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International Air Transport Association’s Submission to the 
 Australian Competition and Consumer Commission on the 

Options for Charging Paper of Airservices Australia for 
Aviation Rescue and Fire fighting charges 

 
 
This submission presents the response of International Air Transport Association 
(IATA). IATA's mission is to represent, lead and serve the airline industry and 
brings together 265 member airlines whose flights account for 94% of all 
international scheduled air traffic. 
 
IATA appreciates the extensive effort undertaken by Airservices Australia (ASA) 
into developing the Options for Charging paper for Aviation Rescue and Fire 
Fighting (ARFF) charges. IATA also recognizes the on-site sessions organized by 
ASA at various airports as part of the consultation process. These on-site 
consultations provided stakeholders like IATA with an opportunity to get a better 
understanding of the ASA’s setup and operations. 
 
Prior to addressing the issues with each of the Charge Options noted in ASA’s 
Options for Charging paper, IATA would like to comment the following: 

• ARFF cost recovery 

• Basis for Charging 

• Location specific versus network pricing 
 
ARFF cost recovery 
 
Rescue and Fire Fighting service for an airport is no different to such service 
provided to the public and private properties in general.  The responsibility to 
provide Rescue and Fire fighting services to mitigate death and damages should 
rest with the Government. This view is further strengthened by the fact that ARFF 
service standards (and thus the costs) are governed by the guidelines developed 
by Civil Aviation Safety Authority (CASA) of the Australian Government. Thus, 
IATA is of the opinion that the cost of ARFF services should be borne by the 
Government. 
Also, ARFF establishments at Australian airports respond to incidents covering 
runway, hangar, terminal areas, aircraft, physical infrastructure and passengers 
within the airport premises.  In 2004-2005, only 8% of ARFF responses were to 
aircraft. Besides airlines, every airport has a number of aviation and non-
aeronautical businesses located within the aerodrome area (e.g. commercial retail 
in terminal) that benefit automatically from ARFF services established at the 
airport. The airport, and not the airlines, should be viewed as the primary 
customer of ARFF services.  
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While IATA does not support the cost recovery of ARFF services from the end 
user, in the event that such an exercise is undertaken, due consideration needs to 
be given to the appropriate share to be borne by the airport, other aviation related 
business and non-aeronautical businesses operating at that airport. Airlines 
should not be singled out to be solely responsible for such costs. 
 
Basis for Charging 
In the Options for Charging paper, Airservices has discussed in detail three 
different basis of charging – tonnage, category of aircraft and number of 
passengers carried.  But, there is an overall emphasis on tonnage based charges 
framework throughout the ASA document. 
 
Using a tonnage based price structure results in the following: 

• If the price is constant across categories, aircrafts of the same category 
(based on physical dimensions) but with significantly different MTOWs 
would be subject to different ARFF charges even though the cost of 
providing ARFF services is the same. 

• If the price changes with category (higher price for higher categories), 
larger aircraft in general will end up being double charged due to their 
higher MTOWs combined with higher prices. 

 
Given that the level of ARFF services required is driven by the category of aircraft, 
ARFF charges applied to an aircraft movement should be also be determined by 
the category of that aircraft. Rather than using a tonnage-based model, charges 
on a per landing basis with different prices depending on the category of the 
aircraft should be considered.  
 
Location specific versus Network pricing 
It is IATA’s opinion that ARFF charges at an airport should reflect the true costs of 
ARFF service delivery at the specific airports and thus IATA supports location 
specific pricing. IATA agrees with ACCC’s view that ARFF services are not 
network in nature and each location needs to be self-funding for ARFF services 
(refer to ACCC’s Dec 2004 decision). 
In the examples of Charges Options listed by ASA in its Options for Charging 
paper, elements of network pricing are incorporated in certain options. IATA does 
not support any charging option that does not rigorously adhere to the principle of 
location specific charging for the following reasons: 
 
Network charges are economically inefficient 

• Little correlation to the cost of establishment and providing different 
categories of service. This is primarily due to the variation in the costs 
incurred at different locations for the same category of service. While there 
are fixed guidelines to the minimum service and equipment levels for a 
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particular category, the actual cost of establishment varies with the layout 
and other characteristics of the airport. 

• Detrimental affect on the investment decisions of Airservices due to the 
limited relationship between cost of investment and revenue recovery at a 
particular location. This can lead to excessive investments at lower volume 
locations at the expense of higher volume airports. 

• Inconsistent effect on activity levels, as increased investments at a given 
location will lead to increased charges (and thus potentially lower activity 
levels) at other locations. 

 
Network charges impede contestability of ARFF services 
While IATA is uncertain as to the options and nature of contestability that ACCC 
envisions for ARFF services, it is IATA’s opinion that contestability can only be 
introduced on a location-by-location basis. In a Network charges environment, the 
entry of a competitor at a location would have disparate effects on ASA’s overall 
cost and revenue and could lead to substantial and unpredictable fluctuations in 
charges at remaining ASA locations – especially if the location is a high volume 
airport. Also, a new entrant at one low volume location will not be in a position to 
recover costs from the network leading to a competitive disadvantage on end-user 
price in comparison to a network based ASA price.  
 
Options for Charging 
 
Single location specific price 
While a single location specific price based on tonnage is simple to administer, it 
results in different ARFF costs for aircraft in the same category but with different 
Maximum Take Off Weight (refer to Basis of Charging comments)  
 
Location specific, incremental cost, aircraft category charge 
IATA supports the concept of location specific pricing with incremental cost, 
aircraft category charge, but with the following deviations from the Airservices’ 
paper: 

• The charges for a category at an airport should be based on a price per 
landing (and not on a tonnage basis - refer to Basis of Charging comments) 

• The calculation of the incremental cost for aircraft category change at a 
particular location should be based on MAR (maximum allowable 
revenues) for that location only and should not take into account average 
over all airports in order to be truly location specific. The incremental 
charges for a particular category at a given location should only recover the 
incremental cost of providing ARFF services for that category-location.  
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Location specific for airports with >6 million passenger movements 
IATA does not support this option because of the following issues: 

• While location specific pricing based on tonnage is simple to administer, it 
results in different ARFF costs for aircrafts in the same category but with 
different Maximum Take Off Weight (refer to Basis of Charging comments). 

• The 6 million threshold has been set arbitrarily. 

• A common price for airports with less than 6 million movements is a de-
facto network pricing model. 

 
Base level service charge plus incremental category cost charge  
IATA does not support this model as it applies a network pricing approach to 
Category 6 aircraft for all airports even though it retains a location specific 
approach for other categories. The cost of setting up Category 6 services differs 
from airport to airport and a uniform charge for all Category 6 airports does not 
have any sound basis. 
 
Category pricing 
This is a network pricing approach that IATA does not support. 
 
Summary 
The Australian government, airports and non-aeronautical businesses at airports 
should bear their fair share of the costs of ARFF services provided at Australian 
airports.  
IATA is of the opinion that none of the models provided by ASA meet the core 
economic efficiency requirement of having a strong relationship with the drivers of 
Airservices ARFF costs. IATA stresses on the following criteria while analysing the 
appropriateness of charging methodologies for ARFF services: 

• Location specific charging 

• Category based pricing 

• Per Landing basis of charging 
 

IATA would like Airservices Australia to develop an alternate scheme based on 
the Location Specific, incremental cost, aircraft category charge methodology that 
takes into account the concerns raised by IATA in this submission. 
 
   


