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1. Introduction 
 
1.1. The AAA notes the report by the Australian Competition & Consumer Commission (ACCC) 
dated March 2013 (the discussion paper) reviewing submissions received with regards to the current 
quality of service monitoring (QSM) regime in Australia.  
 
1.2. The AAA makes this submission to assist the ACCC in its review. As part of its submission to 
the previous review (dated November 2012), the AAA hoped that a better understanding of the 
changes the industry underwent over the past decade as well as the continuing long-term trends 
would assist the ACCC and the Department of Infrastructure and Transport (the Department) to 
implement appropriate changes to the current QSM regime.  

 
1.3. Despite the discussion paper acknowledging this, the airport industry notes that the latest 
discussion paper advocates for an expanded QSM monitoring regime.  

 
1.4. The airports also note that some of the new metrics the ACCC is proposing currently do not 
fall into the ambit of the monitoring arrangements under ministerial directions made pursuant to 
Part VIIA of the Competition and Consumer Act 2010 (CCA) and the financial accounts reporting 
provisions of Part 7 of the Airports Act 1996 (Airports Act). The discussion document is requesting 
that regulatory changes be made to enable the ACCC to take a more involved role. 
 
1.5. A number of the new suggestions put forward by the ACCC in the discussion paper create the 
risk of skewing behaviour of airports in a way that will divert investment from projects that are 
operationally critical or has the potential to stave off price increases to travellers because of 
efficiencies they may unlock.  

 
1.6. A number of the expanded metrics will be easier, quicker and cheaper for airports to 
implement resulting in good scores, but to the detriment of investment that will actually increase 
service delivery. These have not been taken up in this submission, as the hope is that sincere 
consultation will occur prior to the introduction of any rushed changes. Many of the proposals 
contained in the new expanded QSM regime will likely have unintended negative consequences for 
market power and service quality. 

 
1.7. The intention of this submission by the AAA is not to offer a rebuttal to every submission 
received by the ACCC. The AAA does suggest, in the interest of protecting the credibility of the QSM 
process, that the ACCC engage the relevant stakeholders on specific ideas prior to producing its final 
report. Similarly, the industry declares itself available to discuss possible changes in the regulations 
and laws impacting on the industry prior to those changes being made. 

 
1.8. The AAA is of the opinion that not only the factors measured by the current ACCC QSM 
regime must be reformed as discussed in previous submissions, but that the entire process be 
reconsidered. The industry supports the publication of applicable service metrics that reflect services 
actually rendered. To this end, a number of AAA members are currently voluntarily publishing their 
own QSM data online.  

 
1.9. Management can only manage businesses to accurate, current and applicable data which 
sadly diminish the value of dated information gathered on metrics the airport has no control over 
from sources that either provide the majority of services themselves, or whom are materially 
economically conflicted. 

 
1.10. The AAA believes that if monitoring is to go ahead, only services that the airport operator 
actually provide should be surveyed. Surveying services that the airport operator do not control from 
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a pricing point of view or which are beyond the control of airport operators only weakens the 
relevance of the entire exercise.  

 
1.11. This is a fundamental weakness of the current regulatory QSM. The new expanded QSM 
system proposed by the ACCC unfortunately only increases the measurement of these. 

 
1.12. The AAA also calls on the Department of Infrastructure and Transport to work with the 
industry to harmonise the Quality of Service Monitoring system with the price-capping regime it was 
designed to complement. 
 
1.13. The airport industry is looking forward to working with all stakeholders through the process 
of implementing a long-term and relevant QSM reporting framework. 

 
1.14. It is important to note that individual airports may make additional submissions highlighting 
local conditions or idiosyncrasies.   
 
 
2. A flawed principle 

 
The AAA notes the arguments put forward in the discussion paper to continue to survey airlines (who 
hold significant power over airports and their ability to make the necessary investments) as a proxy 
for the views of passengers should they have understood which party provide which survey on the 
airport (Par 5.1.3 page 17).  
 
The necessity of this principle to be put forward by the discussion paper is emblematic of the 
shortcomings of the current QSM regime where passengers are serviced by airlines according to the 
level of service they purchased from the airline. 
 
Passengers make carrier choices based on brand image, cost of ticket and destinations serviced as 
well as time slots fully expecting the carrier to be servicing them. The service contract between 
airport operator and carrier is unlikely to be either of knowledge or consideration to them. 
 
Airlines have significant market power over airports, including large airports. Not only does airline 
activity represent almost the sole source of aviation income, they effectively have vetoes over much 
of the significant aviation development and infrastructure development of the airport via the 
workings of the Airports Act and the methodology airports are allowed to recoup airport investments 
from aviation users as per the various acts and regulations. Without the agreement of the airlines 
airports are unable to put in place infrastructure that may have an influence of aeronautical costs 
such as runways, taxiways, terminals, hangars and the services in them.  
 
In short, just as Customs and Border Protection have significant power to agree or not agree with 
certain developments or the provision of infrastructure, just so does airlines. This reduces the need 
for protection via the price and quality of service monitoring regime.  
 
A number of current examples can be found that show the significant market power individual 
airlines have over airports and their users, even creating network build-ups and significant circling 
and congestion at regional airports because airlines do not support individual development initiatives 
at some airports. These severe quality of service breakdowns in the national transport network occur 
because single airlines not only have an extreme amount of economic power at specific ports, but as 
a knock-on the entire network. 
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3. Forcing a common supplier 
 
The AAA notes the stance of the discussion paper on the issue of forcing airports to make use of a 
common survey provider. The airports industry wants to underline the fact that the current 
providers, regardless of whom they are, may not be the providers at a specific time in future. For 
more information, please refer to earlier submissions on the matter. 
 
 
4. Border agency surveys 
 
The AAA would like to confirm the points made in earlier submissions that Airports do not have 
market power or pricing power over government agencies. 
 
 
5. Ground handling 

 
In its original discussion document the ACCC requested comment on whether there are additional 
sources of information, particularly objective measures, which the ACCC could use in its evaluation of 
ground handling services for quality of service monitoring.  
 
The AAA replied in the negative, citing that the airport operator, as with a number of the other 
measurements, has almost no input into ground handling. This measurement, it’s reporting and 
grading is largely irrelevant to the airport operator and the passenger as the service is governed by 
SLA and interaction with the passenger is unlikely. In fact, it is likely that the airline may be fully in 
control of the people, processes, procedures, methodologies, tools and service level to perform this.  
 
The latest ACCC discussion paper did not seem to take these and other comments provided by other 
parties into consideration. The above however remains the reality and the view of the airports. 
 
 
6. Landside access 

 
The airport forms a transportation hub, serviced by a number of different modes of transport. These 
include bus, train, owned vehicle, private vehicle pedestrian etc. The mode of traffic depend to a 
large degree on the historical investments made by councils, states and federal government in 
providing those services to the community, or bringing those services to the airport. 
 
Because air travel is driven by schedule, many passengers choose the mode of transport that has the 
highest certainty of reaching the destination at the specified time. The user of the service is the 
passenger, not the driver of the vehicle. 
 
The airport industry would like to put on record that it does not support the surveying of off airport 
service providers. Not only will the results of this be unusable for the operator to plan future 
investment or facilities, but also it will highlight some of the many ways in which the current QSM 
regime is deeply flawed. 
 
A number of reasons exist for this view, such as: 

- The providers of the different modes of transport are in fierce competition with each other. 
The investment in assistance to one mode is often seen as an attempt against another. No 
single entity exists to speak for all the modes of transport and their relative contribution. By 
surveying individual taxi-drivers, bus-drivers or car park operators’ results will be 
contaminated by a number of levels of conflict and economic competition. Each mode has 
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inherent advantages and disadvantages for the traveller choosing which mode to use. It will 
be natural for respondents to opine that the airport must minimise the disadvantages of that 
particular mode.  
 

- Within single modes, fierce competition exists between individual operators. These are 
particularly evident where very little public transport exists, or where public transport 
infrastructure is inordinately expensive or inefficient such as where taxi services and off 
airport car parks compete directly. Airports have no pricing power over these competing 
market participants, and no amount of on-airport investment is likely to bring off-airport 
transport links to the airport, or integrate inter modal transport systems. 

 
- Within individual operators, fierce competition exists from one driver/ car park operator to 

the next. Airports have no pricing power over these volume driven payment models. Even 
where airports create surplus infrastructure, the void will only be filled with more entrants 
that are hopeful whilst competition increases for a smaller piece of the overall business. The 
airport has no pricing power over the micro-economic market positions and business drivers 
of these providers and self-employed (commission based) operators. 

 
- A number of providers are in fact government dependant, government themselves or being 

hampered by inadequate government infrastructure development. The airport has no pricing 
power over these. An excellent railway station provided free for use is no use if no railway is 
made to that facility. The airport operator cannot solve heavy congestion off airport, leading 
to congestion on airport. The existence/ not of pricing power has no influence on these 
structural problems. 

 
- Respondents and those analysing data will be unlikely to distinguish between services that by 

rights have to be provided by government, or problems that must be solved by government 
such as traffic congestion, inadequate access routes and inadequate transport and mode 
corridors, and facilities that must be provided by airports such as a drop-off point. The likely 
response will be a mixed opinion taking into consideration the entire experience, reflecting 
more on off-airport issues than the physical drop-off point. 

 
- Master planning is signed off by the Minister of Transport incorporating long-term transport 

plans. These plans are long term because of the size of the investment needed, as well as the 
necessity of co-investing and aligning of projects both on and off-airports.  

 
It would only be reasonable to expect airports to explain low scores where poor government 
planning, funding, operations, investment or infrastructure could share in the purpose for the low 
score. The risk for political contamination from low scores received on this measurement is high.  
 
In addition, there is little concrete an individual airport operator would be able to do, without a 
master plan approval, local government funding of complementary infrastructure projects or 
willingness for the operators and users of the facilities to pay for the construction. The size of the 
price influence the individual airports may have in these circumstances are very little indeed. No 
airport action or government policy is likely to flow from a change of score over time.  
 
7. Conclusion 

 
The industry supports relevant unbiased QSM measurements that give insight in to the passenger’s 
ultimate experience considering the specifics of each case. The industry does not support the 
measurement of largely irrelevant matrices, collected by using commercially conflicted entities that 
themselves dictate the level of service passengers will experience, enforced centrally on a 
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generalised basis in contradiction of the service requested by the passenger or the provider and 
published with no context months in arrears.  
 
The current QSM regime was implemented to ensure service levels do not fall in a CPI – X Price 
Control environment. Not only has the policy basis for the current regime expired, but also the 
results are now incomparable even where similar variables are measured across different airports. In 
recognition of this, airport operators, airlines and other service providers have moved to using a mix 
of global best standard measurements augmented by specific measurements depending on the local 
reality.  
 
The airport industry will continue to implement the latest management methodologies in managing 
airports. Reliance on individual measures has been abandoned as effective enterprise management 
rests on integrated information systems and interventions. Measuring services not provided by the 
airport operator reduce the usability and applicability of the results. Each layer of conflict of interest, 
shared service provision and non-price influence the airport has massively reduces the credibility of 
the outcome. 
 
It would be unfortunate if the expanded QSM regime were ignored in total by the industry it was 
supposed to assist because of the divergence between the real business of airport management and 
the opinions expressed by the authors of the report as is the case presently.  
 
The AAA would like to thank the ACCC on behalf of the airports industry for the opportunity to make 
these comments and we look forward to working with the ACCC in future regarding any of the 
proposals.  
 
Should you have any further questions on the above, please contact Salomon Kloppers, Policy and 
Research Manager at the AAA on 02 6230 1110 or at skloppers@airports.asn.au. 
 
Regards 
 

 
Caroline Wilkie 
Chief Executive Officer 
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