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1 Introduction  

Perth Airport Pty Ltd (PAPL), as the operator of Perth Airport, welcomes the opportunity to 
make this submission in response to the Australian Competition & Consumer Commission’s 
(ACCC) Proposed Changes to the Guideline for Quality of Service Monitoring of Airports 
(Proposed Changes). 

This submission provides PAPL’s views in relation to each of the key subject matters in the 
order they appear in the Proposed Changes Paper.  

Given the short length of this submission PAPL has not sought to replicate the key points in 
an Executive Summary; our most important submissions are to be found in the following 
sections: 

Section Subject Page 

3.1 Airline surveys 6 

3.4 Proposed engagement with landside operators and ground 
handling service providers 

8 

3.15 Aerobridge usage 11 

4.1 Overall quality of service ratings and rankings 14 



 

Perth Airport Pty Ltd April 2013  5 

2 The objectives of quality of service monitoring 

PAPL maintains that quality of service monitoring is no longer required for the reasons 
outlined in its original submission in January 2013.   However, given that quality of service 
monitoring is going to continue, then PAPL agrees with the ACCC’s conclusion in section 
3.2 of the Proposed Changes Paper that inclusion of information about the broader 
passenger experience or the monitoring of quality of service provided by other services 
providers is inconsistent with the objectives of quality of service monitoring.  Quality of 
service monitoring is only to supplement price monitoring activities and any changes that do 
not contribute to that process are impositions that would have no statutory basis. 
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3 Sources of information for subjective measures 

3.1 Airline surveys 

PAPL remains of the view that it is not possible for the ACCC to be assured that bias 
towards under reporting quality has been removed and that the high reliance placed on 
airline surveys by the ACCC is highly problematic.  PAPL’s arguments were outlined in our 
January 2013 submission. 

If the ACCC is to continue with their high reliance on airline surveys, despite the strong 
concerns expressed by airports and by the joint submission by the Department of 
Infrastructure and Transport (DoIT) and the border agencies, then the process needs to be 
materially amended to create greater transparency and an opportunity for airports to 
address views expressed by airlines.  

A critical point is that airlines have a substantial role and say in airport capital expenditure 
programs.  In the case of Perth Airport, the long-term agreements we have reached with 
airlines provide for airline agreement being required before certain capital expenditure 
proceeds. If PAPL proceeds with certain expenditures during the life of the agreements 
without airline agreement we would not be able to adjust airport charges to recover the 
investment.   

PAPL has had experiences where airlines have not supported certain proposed investments 
that would enhance the passengers’ airport experience. 

If, during the ACCC’s monitoring process, an airline has rated a particular area as less than 
“Satisfactory”, it should be required to demonstrate that it has brought its concerns to the 
attention of PAPL, and, most importantly, that it has not failed to support active attempts by 
PAPL to address deficiencies. The most effective and efficient means to achieve this is to 
provide PAPL the opportunity to provide information in response to specific below 
Satisfactory ratings by airlines.  If it becomes evident from PAPL’s response that the airline 
has, through its own conduct, contributed to the current level of service, the ACCC should 
require that the airline amend its rating and if the airline, does not, then remove the rating 
from the monitoring outcomes. 

The current process whereby the ACCC simply provides the draft chapter and affords 
airports two or three weeks to review and provide comment does not address the key issue.  
Importantly, airline ratings that are manifestly inaccurate or misleading remain and affect the 
overall airport ratings.   The draft chapter approach does not give airports sufficient detail to 
respond to airline statements.  In the past PAPL has highlighted material anomalies between 
airline ratings and objective measures and it is likely that the airline ratings have remained 
on foot. 

For example, in the 2010-11 monitoring report, over 99.5% of international passengers used 
an aerobridge yet the airline rating for availability of aerobridges was Poor.  The two results 
are contradictory, yet they remained on foot. 

Another example occurs in the draft chapter for the 2011-12 report; airlines rated Airport 
management responsiveness as Satisfactory, yet the report went on to state that airline 
commentary was “generally very positive” and that “duty managers are proactive and 
accessible.”  This again suggests that airline bias is not being removed from numerical 
ratings.  If an airline makes “very positive” comments about an issue, but then gives a rating 
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of Satisfactory, one wonders what would be required to get a rating of Good or Excellent.  
Surely, in a case such as this the ACCC should be querying the airline rating and ensuring 
the anomaly is removed. 

PAPL fundamentally disagrees with the ACCC conclusion that “the surveys include sufficient 
checks and balances to minimise” the opportunity for airlines to engage in gaming 
behaviour.  Airlines have little motivation to rate an airport objectively and the examples 
above show that the current process is deficient.  If airline surveys are to continue to be a 
key part of quality of service monitoring, then the process should be as follows: 

 The ACCC should provide each monitored airport with a summary report on the airline 
survey results well in advance of the draft chapter being sent and airports should be 
afforded the opportunity to engage with the ACCC regarding the survey results.  The 
summary report should include at a minimum: 

o the number of airlines surveyed and which airlines were surveyed; 

o a breakdown of the responses for each survey area. 

o in respect of those rated as below Satisfactory, the name of the airline and any 
supporting rationale provided by that airline; 

o all commentary provided by airlines justifying their ratings; and 

o the results of any ACCC correspondence with airlines regarding specific items. 

 Following the airport feedback, if the airport has concerns regarding airline bias in one or 
more areas and is able to provide support for those concerns the ACCC should go back 
to airlines for more information and/or discount the survey results. 

Commercial agreements of the type that have been reached at Perth Airport, that provide 
airlines much greater input into capital expenditure planning and design and determining 
airport service levels, reflects that PAPL (and airlines) see superior results being achieved 
for PAPL, for airlines and for the travelling public, from high levels of consultation and 
alignment with airlines.  Such agreements provide airlines greater rights; and in respect of 
levels of service at Perth Airport, they accrue more say and therefore more 
responsibility/accountability. 

Such agreement terms reflect that PAPL is seeking to conduct its business consistent with 
the meaning, spirit and intent of the Government’s overall airport economic regulatory 
regime, including its price setting principles.  In this respect, the (adjusted) quality of service 
monitoring regime, outlined in the Proposed Changes Paper, is simply not keeping up with 
these changes in airport-airline relationships; it does not include changes to ensure airline 
quality of service survey responses are consistent with their conduct within the airport-airline 
relationship. 

Any suggestion that keeping airline identity confidential from airports is necessary for the 
purposes of the service quality survey process does not withstand any real scrutiny.  Why 
should an airline on the one hand be able to offer a view on an airport’s level of service and 
management conduct (for example management responsiveness) and be unwilling or 
unprepared to be sufficiently open to have the airport aware of the specific airline’s 
concerns? 

If this argument is advanced, or held to have any credibility, it suggests that airlines should 
not, in the normal course of their direct dealings with a monitored airport, be expected to 
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raise concerns about areas the airlines believes to be below Satisfactory.  A starting point in 
the terms of the value and legitimacy of an airline’s adverse survey rating is whether it has 
raised the issue with the airport.  If it has, questions of confidentiality in the survey process 
fall away. If it has not, why should the survey response be given any credibility? 

PAPL agrees with the ACCC conclusions that the application of a weighting system for 
airline surveys is not required and that no information from service level agreements should 
be included in the quality of service monitoring process. 

3.2 Passenger surveys 

PAPL agrees with the ACCC conclusion that no changes are required to the current 
approach to passenger surveys.  PAPL remains of the view that passenger surveys should 
be given greater weight than airline surveys as they are the only unbiased party. 

3.3 Border agency surveys 

PAPL agrees with the ACCC conclusion that border agency surveys should be discontinued.  
In relation to  the additional measures proposed by the combined submission from DoIT and 
the border agencies, PAPL notes that the square metres provided in the various areas only 
change materially as a result of major developments.  Therefore, the ACCC could expect to 
see a downwards trend over time in square metres per passenger in the various processing 
areas referred in the proposal until there is eventually a significant jump following a 
redevelopment. 

The measures therefore may not be very useful in assisting the ACCC in its price monitoring 
processes. 

PAPL further notes that the space requirements for these processing areas are directly 
influenced by the staffing of the border agencies and the efficient implementation of 
technology such as SmartGate.  If the border agencies are not appropriately staffed at the 
right times, then the queuing space required is larger for the same number of passengers. 

3.4 Proposed engagement with landside operators and 
ground handling service providers 

The ACCC is proposing to undertake consultation with landside operators including taxis, 
off-airport car park operators, bus operators and other service providers offering landside 
services which compete with the on-airport car parking facilities at airports. 

PAPL does not agree that this consultation is necessary or relevant to the quality of service 
process for the following reasons:  

 Taxi operators are typically individuals and it is PAPL’s experience membership bodies 
such as the Taxi Council of Western Australia have little influence over their members.  
Any survey or consultation will essentially reflect the view of the membership body and 
not necessarily the views of the majority of taxi operators; 

 All of the landside operators including bus operators, off airport car park operators and 
other service providers are small businesses and have little or no understanding of the 
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tradeoffs between investment in infrastructure and charges associated with the services 
provided by airports.  They also have no ability to have a broader view on the allocation 
of scarce resources (such as front of terminal pick up and drop off areas) between 
landside operators and other users such as general public pick up and drop off which 
represents a much larger number of vehicles.   

 PAPL’s experience is that these small operators have a view that the infrastructure 
provided to them should be free of charge and immediately proximate to terminals.  It is 
unlikely that their response to any ACCC survey would be anything other than negative 
motivated by an effort to improve their own commercial objectives. 

 As noted above, PAPL does not consider the ACCC’s process for surveying airlines to 
have sufficient checks and balances, despite the fact that airlines are large, sophisticated 
organisations.  The small landside operators can be guaranteed to undertake gaming 
behaviour, removing any usefulness of their survey responses. 

PAPL also disagrees with the ACCC’s proposal to undertake consultation with ground 
handling service providers.  PAPL has no direct and ongoing commercial relationship with 
ground handling providers, other than sub-lease agreements for land for storage and 
operations, and in some cases buildings.  The quality of any land or buildings provided to 
ground handling companies under sub-leases with Perth Airport is entirely a function of the 
nature of the facilities the ground handling company seeks, and importantly, is prepared to 
pay for.  If there are any criticisms by a ground handling company of the facilities they have 
sub-let from Perth Airport, that ground handling company would have to demonstrate that it 
has sought improved facilities (better quality or expanded) and Perth Airport has refused to 
adequately respond. 

The ground handling operators contract directly with airlines for their services and the 
airlines are more than capable of highlighting any issues during the survey with the ACCC.  

Ground handling providers have a strong bias to blame the airport for any shortcomings in 
their own services due to the contracts they have with airlines, which typically have penalties 
if the ground handler is the cause of delaying aircraft movements.  PAPL is not a party to 
these agreements, but understands that the ground handlers will typically seek to claim that 
any delay is caused by airport infrastructure, air traffic control or any other third party. 

Finally, PAPL is motivated to provide space to ground handlers to ensure that there is 
competition for these services in order to lower airline costs.  PAPL’s agreements with 
airlines specifically provide for airlines to introduce new ground handlers to the airport, 
provided only that they meet appropriate safety and security requirements. 

There is no need to extend the ACCC’s survey process to additional third parties.  However, 
if the ACCC proceeds to undertake this process despite the objections of airports, then the 
process should be transparent and airports given the opportunity to engage with the ACCC 
regarding the survey results well in advance of the draft report chapter being provided for 
review.  Airports should be provided with survey report along the lines of what is requested 
for airlines in section 3.1 above and afforded the opportunity to refute any claims made 
during the survey process.  
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3.5 Number of passengers during peak hour 

PAPL has no objections to the ACCC’s proposed approach to collecting passenger numbers 
during peak hours. 

3.6 Baggage trolleys 

PAPL has no objections to providing baggage trolley information, but again notes that the 
results should be given relatively little weight given that a range of trends are resulting in 
lower demand for trolleys. 

3.7 Check-in services and facilities 

PAPL considers that the ACCC proposal to include numbers of check in kiosks and bag 
drop facilities does not add value to the quality of service monitoring process.  The decision 
to invest in check in kiosks and bag drop facilities, particularly in common user facilities 
without a dominant airline, ultimately depends on airline support.  Airports cannot force 
airlines to adopt kiosks or bag drop facilities, which require investment in the airline systems 
and processes. 

Check in desks, kiosks and bag drop facilities are not additive.  Kiosks and bag drop 
facilities are capable of processing more passengers compared to a traditional check in 
desk.  The ACCC therefore needs to be very careful in trying to assess what quality of 
service implications there might be resulting from the proposed new measures. 

3.8 Security inspection  

PAPL agrees with the ACCC conclusion that no additional reporting in this area is required. 

3.9 Outbound baggage system and baggage make-up, 
handling and reclaiming services and facilities 

PAPL agrees that passenger surveys regarding waiting time for baggage should be 
removed since they are more influenced by airlines than the airport. 

3.10 Facilities to enable the processing of passengers through 
customs, immigration and quarantine 

PAPL agrees with the ACCC’s proposed approach.  The border agencies are able to 
influence the level of services and facilities provided by airports and have a much greater 
ability to influence the passenger experience via staffing levels than airports do via 
infrastructure. 
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3.11 Flight information, general signage and public-address 
systems 

PAPL repeats its earlier advice that passenger surveys are more appropriate to measure the 
quality of service as opposed to the number of flight information displays.  A larger number, 
but poorly positioned number of screens could well be a lower level of service than a smaller 
number of well-positioned, properly sized screens. 

3.12 Public areas in terminals and public amenities 
(washrooms and garbage bins), lifts, escalators and 
moving walkways 

PAPL agrees with the ACCC’s proposed approach. 

3.13 Gate lounges and seating other than in gate lounges 

PAPL agrees with the ACCC’s proposed approach. 

3.14 Ground handling services and facilities 

As noted in section 3.4 above, PAPL considers that surveys of ground handling operators 
are not necessary.  Ground handlers work closely with the airlines they service and given 
that the ACCC is proposing to continue to survey airlines, any feedback on ground handling 
facilities can be included in the airline feedback. 

3.15 Aerobridge usage 

In its submission PAPL highlighted that the general approach to, and perceptions about the 
role of aerobridges in the quality of service do not hold true in relation to Perth Airport.  A 
very sizeable and unique feature of Perth Airport’s operations is the daily Fly In Fly Out 
(FIFO) activity which features concentrated movement of many smaller aircraft.  To avoid 
delays, with their resultant impact on airline operating costs and passenger service, it is 
necessary to be able to board and depart many aircraft quickly in the morning peak period. 
 
A central element of PAPL’s current redevelopment program has been construction of a new 
$120 million domestic terminal to meet the particular needs of regional WA aviation.  PAPL 
and airlines agreed during the consultation process for the terminal design and associated 
Prices and Services Agreements that superior outcomes would be achieved if this terminal 
had high quality covered walkways out to multiple aircraft contact stands and no 
aerobridges.    In this respect the following points are relevant: 

 There are 20 contact stands on the new terminal to facilitate concurrent/rapid aircraft 
turnaround.  Building aerobridges to some or most of these stands would have been 
entirely counterproductive in terms of the terminal concept of operations, cost and service 
quality. 
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 The new terminal is single level. To have provided for aerobridges the terminal would 
have needed a second level, or extensive ramping would have been required to get 
passengers up to aircraft level (long ramps to address disabled access requirements).  
Such long ramping would have been costly and added considerably to walking distances. 

 Many of the aircraft the new terminal is designed for (F50’s and smaller) are not 
technically compatible with aerobridges.  Overall, the new terminal represents a greatly 
enhanced experience for passengers of those smaller aircraft compared to the facilities 
they were previously operating from. 

 The covered walkways provided at the new terminal are extensive structures, costing in 
excess of $20 million, and are akin to aerobridges on the ground.  

The aerobridge monitoring regime, as proposed, does not properly address this important 
feature of Perth Airport.  Should it remain as proposed, Perth Airport’s ratings will be 
(paradoxically) negatively affected by a sizeable investment that has greatly enhanced the 
customer experience of an important customer segment. 

Hence, the following statement at page 47 of the Proposed Changes Paper is simply not true 
in respect of an important customer segment at Perth Airport 

“However, aerobridges remain an important part of the services and facilities provided by airport 
operators and are essential to the movement of passengers” 

The suggestion that aerobridges are “essential” to movement of passengers in regional WA 
air services is incorrect.  In this respect, it is instructive to note that there are no aerobridges 
in WA, other than at Perth Airport. 

This deficiency would not be remedied simply by referring to this feature of Perth Airport in 
commentary in annual monitoring reports.  Perth Airport suggests that there are two possible 
solutions to ensure the ratings are not corrupted: 

1. Exclude from the analysis of aerobridge use, passengers and airlines operating from the 
new domestic terminal. 

2. Deem the high quality covered walkways at the new terminal as aerobridges for the 
purpose of the ratings, recognising they serve the same purpose.. 

 

In relation to the ACCC’s proposal to include quality of aerobridges in the passenger survey 
process, PAPL notes that this will be extremely difficult to achieve.  The interviewers will 
have to try to explain what an aerobridge is and since surveys are done in the departure 
lounge under the ACI survey methodology, passengers will need to think back to their last 
arrival/departure from the airport.  Further, passengers spend very little time in the 
aerobridge and are unlikely to notice the quality unless there was a very obvious issue such 
as a leak.  The definition of the question regarding the standard of aerobridges is vague and 
would be difficult to accurately measure. On that basis, PAPL considers that the ACCC 
proposal is unnecessary, inaccurate and costly. 

3.16 Runways, taxiways and aprons 

PAPL notes that the ACCC proposal for airports to report on the length and width of runways 
is unnecessary.  It is very rare for airports to add a runway or change the runway 
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dimensions and any such infrastructure investment would be well known and understood by 
the industry. 

3.17 Aircraft parking facilities and bays 

PAPL agrees with the ACCC’s proposed approach. 

3.18 Airside freight handling, storage areas and cargo facilities 

PAPL agrees with the ACCC’s proposed approach. 

3.19 Airport management responsiveness 

As per our original submission, PAPL believes that the concept of “management 
responsiveness” is not one which is overly relevant, or which can be meaningfully measured 
and it therefore should be discontinued. 

As noted in section 3.4 above, PAPL disagrees with the proposal to start surveying landside 
ground transport operators and ground handling operators.  Both groups are small, biased 
and have little understanding of the overall cost to deliver their requests.  The proposal to 
survey these groups should not proceed.  

3.20 Airport access facilities (taxi facilities, kerbside space for 
pick-up and drop-off) 

As noted in section 3.4 and 3.19, PAPL disagrees that surveying landside operators adds 
value to the process. 

Regarding the “Standard of facilities for taxis”, PAPL believes this is not a question for 
passengers to answer. Rather, the passenger touch point would be better described as, 
“Facilities for kerbside taxi and pickup and drop off”. 

3.21 Car parking service facilities 

PAPL agrees with the ACCC’s proposed approach. 

3.22 Airservices Australia data 

PAPL agrees with the ACCC’s proposed approach. 
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4 Other issues  

4.1 Overall quality of service ratings and rankings 

PAPL’s original submission noted that there are compelling reasons why the overall ratings 
and rankings should be discontinued.  The Proposed Changes Paper does not adequately 
address these reasons and PAPL asks that the ACCC reconsider its position to continue to 
report an overall rating.  The ACCC’s argument that an overall rating is required for a wider 
audience is not compelling compared to the reasons to discontinue this practice.   

The Proposed Changes Paper provides no rationale to support the practice of ranking of 
monitored airports.  The ACCC has provided no explanation of how the ranking of airports in 
the manner undertaken in the annual monitoring report is relevant to its statutory mandate, 
or in any way relevant to the assessment of the rating of Perth Airport’s quality of service by 
the users of Perth Airport.  The ACCC has recognised that the central tenets of the quality of 
service regime go to whether Perth Airport is misusing market power and that consistent 
ratings of below Satisfactory over time might, together with other information, point to 
misuse.  Ranking of Perth Airport in an airport “beauty parade” has no role for these 
purposes. 

As PAPL’s original submission highlighted, the combined outcome of the structural 
deficiencies of the overall airport rating calculation process and practice of ranking airports, 
when there is no reason for such ranking, is misleading, distracting and represents a 
disservice to the public.  It is regrettable that the ACCC has not chosen to address this 
issue, or explain why it is not intending to. 

PAPL submits that the most appropriate form of annual monitoring reporting is for the ACCC 
to publish separate reports in relation to each of the monitored airports. The purposes of the 
monitoring and reporting regime do not call for, and are not advanced, by the consolidated 
reporting approach.   

Any generalised suggestion that the Government, airlines or the public are in some way 
aided in their assessment of airport service quality by consolidated reporting and ranking 
does not withstand scrutiny.  There is no activity that Government undertakes that requires 
or is aided by consolidation/ranking.  Airlines are unlikely to use the consolidation/ranking for 
any purpose.  The public’s interest in the subject are protected by the relevant regulations 
and the powers of the Minister and are not advanced by consolidation or ranking. 

4.2 Reporting requirements by airports 

PAPL agrees with the ACCC’s proposal to extend the reporting deadline from 30 days to 90 
days, consistent with the deadline for price monitoring information to be submitted. 


