
Rankings 

     

Price of ticket (affordability). 1  1,029 185 
     

     

Airline Schedule (nonstop flights). 2  1,024 183 
     

     

Convenience of flight times and 3  955 189 
options.     

     

Preferred airline. 4  663 189 
     

     

Airport Parking or transportation to 5  633 180 
and from the airport.     

     

Airport congestion or crowds. 6  518 179 
     

     

Type or size of aircraft. 7  449 178 
     

     

     

  Lowest Highest 
Rank Rank 
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9. How likely are you to recommend Toledo Express Airport (TOL) to friends or 
family? 

NPS® Score: -35.3 
 

Promoters 23% 47 

Passives 18.6% 38 

Detractors 58.3% 119 

 Totals: 204 
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10. Based on your knowledge of Toledo Express  Airport, how satisfied are you with 
TOL? 

Rating (5 Star is highest) 
 

Overall Satisfaction with Toledo Express Airport  

     
Count: 148 

Not Applicable: 56 
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11. We welcome any additional thoughts you have about Toledo Express 
Airport and appreciate your time and survey response. Thank you. 

 
 

 
 
ResponseID Response 

 
3 I would use TOL more often if they had more competitively priced flights to destinations I 
am flying to. I always check TOL first before others due to the convenience. 

 
 
5 Not happy with flights from Toledo to O'Hare. Often delayed. Not happy that the only 
airlines we have is American 

 
 
8 Wish you had more connections 

 
 

 

4 DIRECT FLIGHTS TO MYRTLE BEACH AGAIN WOULD BE GREAT 
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12 Try to lure some major airlines to fly to destinations with slightly smaller jet aircraft to 
accommodate lower passenger volume. 

 
 
 
  
17 I would use the airport if it had more flight options. 

 
 
19 Have more flight options and competitive pricing as per Detroit. 

 
 
21 Great experience every time. Would love to see more flights, especially a NY or DC. 

 
 
23 We love flying allegiant! American is pricey. Would love to see MORE airlines at Toledo! 

 
 
26 Tarta would-be great out there 

 

  

 

 

18 I wish they had flights to Las Vegas or Los Angelas. 

 

20 Offer more flight options with affordable prices 
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28 There are just never any flights to or from seemingly anywhere, or the routes become 
stupidly convoluted because there aren't direct flights. It would be amazing not to have to drive 
to DTW to travel. No flights also is a huge wrench in the military travel system as we found out. Such 
a headache! 

 
 
31 Would prefer to travel from TOL but cost and connections frequently rule it out for me. 

 
35 I would like it to be a full service airport. Driving to the Detroit Airport is a hassle especially 
with the highway closures. 

 
 
40 The direct flight to Charlotte is great. My family flew several times per year. Keep parking 
cost low. 

 
 
45 As is known, in shadow of DTW. Now, told roundabouts will prevent lengthening of air strips. 
Once, seemed to be headed to being a big cargo hub- - that has returned some with Amazon. Would 
like to see it prosper. 

 
 
48 We would fly from Toledo if there were more commercial flight options. 
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But having only 2 airlines (and one only flies to Florida on certain days of the week) doesn't give us 
many options to fly. 

 
 
54 Toledo Express is small and convenient and we use it every chance we get- even if it means 
having to take a connecting flight. It would be great if we could get a couple more airlines or 
flights! 

 
 
57 Would love to have more options out of Toledo- especially southwest. 

 
 
60 There are a lot of us Delta loyalists that do not want to give up our status or rollover miles 
to start flying AA. I know your hands are tied, but if TOL could manage to get Delta in, you would 
see an uptick of business travels. Connect to DTW or ATL, wouldn't matter to us that much. 
 

 
 
63 The airport is great if going to Florida. I am not sure if there are any other places to go? I 
have heard Chicago. Maybe if you created tailored travel packages that highlighted the ease and 
affordability over driving there - that would help boost travel. 

 
 
66 A free shuttle bus from a central hotel would be convenient. But it's the connections to get 
anywhere that drive up cost and misery. 
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68 To increase airport exposure and goodwill with the public, I believe a plane watching park 
similar to what can be found at Grand Rapids or Cincinnati would be a great idea. 

 
 
74 Pricing plays a huge part. Detroit offers better prices. 

 
 
76 More flight options - and bring delta back so that I can connect like I do for AA. Southwest 
would be wonderful. 

 
 
81 We always try to fly out of Toledo, if  we can find a flight without more than one extra 
connection compared to DTW. Parking, security, and the shorter travel time make it very 
convenient but the lack of routes mean we often have to use DTW instead. 

 
 
85 Toledo Express is a good option if you are going to a destination with direct flight service. 
Flying out of Toledo doesn't make sense if you can get a direct flight from Detroit and get a cheaper 
ticket. 
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89 Love that it's close and convenient. Easy and cheap to park. Wish there were more flights on 
traditional carriers (rather than the low cost carriers) but know that's often within airline control 
and not airport. 

 
 
93 TOL doesn't go to anywhere I would like to go 

 
 
95 We are in a difficult spot between larger airports. For us time, and flight choices always 
makes us head to DTW. 

 
 
97 Would like more flights to BWI and ft Myers beach, Florida 

 
 
101 You cannot  turn a pig into a princess just  by putting lipstick on it. Survey after survey and 
consultant study after consultant study do not seem to realize that DTW is truly Toledo's airport 
for those who fly for business and leisure. Toledo is a distraction in the travel planning process. 

 
 
107 Get in the game or get out. Flint did it. Akron did it. Toledo is a military base with air freight, 
that has some passenger flights. Sorry 

 
 
110 The main problem with flying out of Toledo is the lack of flights. For instance, allegiant only 
has a couple flights a week to any given location. 

  
 

 

94 Flights to more places should be added ! 

  
 

  
 

  
 

 

109 Easy access to flight information. Easy access to parking 



 

110  

 
 
113 No additional thoughts at this time. 
 

 
 
116 Need a direct flight back to Las Vegas and not Allegiant. Delta would be a nice addition 

 
 
118 I would love to see more variety in types of airlines and lower costs so I don't have to 
commute to DTW and pay for parking for 7days.... 

 
 
122 Airport is fine. Problem is flight times and routes. 

 
 
126 I prefer flying out of TOL, but never have flights that work for me. 

 
 
128 Direct flights with reasonable rates are most important. Reliability of the schedule is 
important as well. I rarely check Toledo because the rates for my trips are usually much higher than 
Detroit. I would love to use Toledo because it is much more convenient. 

  
 

  

 

 

117 Need more flight options and better pricing. 
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130 Need more flights/airlines 

 
 
132 Get more direct flights. Spiff the place up a bit, especially dining options. What a dump. 
Lower the parking rates. There are lots at DTW that are cheaper. 

 
 

135 I fly for work normally well-over 4-5 times per year - that would have been a good 
question. I LOVE Toledo Express; well worth the slightly higher ticket to avoid DTW travel time, TSA, 
& baggage. My company flies out of there & I recommend it to friends regularly. More amenities 
would be AMAZING. 

 
 
138 Need more airlines and it's cheaper to fly from DTW. 

 
 
143 We would love to fly Toledo but you do not offer any flights to the southeast part of  
Florida. We have sent  many emails to address this problem. No response. You have many flights to 
the west side of Florida. Try ft lauderdale or west palm flights! Thank you! 

 
 
146 VERY CLEAN AIRPORT AND FRIENDLY AIRLINE REPRESENTATIVES. 

  
 

  

 

  
 

 

136 It would be nice to see more destinations added to flights 
f  TEA 
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149 I love flying from TOL, however limited due to available flights. 

 
 
153 I fly out of Detroit more than Toledo only because I can get direct flights there; Allegient is 
a terrific option but their schedule is so limited; i own a   condo in Ft Myers and would like to fly from 
Toledo but you lose a day on each end because of the flight times. 

 
 
155 Would enjoy and appreciate using Toledo Express Airport more often if flights were available. 

 
 
158 We would love to fly in and out of Toledo vs Detroit, but have had flights canceled because 
the flights weren't full enough and had to reroute through DTW instead. It makes me hesitant to 
book from Toledo 
 

 
 
160 TOL is a great location for air freight. However, it is not likely to become a significant 
regional 'hub' do to the proximity of DTW. It COULD become a key connecting point to regional hubs 
like Chicago, Cleveland, Columbus, or Cincinnati, etc. Also, selected vacation flights to Florida or Las 
Vegas 

 
 
162 I'd love to fly to/from there more frequently, but it's too limited as to where you can go. 

  
 

  
 

  
 

 

154 Please do not stop AA flights to Charlotte 

 

157 Keep the flights to Charlotte! 
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1 

Toledo is so much more convenient and less hectic than 
 flying out of DTW. I wish more flights were offered. 

 
 
165 usually have to drive to Detroit due a lack of flights out of Toledo 

 
 
171 Need more airlines. Bring back Delta Connection with service to either DTW or ATL. Offer a 
parking incentive for those flying out  of  TOL, ie. a free day of parking. Offer a free or low-cost 
shuttle of area residents traveling out of TOL. 

 
 
173 I have searched flights for my travel plans and the prices or availability most times don't 
meet my needs. Typically I fly out DTW. 

 
 
178 We prefer Toledo, however the destinations do not offer a direct flight to the east coast 
of South Florida 

 
 
180 I like that the airport is small and convenient. I got good rates to Florida, but going anywhere 
else the rates are high. I do not want to see more flight leaving Toledo because the loud noise from 
the planes has cracked my walls, especially that 9:30a flight. 
 
 
182 Have more flights at a lower rate to get passengers to fly out of Toledo. Small airports are 
more expensive and so people look for the best and cheapest flights in other cities in the 
surrounding areas 

 
 

  
 

  
 

  
 

  
 

 

179 Free parking would give Toledo an advantage 
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184 We travel more south then west and connecting in Chicago is way out of the    way a hub to 
the South would be better. Also Allegiant has three flights that travel an hour from each other 
in Florida. How about flights to Destin or Las Vegas, Miami or Charleston? We need more of 
selection and times. 

 
 
187 This is a nice, convenient airport. Always had good service, etc., so I hope this continues. Maybe 
market airlines from DET. TOL is a much better airport to fly from! 

 
194 I would prefer to fly out of Toledo. Unfortunately the options and prices are not usually  
favorable. 
 
 

 
 
200 I would love to more direct flights to more destinations 

 
204 Will really miss the flight to Charlotte. Please bring it back! 

 
206 Need more options 
 
 
208  - the pay station for parking at Toledo is confusing.

  

 

  

 

  

 

  
 

 

205 Need more direct flights. 



Appendix 5 – About Marketing & Communication Rankings 
 
Website 
Website design and functionality were evaluated using the benchmarks: 
 

- Navigation: Navigation menus throughout a website must be logical and intuitive for a variety of 
users. Organizations should prioritize the content on its website to align with their overall 
communications and marketing goals and objectives.  
 

- Responsiveness: Websites that don’t account for multiple devices are at worst non-functional 
and at best difficult to use as device size decreases.  
 

- User-Friendliness and Load Speed: Site design must meet the needs of both the customer and 
the organization in an easy-to-use, quick-loading, and enjoyable digital package.  
 

- Brand Alignment and Credibility: Brand consistency increases trust among users and positions 
the organization as an authority within its industry and community.  

 
Social Media 
Effective use of social media was evaluated using the following Key Performance Indicators (KPIs): 
 

- Total Followers: Total number of followers, page likes, or members of an account/page owned 
and operated by an organization. 
 

- Average Engagement Rate: The total number of likes and/or comments on a series of posts 
divided by the number of posts.  

 
- Interactions & Mentions: Frequency and tone - negative, positive, or neutral - associated with 

posts shared and/or created by third parties. 
 
Public Relations (PR) 
Public relations efforts were evaluated using the following criteria: 

- Owned Channels: News and promotional information published by the airport on its owned 
digital properties, such as its website. 
 

- Shared Media: Sentiment and mentions on news-focused social media, such as Twitter. 
 

- Earned Media: Frequency of neutral to positive news stories promoting or discussing the airport 
and its business (excluding pandemic-related content). 
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Appendix 6 – Peer Airport Web and Social Media Channels  
 
Toledo Express Airport (TOL) 
Website: https://www.toledoexpress.com/ 
Twitter: @TOLairport 
FB: ToledoExpress 
IG: tolairport 
IN: https://www.linkedin.com/company/toledo-lucas-county-port-authority/ (Port Authority) 
YT: https://www.youtube.com/user/TheTLCPA 
 
Akron-Canton Airport (CAK) 
Website: https://www.akroncantonairport.com/ 
Twitter: @cakairport 
FB: akron canton airport 
IG: cakairport 
IN: https://www.linkedin.com/company/akron-canton-airport/ 
YT: https://www.youtube.com/user/AkronCantonAirport 
 
Bishop International Airport (FNT) 
Website: https://www.bishopairport.org/ 
Twitter:  @FNTAirport 
FB: BishopInternationalAirport 
IG: fntairport 
IN: N/A 
YT: N/A 
 
Wichita Dwight D. Eisenhower National Airport (ICT) 
Website: https://www.flywichita.com/  
Twitter: @FlyICT 
FB: flywichita 
IG: flyict 
IN: https://www.linkedin.com/company/wichita-dwight-d-eisenhower-national-airport/ 
YT: https://www.youtube.com/user/FlyICT 
 
Piedmont Triad International Airport (GSO) 
Website: https://flyfrompti.com/ 
Twitter:  @flyfrompti 
FB: FlyFromPTI 
IG: flyfrompti 
IN: https://www.linkedin.com/company/pti-airport/ 
YT: https://www.youtube.com/user/FlyfromPTI/videos?app=desktop 
 
Capital Region International Airport (LAN) 
Website: https://flylansing.com/ 
Twitter:  @flylansing 
FB: flylansing 
IG: flylansing 
IN: https://www.linkedin.com/company/capital-region-airport-authority/ 
YT: N/A 


	About Campbell-Hill Aviation Group, LLC
	Author’s Background
	Executive Summary
	Overview of Toledo Express
	Background and Historical Service

	Airport Governance
	Overview
	Forms of Airport Governance
	City/County/State Governed Airports
	Multi-Model Authorities
	Airport/Aviation Authorities
	Private Sector Management of Airports


	Analysis of Toledo Express Airport
	Structure and Financial Review
	Organizational Assessment

	Airport Performance & Strategy
	Catchment Area & Demographic Analysis
	Passenger Leakage from TOL Express
	Peer Airport and Community Comparison
	TOL Express Air Cargo Market Analysis
	Air Cargo Overview
	Air Cargo Business Development
	TOL Express Air Cargo Market


	Consumer Sentiment Surveys
	Corporate Travel Survey
	Community Travel Survey

	Airport Marketing & Community Engagement
	Peer Ranking Overview
	Peer Ranking Methodology
	TOL Express Peer Ranking
	Marketing & Public Relations Evaluation
	Eugene F. Kranz Toledo Express Airport (TOL)
	Flint - Bishop Airport (FNT)
	Akron-Canton Airport (CAK)
	Dwight D. Eisenhower Wichita Airport (ICT)
	Piedmont Triad International Airport (GSO)
	Lansing - Capital Region International Airport (LAN)

	Peer Airport Social Media Comparison
	Summary

	Conclusions & Recommendations
	Appendix
	Appendix 1 – Catchment Area and Leakage Analysis
	Appendix 2 – Air Cargo Study
	Appendix 3 – Toledo Express Corporate Survey
	Appendix 4 – Community Survey Results
	Rating (5 Star is highest)

	Appendix 5 – About Marketing & Communication Rankings
	Appendix 6 – Peer Airport Web and Social Media Channels


