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Glossary 

Aspect Passenger-related and aircraft-related services and facilities that are to 
be monitored and evaluated. Aspects are listed in the Airports 
Regulations 1997. 

Availability Describes the size, number or capacity of the services and facilities 
provided by an airport operator. An assessment of availability gives an 
indication of whether airport operators are undertaking adequate 
investment in the capacity of services and facilities. 

Criteria Measures used to monitor and evaluate the quality of an aspect. 
Criteria are determined by the ACCC, in consultation with the 
Department of Infrastructure and Transport and the Treasury, and are 
published in the ACCC’s monitoring guidelines. 

Matter Records that monitored airport operators are required to keep. Matters 
are specified in Schedule 2 of the Airports Regulations 1997. 

Standard Describes the physical condition of the services and facilities provided 
by an airport operator. An assessment of standard gives an indication 
of whether services or facilities meet the expectations of users. 

 



6 

 

Introduction 

The Australian Competition and Consumer Commission (ACCC) is circulating the proposed 
changes to the guideline for quality of service monitoring applying at Brisbane, Melbourne, 
Perth and Sydney airports, to interested parties for consultation.  

This paper follows on from the ACCC’s discussion paper on the review of the quality of service 
monitoring which was released for public consultation in November 2012. This draft guideline is 
the next step in ACCC’s review of the quality of service monitoring for airports. Interested 
parties are invited to make written submission by 8 April 2013. For more information about 
making a submission please see section 4.2 of this paper.  

Submissions received in response to the proposed changes to the guideline will further inform 
the ACCC’s approach to quality of service monitoring at airports. The outcome of the review will 
be reflected in updates to the ACCC’s Airport quality of service monitoring guideline (October 
2008). The ACCC has consulted with the Department of Infrastructure and Transport (the DoIT) 
and the Treasury in preparing this paper.    

This paper has two parts: 

• Part A provides background to the ACCC’s formal monitoring role for airports. It covers 
specifically the objectives of the quality of service monitoring program and the scope of the 
review. This part of the paper also discusses stakeholders’ recommendations for the 
cessation of the quality of service monitoring program or the redevelopment of the ACCC’s 
monitoring role. This part of the paper includes details regarding the review process, 
indicative timeframes and how to make a submission.   

• Part B sets out the proposed approach for quality of service monitoring, stakeholders’ 
views and the reasons for the ACCC’s proposed approach. This part of the paper 
separates out the discussion regarding the subjective measures from the objective 
measures and quality of service criteria.  

The ACCC is proposing some changes to the current approach and coverage of the quality of 
service monitoring program. In summary the ACCC is proposing to commence annual 
consultation with landside operators and ground handling service providers operating at 
Brisbane, Melbourne, Perth and Sydney airports, but proposes that border agencies surveys be 
discontinued as they provide limited insight into the airport operators’ conduct in relation to 
market power concerns. In addition to these more substantive changes the ACCC proposes to 
make a number of minor amendments to its approach in monitoring and evaluating particular 
services and facilities at these airports. The specific details of these changes are set out in 
section 6 of this paper.  

If you have any questions about the content of this paper or the process for making a 
submission, please send an email to airport.group@accc.gov.au or contact Renato Viglianti, 
Director Monitoring and Analysis - Fuel, Transport and Prices Oversight Branch on  
03 9290 1847. 
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Part A:   Background  

Part A of the draft guideline provides an introduction to the ACCC’s quality of service 
monitoring (section 1) and outlines the legislative framework under which the ACCC conducts 
its quality of service monitoring (section 2). Section 3 details the objectives of the ACCC’s 
quality of service monitoring, while section 4 sets out the details of the review process.  

1 Introduction to the ACCC’s quality of 
service monitoring  

The ACCC has monitored quality of service at Australia’s major airports since 1 July 1997. 
Quality of service monitoring was originally introduced to complement price cap regulations that 
were established by the Australian Government (the Government) as a transitional regulatory 
framework when it privatised Australia’s major airports. Although the move to privatisation was 
aimed at improving the airports’ efficiency, the Government was concerned that airport 
operators may be in a position to exercise their market power as monopoly providers of 
aeronautical services. As such price cap regulations were introduced to ensure prices did not 
increase excessively, while the quality of service monitoring program was intended to ensure 
that airports’ assets were not allowed to run down at the expense of service standards.   

Following a 2002 Productivity Commission (PC) inquiry into the regulatory arrangements for 
airports, the Government replaced price cap regulations with the price monitoring 
arrangements which now apply at Brisbane, Melbourne, Perth and Sydney airports. The price 
monitoring arrangements were intended to act as a safeguard to the interests of airport users 
and provide information to the Government about the performance of the airports and whether 
there had been unjustifiable price increases. The Government, in response to the 2002 PC 
inquiry, also decided to retain the quality of service monitoring program as a complement to the 
formal price monitoring arrangements.1  

Since the introduction of the monitoring regime the ACCC has completed two reviews of the 
quality of service monitoring program, in 2002 and in 2007. The 2002 review resulted in the 
introduction of a number of new objective quality of service measures, to complement the 
existing (and largely subjective) measures. The 2007 review examined any potential overlap in 
the existing quality of service measures, the possibility of international benchmarking and the 
use of airport users’ surveys in the monitoring program. The 2007 review resulted in some 
changes to the process for surveying airport users; these changes are reflected in the current 
ACCC Airport quality of service monitoring guideline (October 2008). Further information on the 
development of the ACCC’s Quality of service monitoring guideline is available on the ACCC 
website at: www.accc.gov.au/aviation.   

On 30 March 2012 the Government, in response to the 2011 PC inquiry into the Economic 
regulation of airport services (2011 PC inquiry), directed the ACCC to continue price and 
quality of service monitoring at Brisbane, Melbourne, Perth and Sydney airports, until June 
2020. This review of the quality of service monitoring program forms part of the implementation 
of the Government’s response to the 2011 PC inquiry, in which the Government asked the 
ACCC to review and update the objective criteria used in the quality of service monitoring.  

The ACCC agrees that it is timely and appropriate to undertake a comprehensive review of the 
information currently collected for quality of service monitoring and to examine the extent to 
which this information adequately supports the objectives of the monitoring program. In 
particular, this review provides an opportunity to consider whether changes in technology, 
                                                      
1 Costello, P (then Treasurer), Productivity Commission report on airport price regulation, media release no. 24, 
Canberra, May 2002. 



8 

 

users’ expectations, market conditions and industry structure, among other factors, are 
adequately captured under the current approach to quality of service monitoring.  

Importantly, however, while the ACCC and the DoIT consider that a comprehensive review of 
the quality of service monitoring is appropriate, the review is being undertaken subject to the 
Government’s commitment to the continuation of price and quality of service monitoring until 
2020. Any decisions to discontinue with either the price or quality of service monitoring or to 
replace the current monitoring regime with a different form of oversight would be a matter for 
the Government to consider separately to this current review.  

2 Legislative framework  

The monitored airports (Brisbane, Melbourne, Perth and Sydney airports) are subject to price 
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). In addition, Part 8 of the Airports Act and the 
Airports Regulations 1997 (Airports Regulations) provide for the ACCC to monitor the quality of 
services at these airports. Section 155 of the Airports Act provides that the monitoring and 
evaluation of an aspect of the airport services and facilities must be against the criteria 
determined in writing by the ACCC. The criteria are published by the ACCC in the Airport 
quality of service monitoring guideline available on the ACCC website at 
www.accc.gov.au/aviation.  

In fulfilling its price and quality of service monitoring roles, the ACCC publishes an annual 
Airport Monitoring Report, which presents the monitoring results and any observations about 
the airport operators’ performance. The ACCC presents the Airport Monitoring Reports to the 
Government, provides a copy of the report to the monitored airports, and makes the report 
publicly available on its website at www.accc.gov.au/aviation. 

2.1 The Airports Act and the Airports Regulations  

The Airports Act and the Airports Regulations set out the requirements for the ACCC to monitor 
the quality of service at the airports as follows:   

• The ACCC monitors and evaluates the quality of aspects of services and facilities at certain 
airports. The aspects and airports to be monitored are specified in the Airports Regulations. 
These aspects are listed in two tables: passenger-related services and facilities; and 
aircraft-related services and facilities. There are 16 aspects relating to services and 
facilities such as airport access, car parking, check-in, aerobridges and aircraft parking. 

• The Airports Regulations also set out a list of matters about which the monitored airports 
are required to keep a record and provide a copy to the ACCC. These matters are specified 
in Schedule 2 of the Airports Regulations and include objective measures, such as the 
number of check-in desks as at 30 June or the number of passengers who used the 
aerobridges for embarkation in the financial year ending 30 June.    

• The ACCC then monitors and evaluates the quality of the aspects in accordance with the 
criteria. The criteria incorporate both objective and subjective quality of service measures 
and are determined by the ACCC in consultation with the DoIT and the Treasury. As noted, 
the ACCC publishes a guideline that sets out the criteria.  

Information pertaining to the subjective quality of service measures is obtained through surveys 
of airlines, passengers and consultation with other users of the airport. The subjective 
measures are not specified in the Airports Regulations. The ACCC currently conducts surveys 
of airlines and proposes to undertake annual consultation with landside operators and ground 
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handling service providers, while the airports will continue to conduct surveys of passengers 
and provide the results to the ACCC. It is important to note that while the ACCC monitors and 
evaluates the quality of particular services and facilities at certain airports, there are no 
provisions in either the Airports Act or the Airports Regulations for the ACCC to set the 
standard of monitored services to be supplied by the airports. Moreover, the ACCC notes that it 
is not the Government’s intention that the quality of service monitoring program would extend to 
setting the standard of service at Australian airports.  Rather, commercial negotiations between 
airports and airlines are to drive quality and price outcomes and these outcomes may vary from 
airline to airline and airport to airport.   

3 Objectives of quality of service monitoring 
and the scope of the review  

3.1 Objectives of quality of service monitoring  

As noted above, the Government established the current price monitoring arrangements 
following the removal of the price cap regulations in 2002. The monitoring arrangements were 
intended to safeguard the interest of airport users by providing information to the Government 
about the performance of the airports. In undertaking its price monitoring function, Part VIIA of 
the CCA requires the ACCC to have regard to, among other things, the need to discourage a 
firm from exercising its market power in setting prices. 

As part of its response to the 2002 PC inquiry, the Government also recommended the 
continuation of the ACCC’s monitoring of the quality of service at Australia’s major airports. The 
Government noted that quality of service monitoring is a useful adjunct to price monitoring as it 
provides information about the airport operator’s conduct and whether it seeks to improve its 
returns by running down assets or reducing their standards of service below levels reasonably 
expected by users. The Government response also noted that quality of service monitoring 
would provide information on whether airports are investing appropriately, for example by 
upgrading infrastructure or investing in new facilities to improve levels of service or facilitate 
increased demand. 

To this end in undertaking its monitoring function, the ACCC seeks to increase the 
transparency of the airport operators’ performances and to discourage them from increasing 
prices excessively and providing unsatisfactory standards of aeronautical services. The ACCC 
therefore is focused on measuring the performance of the airport operator rather than the 
performance of various services delivered at the airport, which could be provided by persons 
other than the airport operator. As such, the ACCC’s quality of service monitoring program 
aims to gather and report on criteria that facilitate assessments of changes in service quality 
over time at an airport – assisting with the ACCC’s assessment of the airport operators’ 
performance in a price monitoring context. More specifically the ACCC considers that the 
objectives of the quality of service monitoring program, while minimising the cost of compliance 
for airport operators, are to:  

• assist the assessment of an airport operator’s performance in a prices monitoring 
environment; 

• improve the transparency of airport performance to: 

• discourage airport operators from deteriorating standards for services in those areas 
where the airport operator has significant market power;  

• provide information to users of airport services and facilities as a basis for improved 
consultation and negotiation on pricing and investment proposals; and 
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• assist the Government in its industry analysis2. 

The ACCC monitors those facilities and services provided by, or which could be influenced by, 
the airport operator and over which the airport operator may have significant market power. 
These services are primarily aeronautical services—that is, those services that relate directly to 
the movement of passengers and (to some extent) freight for which off-airport services are not 
close substitutes (for example, runways and baggage handling facilities). Some 
non-aeronautical services, such as car parking, are also monitored. 

3.2 Stakeholders’ comments in relation to the 
objectives of the ACCC’s quality of service 
monitoring 

In submissions to the ACCC’s discussion paper for the review of quality of service monitoring, 
some stakeholders provided comments on the objectives and coverage of the ACCC’s 
monitoring program. In particular, the majority of the monitored airports argued that the quality 
of service monitoring is no longer needed, claiming that the airports have a commercial interest 
in ensuring quality outcomes at the airports. In many cases the airports claimed that they have 
more appropriate mechanisms for seeking feedback from users and monitoring the quality of 
services and facilities. Additionally, some airports suggested that the quality of service 
monitoring is no longer required as service level agreements negotiated between the airlines 
and airports cover almost every aspect of airports’ operations and of the passenger experience.  

While the airports have proposed the removal of the monitoring program other stakeholders 
have called for its extension. For example the DoIT, in its joint submission with Australian 
Customs and Border Protection Service, the Department of Immigration and Citizenship and 
the Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry (collectively referred to as border 
agencies), have suggested that the ACCC’s quality of service monitoring program should go 
beyond purely checking for the exercise of market power to provide information on the 
passenger experience more broadly.  

Other stakeholders have suggested that airlines and other key service providers should be held 
accountable for service levels at the airports and that the ACCC’s monitoring program should 
be applied to these service providers. Some stakeholders argued for the extension of 
monitoring to services provided at terminals operated under Domestic Terminal Leases (DTLs), 
which are currently outside the scope of the ACCC’s monitoring program. The quality of service 
monitoring program does not include domestic terminals owned and/or operated by airlines as 
the airport operator does not influence the quality of services provided in these terminals. For 
example, the Qantas domestic terminals at Melbourne, Perth and Sydney airports as well as 
the Qantas and Virgin domestic terminals at Brisbane Airport are leased and operated by those 
airlines and are not subject to monitoring. 

In response to stakeholders’ calls to discontinue the quality of service monitoring program the 
ACCC notes the Government’s commitment to the continuation of price and quality of service 
monitoring, until June 2020. Any decisions to discontinue with either the price or quality of 
service monitoring or to replace the monitoring regime with a different form of oversight would 
be a matter for the Government to consider separately to this review. 

Suggestions that the monitoring program be extended to include information on the passenger 
experience more broadly, or services provided at terminals operated under DTLs or by other 
service provided in the common user terminals, must be considered in the context of the 
ACCC’s monitoring objectives. That is, the quality of service monitoring program is intended to 
be a complement to the ACCC’s formal price monitoring function under the CCA – together the 

                                                      
2 See ACCC Airport quality of service monitoring guideline, October 2008  
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price and quality of service monitoring provide information on the airport operators’ overall 
performance. The inclusion of information about the broader passenger experience where it 
does not relate to the airport operators’ performance or the monitoring of the quality of service 
supplied by other services providers, is inconsistent with the ACCC’s objectives in respect of its 
price monitoring functions.   

3.3 Scope of the review 

This review will consider the ACCC’s approach along with the information collected and 
reported on in its quality of service monitoring program applying to Brisbane, Melbourne, Perth 
and Sydney airports. For the reasons outlined above, this review will not cover terminals 
operated under DTLs, other service providers or information pertaining to broader passenger 
experiences where it does not relate directly to the performance of the airport operator in 
providing aeronautical or car parking services.   

The ACCC’s review process is guided by the monitoring objectives and the Government’s 
response to the 2011 PC inquiry which asked the ACCC to:  

• review and update the objective criteria; 

• explore means of standardising passenger surveys across airports; and 

• consider whether government agencies (such as border agencies) and airline surveys 
should continue to be conducted and used in quality of service monitoring. 

More specifically, in determining the type and source of information the ACCC proposes to use 
in its quality of service monitoring program the ACCC will have regard to, among other things, 
those services and facilities that are controlled by the airport operators and over which they 
hold significant market power. The ACCC will also have regard to the likely compliance costs 
and whether the information collected and reported on complements the ACCC’s price 
monitoring function (see section 6 for further information regarding the ACCC review 
considerations). 

As noted in section 2, the Airports Act, Airports Regulations and the ACCC’s quality of service 
guideline set out the different components of the quality of service monitoring program. The 
aspects of the airports’ services and facilities that are required to be monitored are closely 
related to the matters that the airports must collect data on and provide to the ACCC, which in 
turn is related to the criteria the ACCC uses in its assessments of an airport operator’s 
performance.  

Given the link between the aspects, matters and criteria, the ACCC is undertaking a 
comprehensive review of the quality of service monitoring program. The ACCC will consult with 
the DoIT and the Treasury on the outcomes of this review. Any necessary amendments to the 
Airports Regulations following the ACCC’s review will need to be considered and in turn 
progressed by the DoIT. The ACCC notes that some minor and technical amendments may 
also be required to ensure that the reporting requirements set out in Schedule 2 of the Airports 
Regulations are consistent with the information the ACCC requests and uses in its Airport 
Monitoring Reports. The information collected in relation to the quality of service monitoring 
program has developed over time in line with the reporting practicalities of the monitored 
airports. Importantly the ACCC acknowledges that there may be other legislation or legal 
instruments that rely on the definitions applying under the Airports Regulations. Therefore, any 
changes to the Airports Regulations will need to be considered in the context of the potential for 
broader implications on other parts of the legislative framework. 
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4 Review process 

4.1 Indicative timeframes 

This paper on the proposed changes to the guideline for quality of service monitoring follows on 
from the ACCC’s discussion paper on the quality of service monitoring which was released for 
public consultation in November 2012. This paper is the next step in ACCC’s review of the 
quality of service monitoring and interested stakeholders are invited to make written submission 
by 8 April 2013.  

Submissions received on the proposed changes to the guideline for quality of service 
monitoring and the discussion paper will inform the need to change the ACCC’s approach to 
quality of service monitoring. Any changes will be reflected in an update to the ACCC’s Airport 
quality of service monitoring guideline (October 2008).  

The ACCC has developed the following indicative timeframe and process for its review of 
quality of service monitoring. 

Table 4.1: Indicative timeframes for the ACCC’s rev iew  

Date Action 

7 March 2013 ACCC releases its proposed changes to the guideline for quality of 
service monitoring at airports for public consultation  

8 April 2013 Closing date for submissions on the proposed changes to the 
guideline for quality of service monitoring at airports 

June 2013 ACCC releases final quality of service monitoring guideline at airports 

 

4.2 Making a submission to the ACCC 

This paper has been prepared in consultation with the DoIT and the Treasury and is being 
circulated to interested parties for comment.  

Interested parties are invited to make written submissions to the ACCC on the proposed 
changes to the guideline for quality of service monitoring by 8 April 2013.  

Submissions should be provided to the ACCC by close of business 8 April 2013. 

Submissions by email are preferred. They can be sent to airport.group@accc.gov.au. 

If submissions are provided in PDF format, the ACCC encourages that they are made in either accessible 
PDF or Microsoft Word format. PDF submissions should be machine-readable; for example, they should 
be saved from word processing software directly. When only scanned PDFs are available, please ensure 
Optical Character Recognition is enabled. 

Alternatively, submissions can be mailed to: 

 
Mr David Salisbury 
Deputy General Manager 
Fuel, Transport and Prices Oversight Branch 
GPO Box 520 
Melbourne VIC 3001 
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To facilitate an informed, transparent and robust consultation process, the ACCC prefers that 
all submissions be made publicly available. Accordingly, submissions will be treated as public 
documents and published on the ACCC’s website unless otherwise requested. Parties wishing 
to submit confidential information are requested to:  

• Clearly identify the information that is subject to the claim for confidentiality; and  

• Provide a non-confidential version of the submission.  

Parties are advised that legal requirements, such as those imposed by the Freedom of 
Information Act 1982, may affect the confidentiality of submission. Further information on the 
ACCC’s collection, use and disclosure of information is available in the ACCC/AER information 
policy (October 2008), which is available on the ACCC’s website. 

If you have any questions about the content of this paper or the process for making a 
submission, please send an email to airport.group@accc.gov.au or contact Renato Viglianti, 
Director Monitoring and Analysis - Fuel, Transport and Prices Oversight Branch - on  
03 9290 1847. 
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Part B:  Proposed changes to the airport 
quality of service monitoring 
guideline   

Part B of this document sets out the proposed changes to the guideline for the quality of 
service monitoring applying at Brisbane, Melbourne, Perth and Sydney airports. In developing 
the draft guideline the ACCC has considered submissions to the discussion paper for the 
review of quality of service monitoring released in November 2012. The ACCC received 10 
submissions in relation to the discussion paper which are available on the ACCC’s website at 
www.accc.gov.au/aviation.   

This paper sets out the ACCC’s current approach and proposed changes to quality of service 
monitoring. The document also outlines some of the main issues raised by stakeholders in 
response to the discussion paper and sets out the reasons for the approach taken by the 
ACCC’s in its proposed changes to the guideline. 

As discussed in section 3.1 the ACCC’s quality of service monitoring program is a complement 
to its price monitoring role and aims to gather and report on data and measures that facilitate 
judgments about an airport operator’s performance and changes to the levels of service it 
provides over time. To allow the quality of service monitoring data to be put in its proper context 
the ACCC proposes to continue to use a range of subjective and objectives measures in its 
assessment of an airport operator’s performance, including the introduction of annual 
consultation with landside operators and ground handling service providers. The ACCC, 
however, is proposing to discontinue border agencies surveys. Section 5 of the paper sets out 
the use of subjective measures in the quality of service monitoring program, while section 6 
discusses the measures used (both subjective and objective) in the quality of service 
monitoring service-by-service.  

5 Sources of information for subjective 
measures  

While subjective measures may tend to be more difficult to quantify than objective indicators, 
they provide additional context for assessing an airport operator’s performance or changes in 
the level of service. For example, a change in an objective measure by itself may be difficult to 
interpret as it may not adequately reflect changes in quality or changes in users’ expectations 
which would be far better captured by a subjective measure used in an airport users’ survey. 

As such the ACCC uses a range of airport users’ surveys in the monitoring program as a 
complement to the objective measures on which the airports are required to collect data. The 
ACCC currently undertakes surveys of airlines and border agencies, while airports undertake 
the surveying of passengers. All survey participants are asked to rate the airports’ performance 
on a scale from 1 to 5, as shown in the table 5.1. Importantly the ACCC considers that ratings 
of satisfactory and above would represent service at an efficient level.  

Table 5.1:  Rating of satisfaction for airport serv ices and facilities 

1 2 3 4 5 

Very poor Poor Satisfactory Good Excellent 
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5.1 Airline surveys 

5.1.1 The current process 

As part of its quality of service monitoring program the ACCC surveys domestic and 
international airlines that use the monitored airports. The ACCC sends the domestic and 
international airlines a survey to complete, in which they are asked to rate on a scale of 1 to 5 
the availability and standard of services and facilities provided by the monitored airports. The 
availability refers to the capacity of an airport’s services or facilities and is intended to provide 
an indication of whether the airport operator is undertaking adequate investment. The standard 
describes the physical condition of an airport’s services or facilities and is intended to provide 
an indication of their ability to perform the intended function.  

The ACCC sends the airline survey directly to domestic airlines. In the case of international 
airlines, the ACCC sends these surveys to the Board of Airline Representatives of Australia 
(BARA) the peak industry body representing the interest of international airlines operating in 
Australia, which then forwards the airline survey on to its members. For international airlines 
that are not members of BARA and who use the monitored airports, the ACCC sends the 
survey directly to these airlines.  

The ACCC also requests that the domestic and international airlines provide commentary to 
their survey results explaining their ratings of the availability and standard of the services and 
facilities they have received. Together, these measures (along with the objective data) can 
provide an indication of whether airport operators are unduly lowering the quality or range of 
services offered; inefficiently providing services; and/or undertaking unnecessary expenditure.   

The ACCC presents the airlines’ average ratings as well as any non-confidential commentary 
provided by the airlines in its annual Airport Monitoring Reports. Importantly the Airport 
Monitoring Report does not disclose which airlines have participated in the surveys nor does it 
attribute any comments to particular airlines. The ACCC gives the airport operators an 
opportunity to provide comments on the airlines’ ratings and commentary by giving the airports 
a draft of their respective chapters prior to finalising the report. The ACCC incorporates where 
appropriate, the airports’ comments into the finalised report, particularly when they provide 
possible explanations for movement in objective indicators and changes in the airline ratings. 

5.1.2 Stakeholders’ views 

The ACCC discussion paper released in November 2012 sought comment on whether the 
current approach and use of airline surveys in the ACCC’s quality of service monitoring 
program remains appropriate.  

A number of the monitored airports making submissions to the ACCC’s discussion paper and 
the Australian Airports Association (AAA), which represents the interests of both monitored and 
non-monitored airports, have suggested that the current approach and coverage of the airline 
surveys used in the quality of service program is not appropriate.   

The AAA and the monitored airports have suggested that the relationship between airports and 
airlines are complex and that airlines have an inherent conflict of interest. According to the AAA 
and the airports, airlines cannot quarantine their commercial objectives and tactics to provide 
independent responses to the airline surveys. Some airports suggested that the ACCC does 
not take proper account of these issues and questioned the ACCC practice of not disclosing 
the identity of airlines participating in the surveys.  

Moreover Perth Airport has noted that the current approach to monitoring and to airline surveys 
in particular, ignores the fact that airlines have significant influence over the level and timing of 
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capital investment at the airport which in turn can impact on the service quality outcomes. 
Given the airlines’ influence, Perth Airport has suggested that it would be difficult to report 
accurately on the drivers of quality outcomes at the airport without exploring how the airlines 
have influenced investment. A number of stakeholders have suggested that airlines and 
airports are equally responsible for service quality outcomes and as such should be held 
equally accountable. 

In support of discontinuing the quality of service monitoring program administered by the 
ACCC, the majority of monitored airports have pointed to the effectiveness of their own 
consultation processes and commercially negotiated outcomes. Airports have highlighted 
internal processes and practices they have in place to ensure ongoing dialogue with their 
airline partners along with more timely and accurate mechanisms for the monitoring of quality 
outcomes. Some airports have suggested that the ACCC’s airline survey results bear little 
relationship to the airports’ discussions with the airlines and moreover do not facilitate 
commercial negotiations between the airports and the airlines.  

Adelaide Airport has also raised concerns that airlines’ expectations and hence their survey 
ratings may vary depending on the airlines’ business models. For example, a full-fare carrier’s 
expectations regarding aerobridges, check-in counters and other costly aeronautical 
infrastructure will be vastly different to those of a low-cost carrier. Both points of view may be 
valid in the context of their respective business models but the survey outcomes will be biased 
towards the dominant business models that operate at that airport. That is, if airlines operating 
at an airport are mostly low-cost carriers, the survey results at this airport are likely to be 
different from results at an airport predominantly serviced by full-fare carriers.    

By contrast Qantas and BARA are both supportive of the current approach used by the ACCC 
in surveying domestic and international airlines – noting that airlines remain the primary 
customer of the airport and have first-hand experience in measuring both the effectiveness and 
efficiency of the airports’ operations. Moreover, airlines are uniquely placed in that they can 
delineate between the services which are provided solely by the airport operator and those 
provided by, or in conjunction with, a third party. 

In Qantas’ view the ideal airline survey would focus on areas that have significant impact on 
operational efficiency or the passenger experience, areas that are predominantly controlled by 
the airport and with a focus on objective rather than subjective criteria. Qantas also suggest 
that monitoring data could be issued more frequently to provide earlier visibility of items with 
downward trending performance.  

BARA considers that the coverage of services and facilities captured in the airline surveys 
remains appropriate and suggest that there have been no substantial changes in technologies, 
market conditions or user expectations that justify changes to the coverage of services.  

The DoIT and border agencies’ joint submission suggested that while airline surveys are useful 
in assisting the ACCC in considering market power concerns, they may contain a systemic bias 
and, as such, the ACCC should take into account the airlines’ self interest when using these 
results in the monitoring program.  

The ACCC discussion paper sought comment on whether the current practice of not weighting 
the survey responses remains appropriate. Most airlines and airports were generally supportive 
of the ACCC’s current non-weighted approach of airline survey results, noting that weighting by 
passenger numbers would place undue weight and importance on the views of larger airlines at 
the expense of airlines with more limited services. Qantas suggested that a system of 
weighting could also result in future disagreements over the overall measurement of airport 
operators, distracting from the underlying value of the monitoring reports. 

The DoIT and border agencies were the only stakeholders to raise concerns with the current 
approach of not weighting the airline survey results. They argued that differences between the 
services and facilities that different airlines use at an airport are material and raise questions 
about whether each airline’s response should be given the same weighting or whether a more 
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elaborate system of weighting should be applied to the survey results. Their submission 
suggested that a weighting system could be applied in terms of the number of passengers, 
flight movements, total weight of aircraft using the airport, or some other measure. They 
suggest that the ACCC incorporate both weighted and non-weighted results in the Airport 
Monitoring Reports, with additional commentary or investigation warranted if discrepancies 
between the two weighting systems are observed.  

Another major issue that the ACCC discussion paper sought comment on was whether the 
information contained in service level agreements negotiated between the airlines and airports 
could be used by the ACCC in its quality of service monitoring program. The majority of airports 
were not supportive of the inclusion of service level agreements in the quality of service 
program, noting that these agreements are complex and vary significantly from airline to airline 
and from airport to airport. Moreover the commercially sensitive nature of these agreements 
makes them inappropriate to include in the quality of service program. 

On the other hand BARA saw merit in the ACCC providing a summary of information covered 
in the service level agreements, including the types of indicators that are covered and whether 
these agreements have recourse to commercial consequences. BARA suggested that this 
information could provide context about the extent to which an airport has sought to enter into a 
meaningful agreement with airlines rather than directly estimating an airport operator’s service 
level. Qantas, however, noted that it currently does not have service level agreements with all 
airports and generally these agreements are not detailed and specific enough to be of use in 
the quality of service monitoring program.  

5.1.3 The ACCC’s proposed approach   

While the ACCC acknowledges that airlines may have a commercial interest to under-report on 
quality outcomes at the airports, the ACCC considers that airlines have a unique relationship 
with airport operators and provide valuable insight into the operators’ conduct. As such the 
ACCC proposes to continue to survey domestic and international airlines as part of the quality 
of service program. Airlines have an on-going and direct relationship with airport operators and 
are able to delineate between services provided wholly by the airport operators and those 
provided in conjunction with other service providers. Airlines can provide feedback on a wide 
range of services and facilities offered at the airport and their ratings provide a more direct 
indicator of whether airport operators are meeting the reasonable expectations of users.  

Importantly the ACCC notes that while airline surveys in conjunction with objective indicators 
provide useful insights into the airport operator’s performance, they are not the only indicator 
used in assessing the airport operator’s performance. In performing its monitoring role, the 
ACCC looks at the levels and trends of a range of indicators, including price, costs, margins, 
returns on assets, investment and quality of service results (both subjective and objective) over 
time. 

In undertaking the airline surveys the ACCC will continue to request that survey results be 
reviewed and submitted by the airlines’ head offices, rather than by operational managers. The 
ACCC considers that this provides additional assurance that the survey results reflect airlines’ 
views on commercial negotiations and their willingness to pay for aeronautical infrastructure. 
The ACCC will also continue to request that airline survey results of below ‘satisfactory’ are 
accompanied by commentary justifying their ratings. The airports will continue to be given an 
opportunity to clarify airlines’ ratings and comments when the individual airport chapters are 
circulated to their respective airports for comments prior to finalising the Airport Monitoring 
Report.  While these measures are not likely to eliminate the opportunity for airlines to engage 
in gaming behaviour, the surveys include sufficient built-in checks and balances to minimise the 
possibility of its occurrence.   

In relation to the issue of applying a weighting system to the airline survey results the ACCC 
notes the majority of stakeholders were supportive of the current non-weighted approach. The 
ACCC agrees with stakeholder concerns that a system of weighting may provide an opportunity 
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for larger airlines to manipulate the results, giving them increased importance compared with 
smaller users.  

In response to the DoIT and border agencies’ suggestion that the ACCC report on both 
weighted and non-weighted airline surveys results, the ACCC considers that such a change is 
likely to create unnecessary complexity to the Airport Monitoring Report. Moreover, while the 
ACCC acknowledges that different airlines may use different types of services and facilities at 
an airport, it is unclear how a system of weighting by passengers, flight movements or total 
weight of aircraft is likely to take this into consideration. The ACCC also agrees with comments 
made by Qantas that a system of weighting could result in future disagreements over the 
overall measurement of airport operators, distracting from the underlying value of the Airport 
Monitoring Reports. Given these concerns and the support of the majority of stakeholders for 
the current non-weighted approach the ACCC does not propose to introduce a system of 
weighting to the airline surveys.  

Similarly the ACCC does not propose to include information from service level agreements in 
the quality of service monitoring program at this stage. The ACCC notes that the majority of 
stakeholders have expressed concerns with this approach ranging from their prevalence and 
coverage to their commercially sensitive nature.   

5.2 Passenger surveys  

5.2.1 The current process  

The monitored airports arrange for annual passenger surveys to be conducted and then submit 
the results to the ACCC as part of the quality of service program. To keep compliance costs to 
a minimum neither the content of the passenger surveys nor the methodology are prescribed 
by the ACCC or set out in the Airports Act or Airports Regulations. This allows the airports to 
choose a service provider that best suits their needs and allows the airports to tailor the survey 
questions to their own commercial purposes.   

To assist the airports in fulfilling their reporting requirements the ACCC has developed 
reporting templates for quality of service monitoring and price monitoring and financial 
reporting, which are available on the ACCC website. The quality of service monitoring reporting 
template prompts the airports to supply information on the objective measures, which are 
prescribed in the Airports Regulations. As a complement to the objective measures the 
template also includes a range of subjective measures which the airports are encouraged to 
use and report on with information from passenger surveys. Airports typically use external 
providers to undertake their passenger surveys in which passengers are asked to rate their 
level of satisfaction with the services and facilities provided at the airport on a scale from 1 to 5. 
The airports then supply the ACCC with the results of their passenger surveys and any 
explanatory comments within one month following 30 June each year. The ACCC also requests 
that the airports supply a full description of their survey methodology when they submit their 
passenger survey results. 

The ACCC calculates and reports passengers’ average ratings for each of the services and 
facilities covered in the passenger surveys in the Airport Monitoring Reports alongside the 
related objective indicators, and where applicable the airline and other airport users’ ratings. 
The ACCC also provides the airport operators with an opportunity to provide comments on the 
passenger survey results, when the draft individual chapters are circulated to airport operators 
for comment prior to the completion of the report.   
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5.2.2 Stakeholders’ views 

The ACCC discussion paper sought feedback on whether the current approach and use of 
passenger surveys in the ACCC’s quality of service monitoring remains appropriate. The paper 
also sought comment on the extent to which there should be greater standardisation of 
passenger surveys and whether industry groups would be best placed to undertake this work.  

Qantas has submitted that it largely supports the current approach and coverage of the 
passenger surveys. However, its submission made a number of specific suggestions for 
changes to the coverage which are discussed in more detail in section 6 of this paper. Qantas 
has noted that standardising the format and distribution of passenger surveys would enable 
airports’ performance across the country to be benchmarked, which could assist in establishing 
a minimum acceptable standard of performance expected from a capital city airport.  

BARA considers that information about the broader passenger experience is an important part 
of the monitoring program. BARA supports the current approach and coverage of the 
passenger surveys and suggests that unless it can be demonstrated that services are only 
required by a small minority of passengers then there should be no change to this coverage. 
BARA considers that any decision to standardise the passenger surveys is a matter for the 
airport operators. 

The AAA and the monitored airports expressed diverging views regarding the standardisation 
of the passenger surveys. Brisbane and Sydney airports noted that they would support a more 
standardised approach to the passenger surveys and would commit to agreeing on a common 
rating scale and set of questions to be asked. The AAA and Perth Airport submitted that they 
did not see any benefits in the industry being tied to a particular system indefinitely, and noted 
that more appropriate and relevant systems may become available in the future. The monitored 
airports and the AAA, however, acknowledged that currently the monitored airports all use the 
Airports Council International’s (ACI) Airport Service Quality (ASQ) survey.   

In relation to the current approach and coverage of the passenger surveys reported in the 
ACCC Airport Monitoring Reports, the airports and the DoIT in conjunction with the border 
agencies have expressed a variety of views. Perth Airport and the AAA for example recognised 
that passengers have difficulties in distinguishing between services provided by the airport 
operators, airlines and other service providers at the airport, and suggested that this could be 
overcome by the use of objective measures and provision of information by the airports to 
assist the ACCC evaluate the results. 

The DoIT and border agencies on the other hand suggested that the passenger surveys should 
be extended to include information about the broader passenger experience, and reporting 
should not be so heavily biased towards identifying potential use of market power by airport 
operators. The submission suggested that this will provide the Government with information as 
to how airports are perceived and the relative quality and efficiency of services provided as 
experienced by the travelling public. The DoIT and border agencies suggested that the ACCC 
could therefore divide the reporting of passenger surveys into two elements; those elements 
over which the airports have control and those over which they have limited control.  

5.2.3 ACCC’s proposed approach    

The ACCC notes that the monitored airports currently all use the ACI ASQ surveys and provide 
passenger survey results in line with those set out in the ACCC’s quality of service monitoring 
reporting template. The ACCC acknowledges the reservation expressed by some stakeholders 
over the proposal to mandate either the service provider or a core set of questions for all 
passenger surveys. The current approach provides airports with flexibility in selecting the most 
appropriate service provider consistent with their operational needs thus keeping compliance 
cost to a minimum. Monitored airports have largely been forthcoming in providing the ACCC 
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passenger surveys results consistent with questions set out in the reporting templates. As 
such, the ACCC considers that there do not seem to be grounds for prescribing a level of detail 
and coverage beyond this approach. That said, airports should not be prevented from adding 
tailored questions to the surveys that meet their own commercial purposes.   

In relation to Qantas’ suggestion that standardising passengers surveys may enable airports’ 
performances to be benchmarked and facilitate establishment of a minimum acceptable 
standard of performance, the ACCC notes that the objective of its quality of service monitoring 
role is to complement its price monitoring function rather than set the standard of service. 
Benchmarking an airport operator’s absolute level of performance is a complex exercise and 
would only indirectly assist the ACCC’s price monitoring function role. Revealing trends in an 
individual airport operator’s performance over time is a more useful adjunct to price monitoring 
than making judgments about performance against a benchmark.  

The ACCC acknowledges stakeholders’ concerns that passengers are often asked to rate 
services and facilities that are not entirely within the airport operators’ control and that 
passengers have difficulty distinguishing between these services and services provided entirely 
by the airport. The ACCC has taken into account these issues in its consideration of passenger 
surveys against each aspect set out in section 6, and where appropriate has sought to address 
these limitations.  

Stakeholders’ suggestions that the ACCC monitoring program should be extended to include 
additional measures relating to the broader passenger experience raise a number of issues. 
While this information may provide the travelling public some assurance that service standards 
are regularly assessed and reported against, the ACCC questions how this information is likely 
to support its monitoring objectives (see section 3). In particular, it is not clear how this 
information is likely to complement the ACCC’s formal price monitoring functions under the 
CCA.   

The ACCC therefore does not propose any changes to the current approach to the passenger 
surveys and will continue to use these survey results in its quality of service monitoring where 
appropriate.  

5.3 Border agency surveys  

5.3.1 Current process 

The ACCC currently surveys border agencies that use the services and facilities provided by 
the airport operators covered in the monitoring regime. The ACCC sends the survey to the 
Australian Customs and Border Protection Service (ACBPS), which coordinates a response to 
the survey that encompasses its views along with those of the Department of Immigration and 
Citizenship and the Australian Quarantine and Inspection Service (collectively referred to as 
border agencies). 

The border agencies are asked to rate, on a scale from 1 to 5, the adequacy and standard of 
the services and facilities provided by the airport operators – namely, ‘facilities to enable the 
processing of passengers through customs, immigration and quarantine’ and the ‘airport 
management responsiveness’ which are discussed in more detail in sections 6.6 and 6.15 
respectively. The adequacy refers to the capacity of an airport’s services or facilities and is 
intended to provide an indication of whether airport operators are undertaking efficient 
investment. The standard describes the physical condition of an airport’s services or facilities 
and is intended to provide an indication of their ability to perform the intended function. The 
border agencies are also asked to provide comments to further explain their ratings. 

The ACCC derives a simple average of the border agencies’ ratings for each of the services 
and facilities covered by the surveys. In its annual Airport Monitoring Reports, the ACCC 
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presents the border agencies’ average ratings as well as any non-confidential commentary 
provided by the border agencies. Airport operators are given an opportunity to comment on the 
border agencies’ ratings and comments when the ACCC gives the airports a draft of their 
respective chapters prior to finalising its Airport Monitoring Report. Where appropriate, the 
ACCC incorporates the airports’ comments into the finalised report, particularly when they 
provide possible explanations for changes in ratings. 

These survey results, in conjunction with commentary supplied by the border agencies and the 
airports, provide context to the movement in objective indicators and passengers’ ratings on the 
aspect ‘facilities to enable the processing of passengers through customs, immigration and 
quarantine’.  

5.3.2 Stakeholders’ comments  

The discussion paper sought comment on whether the current approach used in the border 
agencies surveys in the ACCC’s quality of service monitoring remains appropriate. Additionally, 
the ACCC sought comment on whether an alternative form of monitoring the passenger 
experience separate to the ACCC’s program, such as ACBPS’ independent ‘Traveller 
Satisfaction Survey’, would be sufficient in monitoring and addressing quality of service issues 
in relation to this aspect.   

The ‘Traveller Satisfaction Survey’ commissioned by ACBPS is intended to gain an overall 
indication of international travellers’ experiences with services provided by border agencies as 
they travel through Australian airports. The surveys are conducted on a quarterly basis and 
include questions about satisfaction with service and perceptions of waiting times. The reports 
are available at www.customs.gov.au/site/page5941.asp 

In general, the majority of stakeholders expressed their support for the removal of the border 
agencies surveys from the monitoring program. Most stakeholders considered that ACBPS’ 
‘Traveller Satisfaction Survey’ was a more appropriate forum in which to present information 
regarding passengers’ experience in relation to the processing of travellers through customs, 
immigration and quarantine.  

Perth Airport agrees that border agencies surveys are not useful in the context of the objectives 
of monitoring and notes that border agencies exercise considerable control over the facilities in 
which they operate. The airport submitted that the ACCC should discontinue the use of border 
agencies surveys and use passenger surveys along with objective measures to assess quality 
of service levels.  In relation to the use of an alternative form of monitoring the passenger 
experience through customs, immigration and quarantine, Perth Airport was supportive of 
ACBPS’ ‘Traveller Satisfaction Survey’, but noted that reports available on ACBPS’ website are 
generic across Australian airports and fail to provide adequate information on the level of 
service provided at each airport.     

As the AAA noted, the relationships between border agencies and airports are governed by 
laws with provision for strong recourse if the airports do not comply. Border agencies prescribe 
the required resources that have to be provided by the airport and, according to the AAA, the 
ACCC‘s quality of service monitoring plays little part in either the level of services provided to 
these agencies, or the level of services these agencies themselves provide.   

BARA was the only stakeholder to express support for the continuation of border agencies 
surveys in their current format, noting that the information provides useful insights into the 
extent to which even users with statutory rights may receive services and facilities below a 
satisfactory level.  
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Qantas, on the other hand raised a related issue noting that:  

“long queues in these processing areas regularly lead to flight delays in both international and domestic 
services and the recent significant increase in passenger movements charges for international passengers 
should be linked to greater accountability for the performance of these process areas”3.   

The DoIT and border agencies agree with the ACCC that border agency surveys in their 
current form serve little purpose in identifying use of market power and are not the best 
indicators of quality of service. However, to ensure no loss in transparency through the 
cessation of border agency surveys the DoIT and border agencies suggest that additional 
measures should be included in the monitoring program. For example:  

• Square metre per passenger in arrivals hall by airport; 

• Square metre per passenger in departures area by airport; 

• Square metre per passenger in baggage hall by airport; 

• Square metre per passenger in SEA by airport; and 

• Square metre provided for border agencies’ support functions per passenger (including 
interview rooms, back of house, etc). 

5.3.3 ACCC’s proposed approach    

The ACCC notes that the majority of stakeholders support discontinuing the border agencies 
surveys as part of the quality of service monitoring program. The ACCC therefore proposes to 
cease conducting these surveys and notes the following in support of its approach. 

Firstly, airport operators have statutory obligations to provide certain airport services to border 
agencies. These statutory obligations may limit an airport operator’s ability to exercise its 
market power in its dealings with border agencies. The ACCC therefore considers that the 
results of border agency surveys do not provide significant insight into the airport operator’s 
conduct. As noted in section 3 of this paper, the ACCC’s formal price monitoring function is 
complemented by monitoring the quality of those facilities and services provided by, or which 
could be influenced by, the airport operator and for which the airport operator may have 
significant market power. 

Furthermore, while the information collected as part of the border agencies surveys may not 
contribute to the objectives of quality of service monitoring program by itself, the information 
provides some context to the passengers’ perception of the customs, immigration and 
quarantine processes. However, given the support of stakeholders, the ACCC proposes that 
information pertaining to the passenger experience through customs, immigration and 
quarantine be presented in the ‘Traveller Satisfaction Survey’ results on ACBPS’ website and 
not in the ACCC Airport Monitoring Report.  

The ACCC acknowledges comments made by Perth Airport that the ‘Traveller Satisfaction 
Surveys’ do not canvass passenger experiences airport by airport. The ACCC considers that 
the necessary enhancements to the ‘Traveller Satisfaction Survey’ to achieve airport by airport 
coverage would be best considered and progressed by ACBPS.  

While the issues raised by Qantas, regarding accountability for inefficient processing of 
passengers through customs, are important considerations for the performance of the airports 

                                                      
3 Qantas Airways Limited, submission to the ACCC’s airport quality of service monitoring discussion paper, December 
2012, pg 6 
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as whole, these issues are influenced by border agencies’ dealings with airport operators (that 
is, their ability to negotiate or exercise their statutory rights) and go beyond services provided 
directly by the airport operator. The ACCC notes that ACBPS could consider the issues raised 
by Qantas and progress these through an alternative forum.  

In relation to the suggestion by DoIT and border agencies that additional measures should be 
added to the monitoring program to ensure no loss in transparency due to the discontinuation 
of border agency surveys, the ACCC notes that wherever possible it uses a combination of 
both objective and subjective measures in assessing services and facilities. As discussed in 
section 5, subjective measures allow the ACCC to put the objective measures in context. For 
example, reporting solely on objective data, such as the square metre per passenger in the 
arrival hall, would not assist the ACCC in its assessment of whether the provision of these 
services and facilities are adequate and meeting users’ expectations. As such the ACCC 
questions the value of including additional objective measures to the quality of service 
monitoring program given its proposal to discontinue border agency surveys and reporting on 
passengers’ surveys in relation to the processing of passengers through customs, immigration 
and quarantine in its Airport Monitoring Reports.  

As discussed above, the airports’ relationships with border agencies are not likely to be 
characterised by an imbalance of bargaining power given border agencies’ statutory rights and 
their ability to prescribe the resources they require. As such it is unclear how reporting on 
specific measures relating to border agencies contractual relations with the airport operator is 
likely to complement the ACCC’s formal price monitoring functions and provide insights into 
airport operators’ use of market power.  

That said, the ACCC invites comments on the DoIT and border agencies proposal regarding 
the collection of additional measures. 

5.4 Proposed engagement with landside operators 
and ground handing service providers  

In response to the discussion paper’s and the ACCC’s consideration of the aspects on ‘airport 
access facilities (taxi facilities, kerbside space for pick-up and drop-off) (section 6.16), ‘ground 
handling services and facilities (section 6.10) and ‘airport management responsiveness’ 
(section 6.15), stakeholders have proposed that the ACCC undertake consultation with 
landside operators and ground handling service providers as part of the quality of service 
monitoring program. Therefore the ACCC is proposing to consult with these businesses about 
the standard and availability of services and facilities that airport operators provide.  

5.4.1 ACCC’s proposed approach for landside operators    

The ACCC is proposing to undertake consultation with landside operators such as taxies, off-
airport car park operators, bus operators or other service providers offering landside services 
which compete with the on-airport car parking facilities at Brisbane, Melbourne, Perth and 
Sydney airports. The ACCC will seek landside operators’ views through consultation involving a 
set of targeted questions on the availability and standard of services and facilities provided by 
these airports and ask the operators to rate these services on a scale if 1 (Poor) to 5 
(Excellent). Similar to airlines surveys, the availability refers to the capacity of an airport’s 
services or facilities and is intended to provide an indication of whether the airport operator is 
undertaking adequate investment. The standard describes the physical condition of an airport’s 
services or facilities and is intended to provide an indication of their ability to perform the 
intended function. The ACCC will seek landside operators’ views on the availability and 
standard of airport access facilities including taxi facilities, kerbside space for pick-up and drop-
off and the airport operators overall responsiveness or approach to addressing quality of 
service problems or concerns. This information will provide further context to the airport 
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operators’ performances in relation to these two aspects and are discussed in more detail in 
sections 6.16 and 6.15 of this paper.  

As discussed in previous Airport Monitoring Reports, airport operators control access to airport 
land. Airport land is a bottleneck facility essential to the supply of services in downstream 
markets, such as providers of alternative services to on-airport car parking that require landside 
access to drop-off and/or pick-up airport users at the terminal.  

Importantly, airports have the ability to impede competition from alternatives to on-airport car 
parking by imposing excessive charges or restrictive terms and conditions for landside access. 
In particular, excessive charges or restrictive terms and conditions can have the effect of 
shifting demand from alternatives to an airport’s own car parking services, and allow the airport 
to profitably sustain higher prices.    

Therefore, as a complement to the on-airport car parking information presented in the Airport 
Monitoring Reports, the ACCC also collects and reports on information about charges imposed 
by airports on providers of alternatives as well as the amount of revenues received from those 
operators.  

Consistent with the ACCC’s approach in reporting on this price monitoring information the 
ACCC proposes to also collect information on the quality of service supplied to the landside 
operators. For example the ACCC notes that landside operators would be able to provide 
valuable insight in conjunction with passengers on the quality of airport access facilities, 
including taxi facilities, kerbside space for pick-up and drop-off.  

The ACCC notes that the quality of landside services provided to travellers and third-party 
providers of transport services is likely to come under increasing scrutiny as the volume of 
passenger throughput continues to grow at airports. At some airports, there are indications that 
current landside arrangements are becoming capacity constrained.  

5.4.2 ACCC’s proposed approach for ground handling servic e 
providers 

The ACCC is proposing to undertake consultation with ground handling service providers 
operating at Brisbane, Melbourne, Perth and Sydney airports. As discussed in section 6.10, 
ground handling services and facilities are not always provided directly by the airport operators 
to the airlines and in some cases are provided by third party operators. In providing ground 
handling services and facilities, these operators rely on access to the airport and have a direct 
and ongoing commercial relationship with the airport operator.  

Stakeholders in response to the ACCC discussion papers’ consideration of the aspect ‘ground 
handling services and facilities’ have proposed that the ACCC consult with ground handling 
service providers as part of the quality of service monitoring program.  

As such the ACCC will seek ground handling service providers’ views through consultation 
involving a set of targeted set of questions on the availability and standard of services and 
facilities provided by these airports and ask the provider to rate these services on a scale if 1 
(Poor) to 5 (Excellent). Similar to airline surveys the availability refers to the capacity of an 
airport’s services or facilities and is intended to provide an indication of whether the airport 
operator is undertaking adequate investment. The standard describes the physical condition of 
an airport’s services or facilities and is intended to provide an indication of their ability to 
perform the intended function. The ACCC will seek the providers’ views on the availability and 
standard of ground handling services and facilities and the airport operators overall 
responsiveness or approach to addressing quality of service problems or concerns. This 
information will provide further context to the airport operator performances in relation to these 
two aspects and are discussed in more detail in 6.10 and 6.15 of the paper.  
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6 Objective measures and quality of service 
criteria 

The Airports Regulations specify the aspects of airport services and facilities that are to be 
monitored by the ACCC. The ACCC’s monitoring and evaluation of the quality of an aspect 
must be against the criteria, which incorporate both objective and subjective quality of service 
measures. See section 2 for more information on the legislative framework.  

This section outlines the type and sources of information currently used in the criteria for each 
aspect, considers stakeholder’s comments and sets out the ACCC’s proposed changes to the 
criteria for each aspect. In determining the type and source of information the ACCC proposes 
to use it has considered that the criteria should:  

• fall within the aspects listed in the Airports Regulations; 

• relate to the price monitoring and financial reporting arrangements for airports, which 
encompasses aeronautical and car parking services; 

• relate to facilities and services provided by, or which are significantly influenced by, airport 
operators; 

• relate to significant services in terms of proportion of expenditure or revenue, movement of 
passengers or freight by air, or importance to users; 

• provide useful information either by itself or provide some explanation to quality outcomes, 
with consideration of unnecessary compliance burdens and minimising overlap of 
information; and 

• be measurable, verifiable and not susceptible to manipulation. 

The ACCC is seeking feedback from interested parties on the proposed changes to the 
coverage and type of information collected and used in the ACCC’s quality of service 
monitoring program.  

For the purpose of monitoring quality of service, the ACCC has classified airport activities into 
four main areas:  

• passenger-related facilities and services associated with, for example, check-in, gate 
lounges, baggage and washrooms;  

• landside-related facilities and services associated with airport access;  

• aircraft-related facilities and services associated with, for example, the runway, apron and 
taxiway system, gates, aircraft parking and ground service equipment and freight facilities; 
and  

• management performance. 
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6.1 Number of passengers during peak hour 

Current approach  

A number of the criteria currently used by the ACCC are dependent upon the number of 
passengers during peak airport periods. For example, the ‘number of departing passengers per 
security clearance system during peak hour’ is one of the criteria used by the ACCC to 
evaluate the quality of the aspect ‘security clearance’.  

Part 1 of Schedule 2 of the Airports Regulations define peak hour to be: 

(a) for a matter relating exclusively to arriving passengers or inbound baggage—the hour that, on 
average for each day in the financial year, has the highest number of arriving passengers; and 

(b) for a matter relating exclusively to departing passengers or outbound baggage—the hour that, on 
average for each day in the financial year, has the highest number of departing passengers; and 

(c) in any other case—the hour that, on average for each day in the financial year, has the highest 
total number of passenger movements (including both arriving and departing passengers). 

The airport operators currently provide the ACCC with details on peak hours for arriving and 
departing passengers, as well as the passenger numbers during those periods.  

6.1.2 Stakeholders’ comments  

The ACCC’s discussion paper sought comment on whether the use and definition of peak 
periods measures remains appropriate for quality of service monitoring.   

Brisbane Airport and the AAA have raised concerns regarding the current approach used to 
measure peak period. Both submissions suggested that the airports measure peak hours on a 
rolling hour rather than a clock hour, for example from 05:10 to 06:09 and not from 05:00 to 
06:00.  

Brisbane Airport also raised concerns with the approach the ACCC has used in calculating total 
number of passengers during peak hour. That is, for aspects such as baggage trolleys and 
flight information displays screens, the ACCC has in the past used the total number of 
passengers arriving and departing in their respective peak hours (to calculate the number of 
passengers per baggage trolleys or flight information display screens), even in cases when 
these peak hours do not coincide. Brisbane Airport has noted that this approach would seem to 
be flawed and misleading.    

More generally, however, Brisbane Airport suggested that the practice of reporting on 
passengers during peak periods should be reconsidered as this information is duplicated in the 
passenger surveys. For example, monitoring of peak hours assists the ACCC in determining 
peak hour capacity of key assets, however, Brisbane Airport suggested that information 
regarding the capacity of key assets is also reported through the passenger surveys and hence 
there is a duplication in the current approach.  

The AAA on the other hand noted that airports have a variety of peak hours depending on the 
services and facilities that are in use. For example, fly-in fly-out (FIFO) travel operations are 
likely to peak at different times than typical holiday travel and that these groups will use 
different services in different ways. The AAA therefore considered the current approach in 
measuring peak hour is inappropriate and indicative at best.    

Conversely Perth Airport did not appear to have any objections with the approach used to 
calculate the number of passengers during peak hour. While Qantas, BARA and the DoIT 



27 

 

along with border agencies were all supportive of the current approach used by the ACCC, with 
Qantas noting that understanding peak passenger demand can be useful in understanding 
movements in airport ratings for many aspects.  

6.1.3 ACCC’s proposed approach 

The ACCC does not propose any change to the definition of peak hour. Importantly the ACCC 
notes that the definition in the Airports Regulations does not stipulate a method for airports to 
report peak hours.  

Some airports such as Adelaide Airport report peak hours using a rolling hour while other 
airports use a clock hour. A key objective of monitoring is to gather and report on criteria that 
facilitate assessments of changes in service quality over time at an airport (see section 3.1). 
Therefore, the ACCC considers that in reporting peak hours it is appropriate to be consistent 
with each airport’s operational practices (whether that is reporting on a clock hour or a rolling 
hour) rather than to achieve consistency across airports. Moreover, any change to the definition 
or approach to determining the number of passengers during peak hour at each airport would 
result in a break in the time series of data available to the ACCC, which would complicate 
comparisons over time at an airport.  

As the AAA points out, many airports have a variety of peak hours depending on the services 
and facilities used. The ACCC notes that peak hour reporting is an average and only an 
indication of when the maximum number of arriving and departing passengers are passing 
through the airport.  

In response to concerns raised by Brisbane Airport, that information derived from the number of 
passengers during peak hours is duplicated in the passenger surveys results, it is noted that 
wherever possible the ACCC uses a combination of both objective and subjective measures in 
assessing services and facilities. Objective indicators derived from the number of passengers 
during peak hours are generally easier to verify while subjective measures tend to provide 
information that reflects changes in quality and in users’ expectations. 

In response to Brisbane Airport’s concerns over the use of total number of passengers the 
ACCC intends to request additional information from airports in line with the requirements in the 
Airports Regulations. For example the ACCC will now request airports provide: 

Table 6.1: Example of the information the ACCC prop oses to request from airports 
on peak hours and passengers movements during peak hours 

  Peak hour Number of passengers    
during peak hour 

Arriving  Time of peak hour for arriving 
passenger  

Average number of arriving 
passengers during peak hour in 

the financial year 

Departing  Time of peak hour for departing 
passenger 

Average number of departing 
passengers during peak hour in 

the financial year 

Total  Time of peak hour for the highest 
total number of passenger 
movements(including both 

arriving and departing 
passengers) 

Average number of total 
departing and arriving 

passengers during peak hour in 
the financial year 
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6.2 Baggage trolleys 

6.2.1 Current approach  

The ACCC currently evaluates the ‘baggage trolley’ aspect on the basis of objective criteria on 
the number of passengers per baggage trolley during peak hour, along with subjective 
measures from passenger surveys on the ‘findability’ of baggage trolleys. The use of both 
objective and subjective criteria in relation to this aspect assists the ACCC to interpret the 
monitoring results. In particular, the former quantifies the availability of baggage trolleys, while 
the latter evaluates the extent to which the quantity and location of baggage trolleys at the 
airport is sufficient to meet the reasonable needs of airport users. For example, the number of 
baggage trolleys available might remain the same over time, but the airport operator may 
relocate the baggage trolley collection point to a less convenient location or may not readily 
collect baggage trolleys from car parks to make them available for other users. In this instance, 
the monitoring results might show no change in the number of passengers per baggage trolley 
during peak hour. On the other hand, the passenger surveys would be expected to show a 
decrease in passenger satisfaction with the ‘findability’ of baggage trolleys. 

6.2.2 Stakeholders’ comments  

The discussion paper sought comment on whether the ACCC should continue seeking 
information and reporting on the quality of baggage trolleys; and if there were any new issues 
that the ACCC should be aware of in its evaluation of baggage trolleys for quality of service 
monitoring. 

Most stakeholders providing feedback in relation to this aspect acknowledged that recent 
trends such as increased use of wheeled suitcases, airline charges for checked baggage and 
the relative proportion of FIFO and short-stay leisure passengers have reduced the relevance 
of baggage trolleys in domestic and, to a lesser extent, in international travel.  

Brisbane Airport has raised concerns that the drop in passengers using baggage trolleys has 
resulted in only a few passengers participating in the airport’s passenger surveys for this 
aspect.  Perth Airport has suggested that baggage trolleys continue to be part of passengers’ 
experience for some but not the majority of passengers and that as such the ACCC should 
consider giving this aspect relatively limited weighting, if it continues to be included in the 
monitoring program.  

The AAA has suggested that the challenge for the airports and airlines is to ensure adequate 
trolleys for the few passengers that need them while minimising the congestion caused for all 
passengers by abandoned trolleys. The AAA suggests that the current indicators do not reflect 
the realities of the provision of these services.  

BARA and Qantas have expressed support for the continued monitoring of baggage trolleys. 
BARA suggests that some passengers, particularly international passengers are still heavily 
reliant on these services. BARA goes on to suggest that the wording in the passenger surveys 
for this aspect be changed from ‘findability’ to ‘availability, location and provision’.  

The DoIT and border agencies were also supportive of the continued monitoring of this aspect 
and are of the view that the provision of baggage trolleys remains a relevant service 
contributing to overall passenger amenity. 
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6.2.3 ACCC’s proposed approach 

The ACCC is proposing to continue collecting data and reporting on the baggage trolleys 
aspect as part of the quality of service monitoring program. The ACCC acknowledges that 
baggage trolleys are provided directly to passengers by airport operators and are one of the 
aspects that is prescribed in the Airports Regulations. While the ACCC agrees with the 
monitored airports that recent trends in air travel have reduced the relevance of baggage 
trolleys for the majority of passengers, the airlines and government agencies suggest that this 
service may be important to groups of passengers that do not have alternatives.  

Table 6.2: Sources of information and criteria the ACCC proposes to use in 
evaluating the quality of baggage trolleys 

Matters (reported by the airports) Criteria (used by the ACCC) 

• Number of baggage trolleys on 30 June in the 
financial year 

• Average number of total passengers (whether 
arriving or departing passengers) during peak 
hour in the financial year 

International services: 

(1) Number of passengers per baggage trolley 
during peak hour  

(2) Passenger surveys—average rating of 
findability of baggage trolleys 

Domestic services: 

(3) Number of passengers per baggage trolley 
during peak hour  

(4) Passenger surveys—average rating of 
findability of baggage trolleys  

Airline surveys (conducted by the ACCC) 

Nil  

Passenger surveys (conducted by the airports) 

• Findability of baggage trolleys 

Border agency surveys (conducted by the 
ACCC) 

Nil 

 

6.3 Check-in services and facilities  

6.3.1 Current approach  

The information for the criteria used to evaluate the quality of check-in services and facilities is 
currently drawn from a number of sources—including objective measures, airline surveys and 
passenger surveys. These sources of information are intended to be complementary so as to 
create a broad understanding of the factors influencing the quality of these services. For 
example, a response observed from the passenger surveys may indicate longer waiting times. 
The objective criteria ‘percentage of hours with more than 80 per cent of check-in desks in use’ 
provides an indication of the extent to which check-in desks that are provided by the airport 
operator are being used by the airlines. Therefore, a high level of utilisation might indicate that 
the airport operator is not providing sufficient check-in desks. However, airline survey results 
and commentary could indicate that the airlines are satisfied with the check-in desks provided 
by the airport operator. This in turn would indicate that the actions of the airlines (such as 
staffing), rather than the actions of the airport operator, may be contributing to longer waiting 
times.    
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6.3.2 Stakeholders’ comments  

The ACCC discussion paper sought comment on whether the combination of objective 
measures provided by the airport operators and surveys of airlines about the quality of check-in 
services and facilities is sufficient to evaluate check-in services and facilities. The discussion 
paper also asked if there are any new or alternative forms of measures that the ACCC should 
consider using to evaluate check-in services and facilities provided by airport operators. 

Stakeholders providing feedback in relation to this aspect have acknowledged that recent 
trends, such as the emergence of offsite check-in and the installation of check-in kiosks have 
reduced the reliance on traditional check-in services and facilities provided by the airport 
operator. Stakeholders generally agree that the indicators used to measure this aspect need to 
be updated to reflect these changes. 

Brisbane Airport’s submission suggested that the use of the objective criteria ‘percentage of 
hours with more than 80 per cent of check-in desks in use’, is not appropriate and does not 
necessarily inform an assessment of quality. Likewise Sydney Airport suggested that reporting 
on this objective measure is erroneous as it fails to take into consideration that some airlines 
are requesting the installation of check-in kiosks, rather than the use of traditional check-in 
desks.  

The AAA suggested that no objective measure will be appropriate in measuring this aspect and 
that passenger surveys provide the most meaningful information. The AAA and Brisbane 
Airport both suggested that a more relevant indicator would be to measure passengers wait 
times and perceived congestion. Brisbane Airport also noted that one of the limitations with the 
current approach is that passengers’ perceived wait times are reported on rather than actual 
wait times.  

Perth Airport also supported the continued use of passenger surveys for this aspect noting that 
passengers are able to provide an unbiased view and a check and balance against other 
indicators used in this aspect, such as airline surveys.  

Qantas on the other hand considered that passenger surveys of average ratings of check-in 
times can too easily be affected by airline behaviour and would support the removal of this 
subjective indicator. In relation to the other indicators used in this aspect Qantas noted that the 
majority of airlines currently have automation options available for at least part of the domestic 
check-in process and that these technological changes have diminished the relevance of some 
of these indictors. The submission noted, however, that traditional check-in services and 
facilities provided by the airports in conjunction with airlines still remain a big part of the 
international check-in process and it is an area the ACCC should continue to monitor.   

BARA is generally supportive of the current approach, however, recommended that this could 
be enhanced through the inclusion of provision of common use self-service and bag-drop 
facilities. 

The DoIT and border agencies suggested that recent trends in check-in services and facilities 
mean that measuring the number of check-in desks is less relevant and therefore have 
submitted that passenger survey information should be retained and the criteria regularly 
updated to reflect changes in technologies applied to the check-in process. 

6.3.3 ACCC’s proposed approach 

The ACCC agrees with the view that the ‘percentage of hours with more than 80 per cent of 
check-in desks in use’ no longer provides insight into the extent to which check-in services and 
facilities are being used by the airline as it fails to measure the extent to which airlines rely on 
other check-in services and facilities to process passengers through check-in. Moreover, it is 
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noted that a number of airports currently do not provide data to the ACCC on the ‘percentage of 
hours with more than 80 per cent of check-in desks in use’ for either their international or 
domestic terminals.  

In response to recent trends in check-in services and facilities and concerns raised and 
inconsistency in reporting on the ‘percentage of hours with more than 80 per cent of check-in 
desks in use’, the ACCC proposes that the DoIT consider amending the matters set out in 
Schedule 2 of the Airports Regulations to remove this objective indicator. The ACCC 
recommends that this objective indicator be replaced with objective indicators relating to the 
number of check-in kiosks and baggage drop facilities provided by the airports. The ACCC still 
considers that developing a measurement of the airport operator’s performance in relation to 
this aspect is important, however, acknowledges that recent trends in both on-airport and off-
airport check-in services and facilities have complicated the task of developing such a 
measure. One possible approach the ACCC is considering is to introduce a criteria on ‘the 
number of departing passengers per: check-in desks, bag drop facilities and spaces provided 
for check-in kiosks’. Such a measure would reflect all check-in options available at the airport. 
That said, the ACCC invites stakeholders’ comments on this proposed criteria and invites 
suggestions for alterative criteria for this aspect.  

The ACCC considers that reporting on these indicators along with the number of departing 
passengers per peak hour will enhance broad understanding of the factors influencing the 
quality of check-in services and facilities. Therefore the ACCC proposes to introduce a criteria 
on ‘the number of departing passengers per: check-in desks, bag drop facilities and spaces 
provided for check-in kiosks’ in its evaluation and monitoring of this aspect, however, welcomes 
stakeholders’ comments on this proposal.   

That said, reporting only on the objective indicators relating to the number of check-in facilities 
such as kiosk, desk and bag-drop may fail to adequately capture information regarding the 
availability of check-in services and facilities provided by the airports in respect of this aspect. 
Therefore the ACCC proposes to retain the airline surveys for this aspect as they may provide 
some additional insight into the availability of check-in services and facilities provided by airport 
operators.  

As indicated in the discussion paper, the ACCC was minded to discontinue the use of 
passenger surveys in relation to this aspect as airports do not have direct control of the quality 
of the check-in services and facilities. For example airports supply the desk and queuing space, 
while airlines provide the staff and negotiate with the airport on the number of desks available. 
While the ACCC proposed to discontinue the use of passenger surveys in relation to this 
aspect, the majority of stakeholders supported retention of passenger surveys.  

In response to stakeholders’ suggestion that the ACCC should report on perceived 
crowdedness and actual wait times for check-in facilities, the ACCC notes that airports may 
have limited control over such a measure and therefore does not propose to introduce a new 
indicator on perceived crowdedness or wait times for this aspect.  
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Table 6.3: Sources of information and criteria the ACCC is proposing to use to 
evaluate the quality of check-in services and facil ities 

Matters (reported by the airports) Criteria (used by the ACCC) 

• Number of hours during the financial year 
when more than 80 per cent of check-in 
desks were in use (the ACCC 
recommends the removal of this matter) 

• Total number of hours during the financial 
year when any check-in desk was open 
(the ACCC recommends the removal of 
this matter) 

• Number of check-in desks on 30 June in 
the financial year 

• Number of bag drop facilities on 30 June 
in the financial year (the ACCC 
recommends the addition of this matter) 

• Number of spaces provided for check-in 
kiosks facilities on 30 June in the financial 
year (the ACCC recommends the addition 
of this matter) 

• Average number of departing passengers 
during peak hour in the financial year 

International services: 

(1) The number of departing passengers per: 
check-in desks, bag drop facilities and spaces 
provided for check-in kiosks (the ACCC 
proposes the addition of this criteria)  

(2) Airline surveys—average rating of availability 
of check-in services and facilities 

(3) Airline surveys—average rating of standard of 
check-in services and facilities 

(4) Passenger surveys—average rating of check-
in waiting time 

Domestic services: 

(1) The number of departing passenger per: 
check-in desks, bag drop facilities and spaces 
provided for check-in kiosks (the ACCC 
proposes the addition of this criteria)   

(2) Airline surveys—average rating of availability 
of check-in services and facilities 

(3) Airline surveys—average rating of standard of 
check-in services and facilities 

(4) Passenger surveys—average rating of check-
in waiting time  

 

Airline surveys (conducted by the ACCC) 

• Check-in services and facilities—
availability 

• Check-in services and facilities—standard 

Passenger surveys (conducted by the airports) 

• Check-in waiting time 

Border agency surveys (conducted by the 
ACCC) 

Nil 

 

6.4 Security inspection 

6.4.1 Current approach  

There are currently two measures of quality for security clearance in the ACCC quality of 
service monitoring: a measure of the number of passengers passing through security clearance 
systems in the peak departing hour and a survey of passenger perceptions about the security 
search process.  
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6.4.2 Stakeholders’ comments  

The ACCC discussion paper sought comment on whether there are any new issues that the 
ACCC should be aware of in evaluating security inspection for quality of service monitoring. 

Brisbane Airport and the AAA have noted that the airport operators’ performance in relation to 
this aspect can be influenced by changes to security requirements set by the Government. 
Moreover, Perth Airport has suggested that the ACCC should be mindful that security 
processes require invasive inspections that passengers do not like, and the ACCC should 
consider this in its assessment of passenger ratings for this aspect. Brisbane Airport also 
questioned whether a different indicator should be used for this aspect given the deployment of 
body scanners in the international terminal.  

Qantas and BARA on the other hand have noted that while the Government sets the airport 
security requirements, costs associated with these requirements are passed through to airlines 
regardless of their efficiency. Qantas and BARA suggest that airport operators should report on 
queuing time for passengers passing through security inspection points during the peak 
departing hour. This measure could indicate whether the airport has sufficient security lanes 
available and has appropriate staffing levels to deal with the peak period. 

BARA also made some minor suggestions regarding the wording of the passenger surveys for 
this aspect. BARA suggested that a better approach would be to seek passengers’ views about 
the dignity of the way in which the search was undertaken.   

6.4.3 ACCC proposed approach  

Airport Monitoring Reports have previously noted that the Government sets the security 
requirements at airports and that security charges imposed on airlines are set to recover the 
costs of these activities. As noted in the discussion paper while the security requirements are 
set by the Government the airport operators are responsible for the delivery of these 
requirements.  

The airlines’ suggestion that additional indicators relating to the time taken to pass through 
security inspection points should be added to this aspect are intended to address possible 
under-resourcing of security services by airport operators. The consequences of inadequate 
resourcing in terms of equipment and staffing include slow security screening processes and 
long passenger queues. Ultimately, this could impact airline departures and scheduling.  

The ACCC is mindful that changes in security requirements imposed by the Government may 
at least in the short term, impact on the time taken for passengers to pass through security 
inspection points. That said, airport operators have some incentive to ensure speedy 
passenger processing at security inspection points and avoid significant flow-on effects on 
scheduling for the whole airport, compromising the provision of aeronautical services. 

On balance, the ACCC considers that additional reporting on this aspect is not justified at this 
stage, taking into account the fact that security screening processes are Government 
mandated security services that airport operators apply cost-based charges for security 
services. This suggests that airport operators may not have the same incentive to under-
provide the service. It would however, be useful if airport operators advise the ACCC whether 
any new security requirements came into effect during that reporting period which may affect 
these results.  

In response to BARA’s suggestion regarding asking passengers about the dignity of the 
security clearance process, the ACCC notes that if the manner in which these searches are 
undertaken is important to passengers then it is likely these would be reflected in the 
passenger survey results.  
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Table 6.4: Source of information and criteria propo sed by the ACCC to evaluate the 
quality of security inspection  

Matters (reported by the airports) Criteria (used by the ACCC) 

• Number of security clearance systems, 
including equipment required to process 
passengers and baggage, in use on 30 
June in the financial year 

• Average number of departing passengers 
during peak hour in the financial year 

International services: 

(1) Number of departing passengers per security 
clearance  system during peak hour 

(2) Passenger surveys—average rating of quality 
of security search process 

Domestic services: 

(1) Number of departing passengers per security 
clearance system during peak hour 

(2) Passenger surveys—average rating of quality 
of security search process 

Airline surveys (conducted by the ACCC) 

Nil 

Passenger surveys (conducted by the airports) 

• Quality of security search process 

Border agency surveys (conducted by the 
ACCC) 

Nil 

 

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

6.5.1 Current approach  

The ACCC currently evaluates the baggage make-up and handling facilities with a range of 
objective data provided by the airports and subjective measures gathered through the 
passenger and airline surveys.  

The surveys of passengers and airlines provide two perspectives of the baggage systems. 
Airlines respond to the survey from the airside perspective (for example, the baggage belt 
systems available to transfer luggage from check-in to the aircraft). These services and 
facilities are provided directly by the airport operator to the airlines or their agents. At the same 
time, passengers provide ratings on the available space around baggage reclaim areas in the 
terminals, which airport operators provide directly to passengers.  

6.5.2 Stakeholders’ comments  

The ACCC’s discussion paper sought comments on whether the combination of objective 
measures provided by the airport operators and responses from the surveys of airlines and 
passengers about the quality of baggage services and facilities are sufficient to evaluate quality 
of baggage services and facilities. The discussion paper also queried whether any new or 
alternative forms of measures should be considered.  
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Brisbane Airport and the AAA have suggested that the surveying of passengers perceived 
waiting time in relation to this aspect is insufficient and that the ACCC should report on actual 
waiting time as measured by airport operators. However, Brisbane Airport also suggested that 
no additional indicators should be added to this aspect, while the AAA suggested that 
indicators should be taken scientifically and objectively.   

Perth Airport has noted that passengers wait times for inbound baggage reclaim can be 
influenced by airlines and their ground handling agents and therefore should be removed from 
this aspect. 

In contrast BARA has noted that investment by airport operators in baggage system 
infrastructure can have a material effect on the time taken by ground handlers to load bags 
onto aircraft and to unload and deliver bags to the baggage reclaim area.  

While Qantas generally supported the current approach, it suggested additional measures that 
could be used in the evaluation of this aspect. For example Qantas suggested that average in-
system time and longest in-system time for baggage reclaim could be measured. These 
indicators would measure the time from bag drop to the baggage lateral which in most cases is 
relatively independent of airline customer service practices.  

Qantas, the DoIT and border agencies did not object to the removal of passenger surveys on 
waiting time for inbound baggage reclaim as they can be influenced by airline practices and 
staffing levels and do not always provide an accurate indicator an airport operator’s 
performance. 

6.5.3 ACCC’s proposed approach 

The ACCC will continue to seek objective measures on the outbound baggage systems and 
baggage make-up, handling and reclaiming services and facilities. The ACCC will also continue 
to seek information from the direct users of these services and facilities, such as airlines and 
passengers. That said, the ACCC notes that airport operators are responsible for ensuring the 
availability of baggage reclaim systems and for the maintenance of the facilities. However, the 
airlines or third party ground handling staff are responsible for operating the system and for 
unloading the baggage from the aircraft and putting the baggage onto the reclaim systems. 

The ACCC therefore proposes to discontinue seeking information from ‘passenger surveys—
average rating of the waiting time for inbound baggage reclaim’ on the basis that the airport 
operator do not have sufficient influence over the waiting time. The ACCC notes that this 
approach is supported by the majority of stakeholders providing feedback in relation to this 
aspect.  

The ACCC notes that while it does not currently request information on the total area (in square 
metres) provided by the airport operator for baggage reclaim, this information is a matter that is 
listed in the Schedule 2 of the Airports Regulations. The ACCC is proposing to amend its 
reporting templates and will include this information in future Airport Monitoring Reports. 

In respect to Qantas’ suggestion that the ACCC should collect data and report on the average 
in-system time and longest in-system time for this aspect, as it is in most cases relatively 
independent of airline customer service practise. The ACCC questions whether the airport 
operator has significant control over this measure and it would be an appropriate measure to 
use in an assessment of an airport operator’s conduct. That said, the ACCC invites comments 
from stakeholders in relation to this matter.   
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Table 6.5:  Source of information and criteria the ACCC is proposing to use in 
evaluating the quality of outbound baggage system a nd baggage make-
up, handling and reclaiming services and facilities   

Matters (reported by the airports) Criteria (used by the ACCC) 

• Capacity of outbound baggage handling 
equipment (in bags per hour) on 30 June 
in the financial year 

• Total number of bags handled by 
outbound baggage handling equipment in 
the financial year 

• Total number of hours during the financial 
year for which outbound baggage 
handling equipment was in use 

• Total number of planned interruptions to 
outbound baggage handling system in the 
financial year 

• Total number of hours of planned 
interruptions to outbound baggage 
handling system in the financial year 

• Total number of unplanned interruptions to 
outbound baggage handling system in the 
financial year 

• Total number of hours of unplanned 
interruptions to outbound baggage 
handling system in the financial year 

• Capacity of inbound baggage handling 
equipment (in bags per hour) on 30 June 
in the financial year 

• Total number of bags handled by inbound 
baggage handling equipment in the 
financial year 

• Total number of hours during the financial 
year for which inbound baggage handling 
equipment was in use 

• Total number of planned interruptions to 
inbound baggage system in the financial 
year 

• Total number of hours of planned 
interruptions to inbound baggage system 
in the financial year 

• Total number of unplanned interruptions to 
inbound baggage system in the financial 
year 

• Total number of hours of unplanned 
interruptions to inbound baggage system 
in the financial year 

• Total area (in square metres) provided by 
the airport operator for baggage reclaim 
on 30 June in the financial year 

International services: 

(1) Average throughput of outbound baggage 
system per hour 

(2) Average throughput of inbound baggage 
system during peak hour 

(3) Total area (in square metres) provided by the 
airport operator for baggage reclaim (the 
ACCC proposes the addition of this criteria) 

(4) Total time that the outbound baggage system 
was interrupted 

(5) Total time that the inbound baggage system 
was interrupted 

(6) Airline surveys—average rating of the 
availability of baggage processing facilities 

(7) Airline surveys—average rating of the standard 
of baggage processing facilities 

(8) Passenger surveys—average rating of 
information display for inbound baggage 
reclaim 

(9) Passenger surveys—average rating of 
circulation space for inbound baggage reclaim 

Domestic services: 

(1) Average throughput of outbound baggage 
system per hour 

(2) Average throughput of inbound baggage 
system per hour 

(3) Total area (in square metres) provided by the 
airport operator for baggage reclaim (the 
ACCC proposes the addition of this criteria) 

(4) Total time that the outbound baggage system 
was interrupted 

(5) Total time that the inbound baggage system 
was interrupted 

(6) Airline surveys—average rating of the 
availability of baggage processing facilities 

(7) Airline surveys—average rating of the standard 
of baggage processing facilities 

(8) Passenger surveys—average rating of 
information display for inbound baggage 
reclaim 

(9) Passenger surveys—average rating of 
circulation space for inbound baggage reclaim 



37 

 

Airline surveys (conducted by the ACCC) 

• Baggage processing facilities—availability  

• Baggage processing facilities—standard  

Passenger surveys (conducted by the airports) 

• Waiting time for inbound baggage reclaim 
(the ACCC recommends the removal of 
this indicator) 

• Information display for inbound baggage 
reclaim 

• Circulation space for inbound baggage 
reclaim 

Border agency surveys (conducted by the 
ACCC) 

Nil 

 

6.6 Facilities to enable the processing of passenge rs 
through customs, immigration and quarantine  

6.6.1 Current approach  

The aspect ‘facilities to enable the processing of passengers through customs, immigration and 
quarantine’ was discussed in detail in section 5.3 in the context of the border agency surveys. 
The ACCC currently evaluates this aspect using a combination of objective measures provided 
by the airports and ratings from passenger and border agency surveys. 

6.6.2 Stakeholders’ comments 

The ACCC sought comments on its proposal to discontinue the reporting of this aspect as part 
of the ACCC’s quality of service monitoring program. Additionally, the ACCC sought comment 
on whether an alternative form of monitoring such as ACBPS independent ‘Traveller 
Satisfaction Survey’ would be an appropriate forum to capture information on the passengers’ 
experience.  

The ‘Traveller Satisfaction Survey’ commissioned by ACBPS is intended to gain an overall 
indication of the level of international travellers’ experiences through Australian airports. The 
surveys are conducted on a quarterly basis and include questions about satisfaction with 
service and perceptions of waiting times. The reports are available at 
www.customs.gov.au/site/page5941.asp 

The majority of stakeholders were supportive of the ACCC’s proposal to discontinue the 
collection of information and reporting on this aspect – noting that a number of the criteria used 
in this aspect were strongly influenced by border agencies, and would not be an appropriate 
measure of the airport operators’ performance.  
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Most stakeholders also supported an alternative form of monitoring of the passenger 
experience through customs, immigration and quarantine – commenting that these matters do 
not sit properly in the ACCC’s service quality reporting. Some stakeholders also suggested that 
the ‘Traveller Satisfaction Survey’ should provide information about the passengers’ 
experiences on an airport by airport basis and not in an aggregate format as currently 
presented. 

Qantas also agreed that passengers’ surveys results can be influenced by border agency 
staffing levels and that this was not a fair indicator of the adequacy and standard of facilities 
provided by the airport. Qantas therefore suggested a range of alternative objective indicators 
for this aspect, which include:  

• percentage of hours with more than 80 per cent of desks in use;  

• number of arriving/departing passengers per square metre of queuing area during peak 
hour and  

• the average time taken to pass through the queue.  

Qantas noted that long queues in these processing areas regularly led to delays in both 
international and domestic services and the recent significant increases in passenger 
movement charges for international passengers should be linked to greater accountability for 
the performance of these processing areas.  

BARA on the other hand was the only stakeholder to support the continued monitoring of this 
aspect in its current form. BARA noted that while the passenger surveys undertaken by ACBPS 
provide important information on the overall service provided to passengers, airport operators 
can still influence this outcome through the quality of the facilities provided. As noted in section 
5.3, BARA submitted that rating of below satisfactory from border agencies for this aspect is a 
policy concern.  

6.6.3 ACCC’s proposed approach 

Given support from the majority of stakeholders the ACCC proposes to cease the collection of 
information relating to this aspect and proposes to remove the criteria for this aspect from the 
ACCC’s quality of service monitoring program. As discussed in section 5.3, the ACCC 
recognises that the operation of facilities to enable the processing of passengers through 
customs, immigration and quarantine is not entirely within the control of airport operators and 
measuring the airports performance in relation to this aspect could be misleading.  

Furthermore, due to their statutory rights border agencies are able to exert significant influence 
over the services and facilities provided to them by the airports and it is unlikely that border 
agencies’ lack negotiating power when dealing with airport operators.  

The ACCC therefore considers that border agencies are in a reasonable position to influence 
the level of services and facilities provided by the airports and in turn are able to significantly 
influence the services provided to passengers.  

The ACCC acknowledges concerns raised by Qantas that long queues in the processing of 
passengers through customs, immigration and quarantine can lead to flight delays and that 
there should be greater accountability regarding the performance of these process areas. The 
ACCC notes, however, that while these are important considerations for the movement of 
passengers through the airports these issues are more heavily influenced by border agencies 
conduct and their dealings with airport operators than services provided directly by the airport. 
The ACCC considers that ACBPS is best placed to consider Qantas concerns and that both 
parties should address these issues through the appropriate channels. 
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Additionally the ACCC considers that stakeholders’ suggestions regarding the presentation of 
the ‘Traveller Satisfaction Survey’ by airport are best considered and progressed by ACBPS.  

The ACCC recommends that the DoIT consider removing this aspect from the Airports 
Regulations and the requirements in the Airports Regulations for airports to collect and provide 
data on this aspect to the ACCC.  

6.7 Flight information, general signage and public-
address systems  

6.7.1 Current approach  

The aspect of ‘flight information, general signage and public-address systems’ is currently 
measured in four ways, including two objective measures relating to the number of passengers 
per flight information display screen/information point and two passenger survey responses. 

6.7.2 Stakeholders’ comments  

The ACCC’s discussion paper sought comments on whether the ACCC should continue 
seeking information and reporting on the quality of flight information, general signage and 
public-address systems; and if there were any new issues arising that the ACCC should be 
aware of in evaluating this aspect. 

Stakeholders stated that the ACCC should continue to seek information and report on the 
quality of flight information, general signage and public-address systems. A number of 
stakeholders also provided suggestions on how measurement of the quality of service provided 
by flight information display screens can be improved.  

For example, Perth Airport stated that the current objective measurement of the number of 
flight information display screens is not reflective of service quality. Perth Airport suggested that 
other indicators such as the size and strategic location of the screens can provide a better 
outcome relative to more screens in inappropriate locations. 

The DoIT and border agencies also suggested that additional indicators could be added to 
support this aspect, such as additional measures covering technological changes and the level 
of facilitation offered by airports. For example, the introduction of smart-phone applications by 
airlines for flight information or check-in may require certain infrastructure to be provided by 
airports, which could potentially be measured through airline surveys, passenger surveys or 
both. 

Qantas submitted that while improvements in flight information display screens may 
accompany a decrease in the number of displays, passengers per flight information display 
screen can be a useful indicator in interpreting changes to passengers’ ratings. However, 
Qantas believed that subjective passenger survey measures are more informative than 
objective criteria in understanding how effective these facilities are at an airport. 

The AAA noted that every airport terminal is unique and that standardised surveys on a 
national scale will not capture the specific conditions experienced by each individual traveller. 
The AAA also suggested that the experiences of each individual traveller will also be impacted 
by the airline and particular service level they have purchased from an airline.  

In relation to public-address systems, BARA suggested that public address systems preferably 
should adopt automated voice delivery to ensure consistency and clarity of broadcast. 
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6.7.3 ACCC’s proposed approach  

The ACCC proposes to continue reporting on the existing measures for flight information, 
general signage and public-address systems on the basis that it is an aspect specified in the 
Airports Regulations and the airports have direct influence over the service. Stakeholders have 
expressed support for the ACCC continuing to report on these measures. 

The ACCC acknowledges suggestions of additional objective indicators that may be useful in 
measuring this aspect. The ACCC notes, however, that it would be expected that passenger 
survey results would provide information on whether flight information display screens are 
meeting the reasonable needs of users. For example, if a reduction in the number of screens 
accompanied by an increase in size improves the passenger experience, this should be 
reflected in passenger survey results. The ACCC considers that subjective passenger survey 
measures are more informative than objective criteria in understanding the quality of service 
provided by airports for this aspect. 

The ACCC acknowledges BARA’s suggestion in regards to public-address systems but 
considers that its monitoring role does not extend to prescribing the level of service or the way 
in which these services should be delivered to passengers.  

 

Table 6.7: Sources of information and criteria the ACCC is proposing to use to 
evaluate the quality of flight information, general  signage and public-
address systems 

Matters (reported by the airports) Criteria (used by the ACCC) 

• Number of flight information display screens on 
30 June in the financial year  

• Number of information points on 30 June in the 
financial year 

• Average number of total passengers (whether 
arriving or departing passengers) during peak 
hour in the financial year 

International services: 

(1) Number of passengers per flight information 
display screen during peak hour 

(2) Number of passengers per information point 
during peak hour 

(3) Passenger surveys—average rating of flight 
information display screens 

(4) Passenger surveys—average rating of signage 
and wayfinding 

Domestic services: 

(1) Number of passengers per flight information 
display screen during peak hour 

(2) Number of passengers per information point 
during peak hour 

(3) Passenger surveys—average rating of flight 
information display screens 

(4) Passenger surveys—average rating of signage 
and wayfinding 

Airline surveys (conducted by the ACCC) 

Nil 

Passenger surveys (conducted by the airports) 

• Flight information display screens 

• Signage and wayfinding 

Border agency surveys (conducted by the 
ACCC) 

Nil 
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6.8 Public area in terminals and public amenities 
(washrooms and garbage bins), lifts, escalators 
and moving walkways 

6.8.1 Current approach  

There is currently only one measure related to this aspect—a passenger survey question on 
washroom standard. 

6.8.2 Stakeholders’ comments 

The ACCC’s discussion paper sought comment on whether the ACCC should continue seeking 
information and reporting on the public areas in terminals and public amenities; and if any 
additional or alternative sources of information, could be used in its evaluation of public areas 
in terminals and public amenities for quality of service monitoring.  

Stakeholders have expressed support for the ACCC to continue to seek information and report 
on the public areas in terminals and public amenities. Stakeholders have noted that the 
provision of these services is important to the experience of passengers.  

Qantas suggested that the ACCC should consider collecting information on Wi-Fi internet 
access at airports. Qantas has noted that free Wi-Fi internet access has become more of a 
passenger expectation in recent years. 

The AAA noted that every airport terminal is unique and that standardised surveys on a 
national scale will not capture the specific conditions experienced by each individual traveller. 
The AAA suggested that a distinction should be made between responses collected from 
passengers that were serviced in different terminals as, for example, airlines are responsible 
for the quality of a number of these measures in leased terminals. 

6.8.3 ACCC’s proposed approach  

The ACCC proposes to continue reporting on the existing measures for public areas in 
terminals and public amenities on the basis that it is an aspect specified in the Airports 
Regulations and the airports have direct influence over these services. Stakeholders have 
expressed support for the ACCC continuing to report on these measures. 

The ACCC proposes collecting objective data to complement the subjective passenger survey 
data that is currently collected. The ACCC notes that wherever possible, a combination of both 
objective and subjective measures should be used in assessing services and facilities. The 
ACCC therefore recommends that the DoIT consider amending the Airports Regulations to 
include an objective indicator relation to the number of washrooms, or the number of 
passengers per washroom. 

In response to Qantas’ suggestion of collecting information on Wi-Fi internet access, the ACCC 
notes that the monitored airports currently provide Wi-Fi internet access at a number of 
terminals. The ACCC also notes that Wi-Fi internet access is a service that is not necessary to 
the passenger movement through an airport; as is the case for amenities such as washrooms. 

Table 6.8: Sources of information and criteria the ACCC proposes to use to 
evaluate the quality of public areas in terminals a nd public amenities 
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Matters (reported by the airports) Criteria (used by the ACCC) 

• Number of washrooms on 30 June in the 
financial year (the ACCC recommends the 
addition of this matter) 

International services: 

(1) Number of departing passengers per 
washroom during peak departing hour (the 
ACCC proposes the addition of this criteria) 

(2) Passenger surveys—average rating of 
standard of washrooms  

Domestic services: 

(1) Number of departing passengers per 
washroom during peak departing hour (the 
ACCC proposes the addition of this criteria) 

(2) Passenger surveys—average rating of 
standard of washrooms  

Airline surveys (conducted by the ACCC) 

Nil 

Passenger surveys (conducted by the airports) 

• Standard of washrooms 

Border agency surveys (conducted by the 
ACCC) 

Nil 

 

6.9 Gate lounges and seating other than in gate 
lounges 

6.9.1 Current approach  

The ACCC currently evaluates ‘gate lounges and seating other than in gate lounges’ with 
information provided by the airport operators with objective criteria on the number of 
passengers per seat or per square metre of area during peak hour. These objective measures 
are complemented by subjective measures from passenger surveys on the quality and 
availability of seating as well as the congestion of lounge areas. The use of both objective and 
subjective criteria in relation to this aspect assists the ACCC to interpret the monitoring results. 
In particular, the former quantifies the availability of seating and space, while the latter 
evaluates the extent to which the gate lounges are sufficient to meet the needs of airport users. 
For example, the number of seats in gate lounges might remain the same over time, however, 
the airport operator may have refurbished the gate lounge. In this instance, it would be 
expected that the passenger surveys would show an increase in passenger satisfaction with 
the standard of seating.  

6.9.2 Stakeholders’ comments  

The ACCC’s discussion paper sought comments on whether the existing criteria used by the 
ACCC in relation to gate lounges, as well the matters that provide supporting information, 
appropriately evaluates the aspect and if any additional or alternative sources of information 
could be used. 

Stakeholders expressed support for the ACCC continuing to seek information and reporting on 
gate lounges and other seating. Stakeholders have noted that the provision of these services 
are important and contribute to overall passenger amenity. A number of stakeholders also 
provided suggestions on how measurement of the quality of gate lounges and other seating 
can be improved.  

For example, Perth Airport has stated that the number of seats may not be the most 
appropriate objective measure for the quality of gate lounges. Perth Airport noted that a good 
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level of customer service is more about providing the right amount of seats in the right areas. 
However, Perth Airport acknowledged that this would be difficult to assess and in the end 
concluded that no changes should be made to the objective indicators collected. 

BARA has suggested that in addition to the current indicators collected, the ACCC should also 
collect information from airlines on this aspect as airlines can directly observe seating issues 
through the aircraft boarding process. 

The AAA has noted that in measuring the quality of service of gate lounges, subjective 
passenger measures are more meaningful than objective criteria. 

6.9.3 ACCC’s proposed approach 

The ACCC proposes to continue to use objective measures supplied by airport operators in 
addition to input from passengers on the issue of quality of gate lounges. The ACCC notes that 
airport operators provide gate lounges and seating in gate lounges directly to passengers 
waiting to board aircraft, as well as ‘meeters and greeters’ waiting for passengers to disembark 
aircraft. These facilities are an important part of the services and facilities provided by the 
airport operators and relate directly to the movement of passengers.   

In response to concerns raised by Perth Airport that the ACCC should measure whether there 
is the right amount of seating in the right area, rather than the number of seats, the ACCC 
notes that passenger surveys results for this aspect should reflect the quality of seating which 
would encompass the appropriate location of seatings.  

In response to BARA’s suggestion that airlines should be also be surveyed on this aspect, the 
ACCC notes that while airlines may be able to observe potential seating issues these services 
and facilities are provided directly to passengers.  

Table 6.9: Sources of information and criteria the ACCC proposes to use to 
evaluate the quality of gate lounges and seating ot her than in gate 
lounges 

Matters (reported by the airports) Criteria (used by the ACCC) 

• Number of gate lounges on 30 June in the 
financial year  

• Number of seats in gate lounges on 30 
June in the financial year  

• Total gate lounge area (in square metres) 
on 30 June in the financial year 

• Average number of departing passengers 
during peak hour in the financial year 

International services: 

(1) Number of departing passengers per seat in 
gate lounges during peak hour 

(2) Number of departing passengers per square 
metre of lounge area during peak hour 

(3) Passenger surveys—average rating of quality 
and availability of seating in lounge area 

(4) Passenger surveys—average rating of 
crowding in lounge area 

Domestic services: 

(1) Number of departing passengers per seat in 
gate lounges during peak hour 

(2) Number of departing passengers per square 
metre of lounge area during peak hour 

(3) Passenger surveys—average rating of quality 
and availability of seating in lounge area 

(4) Passenger surveys—average rating of 
crowding in lounge area 

Airline surveys (conducted by the ACCC) 

Nil 

Passenger surveys (conducted by the airports) 

• Quality and availability of seating in 
lounge area 

• Crowding in lounge area 
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Border agency surveys (conducted by the 
ACCC) 

Nil 

 

6.10 Ground handling services and facilities  

6.10.1 Current approach  

Subjective measures from airline surveys are currently the only source of information used by 
the ACCC to assess the quality of ground handling services and facilities. The airline surveys 
ask airlines to rate only those services where they are provided directly by the airport operator. 

 

 

6.10.2 Stakeholders’ comments 

The ACCC’s discussion paper sought comments on whether there are additional sources of 
information, particularly objective measures that the ACCC could use in its evaluation of ground 
handling services and facilities for quality of service monitoring. 

Brisbane Airport and BARA considered that the current approach is appropriate and do not 
believe any new indicators should be added to this aspect.    

Perth Airport and the AAA have noted that these services and facilities are often not reliant on 
the airport operator and suggest that airports should be given opportunity to clarify or respond 
to points raised in airlines’ surveys. 

Qantas on the other hand made a number of suggestions for additional indicators to be added 
to this aspect. Qantas suggested that the views of major ground handling companies (such as 
Toll, Dnata and Menzies)  where they have provided material level of service at one or more of 
the monitored airports during the year should be surveyed and included in the monitoring 
program.  

Qantas, the DoIT and border agencies have suggested that these ground handling companies 
could also provide useful feedback on the baggage systems at the airport. 

Qantas also recommended that the ACCC consider the viability of a new measure relating to 
the provision of ground power and pre-conditioned air from terminals to aircrafts. These 
facilities have the potential to reduce air and noise pollution around airports and save fuel for 
airlines through reducing or removing the need to run the aircraft’s auxiliary power unit while 
the aircraft is at an airport gate. In recent years more airlines have developed procedures to 
take advantage of these facilities when they are available. However, some airports are 
restricted in providing pre-conditioned air if their electrical sub-stations are close to capacity, 
and this could be noted in any report. 
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6.10.3 ACCC’s proposed approach 

The ACCC proposes to continue to survey airlines on those ground handling services provided 
directly by the airport operator. 

As noted in the ACCC’s discussion paper ground handling services and facilities are not always 
provided directly by the airport operators, but can be provided by third party operators. In 
providing ground handling services and facilities, these operators rely on access to the airport 
and have a direct and ongoing commercial relationship with the airport operator. Therefore in 
light of these businesses’ relationship with the airport operators and stakeholders’ suggestions 
regarding this aspect, the ACCC is proposing to undertake consultation with ground handling 
service providers about the standard and availability of services and facilities that the airport 
operator provides. This information will provide context to the monitoring data for this aspect. 
The ACCC notes that the monitored airports will be given the opportunity to provide information 
regarding the services and facilities they provided to ground handling service providers. 
Additionally the airports will also be given an opportunity to clarify or respond to points raised 
by ground handling service providers or airlines when the individual airports chapters are 
circulated to airports prior to finalising of the Airport Monitoring Report.      

In response to Qantas’ suggestion that the ACCC should report on the provision of ground 
power and pre-conditioned air from terminals, the ACCC notes that commentary in relation to 
the provision of these services could be included in the airline surveys responses. Airport 
operators could also provide additional information in relation to these services when the 
individual airport chapters are provided to the airports for comments.  

Table 6.10: Sources of information and criteria the  ACCC is proposing to use to 
evaluate the quality of ground handling services an d facilities 

Matters (reported by the airports) Criteria (used by the ACCC) 

Nil (1) Airline surveys—average rating of the 
availability of ground handling services and 
facilities 

(2) Airline surveys—average rating of the standard 
of ground handling services and facilities 

(3) Ground handling service providers— feedback 
on the standard of ground handling services 
and facilities (the ACCC proposes the addition 
of this criteria) 

Airline surveys (conducted by the ACCC) 

• Ground handling services and facilities – 
availability 

• Ground handling services and facilities – 
standard 

Ground handling service providers engagement 
(conducted by the ACCC) 

• Ground handling services and facilities – 
availability (the ACCC proposes the 
introduction of an additional consultation) 

• Ground handling services and facilities – 
standard (the ACCC proposes the 
introduction of an additional consultation) 

Passenger surveys (conducted by the airports) 

Nil 

Border agency surveys (conducted by the 
ACCC) 
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Nil 

 

6.11 Aerobridge usage 

6.11.1 Current approach  

Aerobridge usage is currently measured with objective criteria on aerobridge utilisation for 
arriving and departing passengers, along with subjective measures from airline surveys on the 
availability and standard of aerobridges. The use of both objective and subjective criteria in 
relation to this aspect assists the ACCC to interpret the monitoring results. In particular, the 
former quantifies the availability of aerobridges, while the latter evaluates the extent to which 
the quantity is sufficient to meet the reasonable expectations of airport users. For example, a 
LCC may wish to minimise its costs by not using aerobridges. In this case, the monitoring 
results might show a fall in the percentage of passengers arriving or departing using 
aerobridges. However, the airline surveys would show that airlines are satisfied with this level 
of aerobridge availability. 

Further, subjective measures from airline surveys are currently the only source of information 
used by the ACCC to assess the standard of aerobridges. That is, the ability of the aerobridges 
to perform their intended function, including their reliability. For example, if the aerobridges do 
not have sufficient air-conditioning or have dirty and torn carpet, then this would be reflected in 
the airlines’ evaluation of standard. 

 

6.11.2 Stakeholders’ comments  

The ACCC’s discussion paper sought comments on whether the existing criteria used by the 
ACCC in relation to aerobridge usage, as well as the matters that provide supporting 
information, appropriately evaluate the aspect, and if alternative or additional sources of 
information could be used. 

A number of stakeholders expressed support that the ACCC continue to seek information and 
report on aerobridge usage. For example, both Brisbane Airport, the DoIT and border agencies 
supported the continued use of the existing subjective and objective information. However, 
many stakeholders suggested that objective measures should either be redefined or 
discontinued. 

The AAA and Brisbane Airport both suggested that the ACCC should redefine its definition of 
aerobridges, so that it also includes fixed links and others. Brisbane Airport also suggested that 
the ACCC should report on the number of passengers using a fixed link. 

Many stakeholders noted that the objective measures for this aspect should be removed as 
they do not provide an accurate depiction of the service level provided to airlines. This is 
because some airlines request the removal of aerobridges, to save time while boarding. Perth 
Airport has noted that this objective measure is particularly problematic for its domestic 
services as many aircraft operating domestic services are incompatible with aerobridges. Perth 
Airport’s submission noted that it plans to open a new domestic terminal with no aerobridges in 
early 2013, which is consistent with the requests of airlines operating from that terminal. Perth 
Airport suggested that when measuring aerobridge usage at its airport, it would be necessary 
to first determine which airlines specifically request aerobridges and for what percentage of 
services, then determine what percentage of availability was provided to airlines when an 
aerobridge was requested. 
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The AAA has suggested that continuing to report and rank based on this aspect can mislead 
particularly to those that are not well informed. The AAA also suggested that the natural 
progression of the service may be hampered with aerobridge services offered merely to provide 
a measurement. The AAA suggested that this could add unnecessary costs to tickets and 
hamper the rollout of new infrastructure that could increase quality of service.  

Qantas noted that airlines are sometimes prepared to accept fewer aerobridge facilities to 
delay having to contribute to the construction of expensive infrastructure. Qantas stated that 
airlines may agree with airports to delay construction of terminals until passenger growth 
means the extra capacity will be more efficiently utilised and the cost per passenger will be 
much lower. 

A number of stakeholders also provided commentary on the additional objective criteria 
proposed by the ACCC. The ACCC suggested including a measure of the ‘percentage of 
aircraft using aerobridges’ and the ‘percentage of aircraft that requested the use of 
aerobridges’. 

The DoIT and border agencies supported the inclusion of these additional objective measures 
as they would provide usage trends and airline industry trends. The DoIT and border agencies 
noted that this percentage should be based only on the number of aircraft capable of utilising 
aerobridge facilities. 

BARA has noted that it is unclear how these additional measures will assist the ACCC’s 
assessment of the quality of aerobridges. BARA stated that changes in the proportion of 
airlines using aerobridges will likely reflect changes in the mix of services offered by airlines 
rather than changes in the quality of aerobridges. BARA also noted that passenger surveys 
should include assessments of aerobridges, as passengers are capable of observing the 
standard of aerobridges. 

6.11.3 ACCC’s proposed approach 

The ACCC will continue to use existing objective measures and input from airlines on the issue 
of aerobridge usage. The ACCC notes that some airlines (particularly LCCs) may choose not to 
use aerobridges, preferring instead to use mobile staircases to board and disembark 
passengers. However, aerobridges remain an important part of the services and facilities 
provided by airport operators and are essential to the movement of passengers. Notably, 
airlines are charged for the use of aerobridges and, therefore, this aspect relates directly to the 
ACCC’s prices monitoring role. 

The ACCC agrees with the DoIT and border agencies suggestions, that a new objective 
measure on the ‘percentage of aircraft that received the use of an aerobridge when requested’ 
be added to this criteria. As such the ACCC recommends that the DoIT amend the Airports 
Regulations to require airports to collect data on the number of aircraft requesting and using 
aerobridges. 

In response to BARA’s suggestion that the ACCC collect passenger survey information on the 
quality of aerobridges, the ACCC agrees that passenger surveys should be conducted for this 
aspect. These services and facilities are provided by the airport operator directly to passengers 
and airlines for embarking and disembarking the aircraft and therefore passenger surveys of 
the quality of these services will act as a complement to the airline surveys.   
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Table 6.11: Sources of information and criteria the  ACCC proposes to use in 
evaluating the quality of aerobridges  

Matters (reported by the airports) Criteria (used by the ACCC) 

• Number of aerobridges on 30 June in the 
financial year 

• Number of passengers who used 
aerobridges for disembarkation (arrival) in 
the financial year 

• Total number of passengers who 
disembarked (arrived) in the financial year 

• Number of passengers who used 
aerobridges for embarkation (departure) in 
the financial year 

• Total number of passengers who 
embarked (departed) in the financial year 

• The number of airlines requesting and 
using aerobridges (the ACCC 
recommends the addition of this matter) 

International services: 

(1) Percentage of international passengers 
arriving using an aerobridge 

(2) Percentage of international passengers 
departing using an aerobridge 

(3) Percentage of aircraft that received the use of 
an aerobridge when requested (the ACCC 
proposes the addition of this criteria) 

(4) Airline surveys—average rating of the 
availability of aerobridges 

(5) Airline surveys—average rating of the standard 
of aerobridges  

(6) Passenger surveys—average rating of 
standard of aerobridges (the ACCC proposes 
the addition of this criteria) 

Domestic services: 

(1) Percentage of domestic passengers arriving 
using an aerobridge 

(2) Percentage of domestic passengers departing 
using an aerobridge 

(3) Percentage of aircraft that received the use of 
an aerobridge when requested (the ACCC 
proposes the addition of this criteria) 

(4) Airline surveys—average rating of the 
availability of aerobridges 

(5) Airline surveys—average rating of the standard 
of aerobridges 

(6) Passenger surveys—average rating of 
standard of aerobridges (the ACCC proposes 
the addition of this criteria) 

Airline surveys (conducted by the ACCC)  

• Aerobridges – availability 

• Aerobridges – standard 

Passenger surveys (conducted by the airports) 

• Standard of aerobridges (the ACCC 
recommends the addition of this survey 
question) 

Border agency surveys (conducted by the 
ACCC) 

Nil 

 

6.12 Runways, taxiways and aprons  

6.12.1 Current approach  

Subjective measures from airline surveys are currently the only source of information used by 
the ACCC to evaluate the quality of ‘runways, taxiways and aprons’. The ACCC notes, 
however, that the airport operators are invited to provide information on any investment it 
undertakes in relation to this aspect that may assist the ACCC in its assessment of the 
monitoring results. 
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6.12.2 Stakeholders’ comments  

The ACCC’s discussion paper sought feedback on whether there would be additional sources 
of information that the ACCC could use in its evaluation of runways, taxiways and aprons for 
quality of service monitoring. 

Brisbane Airport and the AAA question whether airlines are able to provide relevant input about 
the standard of runways, taxiways and aprons. Moreover, the AAA suggests that airports have 
extensive consultation with the airline community to agree the appropriate investments, and 
accordingly both airports and airlines jointly bear responsibility for the infrastructure provided.  

Sydney Airport also raised concerns that airline survey results do not reflect periodic 
improvements in the quality such as enhanced lighting and additional taxiways. As discussed in 
section 5.1, a number of the airports raised concerns that airline surveys are routinely 
unreliable and misleading, as they comprise of very small sample sizes and contain a self-
selection bias.  

Qantas and BARA on the other hand supported the existing indicators for this aspect and noted 
that they are complemented by the Airservices information which is included in the ACCC 
Airport Monitoring Reports. 

The DoIT and border agencies suggested that additional objective measures could be included 
in this aspect such as square metres of aprons available and length and width of runways. 

6.12.3 ACCC’s proposed approach 

The ACCC notes concerns raised over the use of airlines surveys in relation to this aspect. 
Airlines are an important direct customer of these services. Runways, taxiways and aprons are 
essential to the operation of an airline and they relate directly to the movement of passengers 
for which there are no off-airport substitutes. Additionally, airlines are charged for the use of 
these services and facilities and therefore reporting on this aspect relates directly to the 
ACCC’s price monitoring role. As such, runways, taxiways and aprons are an essential aspect 
of services and facilities provided by airport operators and are an important part of the ACCC’s 
quality of service monitoring.   

The ACCC agrees with the DoIT and border agencies suggestion that additional objective 
measures should be added to this aspect. The ACCC recommends that the DoIT considers 
amending the Airports Regulations to require airports collect data on the square metres of 
aprons available and length and width of runways. 
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Table 6.12: Sources of information and criteria the  ACCC is proposing to use in its 
evaluation of the quality of runways, taxiways and aprons 

Matters (reported by the airports) Criteria (used by the ACCC) 

• Square metres of aprons available at 30 
June in the financial year (the ACCC 
recommends the inclusion of this matter) 

• Length and width of runways 30 June in 
the financial year  (the ACCC 
recommends the inclusion of this matter) 

(1) Square metres of aprons available and length 
and width of runways (the ACCC recommends 
the addition of this criteria) 

(2) Airline surveys—average rating of the 
availability of runways 

(3) Airline surveys—average rating of the standard 
of runways 

(4) Airline surveys—average rating of the 
availability of taxiways 

(5) Airline surveys—average rating of the standard 
of taxiways 

(6) Airline surveys—average rating of the 
availability of aprons 

(7) Airline surveys—average rating of the standard 
of aprons 

Airline surveys (conducted by the ACCC) 

• Runways – availability 

• Runways – standard 

• Taxiways – availability 

• Taxiways – standard 

• Aprons – availability 

• Aprons – standard 

Passenger surveys (conducted by the airports) 

Nil 

Border agency surveys (conducted by the 
ACCC) 

Nil 

 

6.13 Aircraft parking facilities and bays 

6.13.1 Current approach  

The ACCC currently evaluates the quality of ‘aircraft parking facilities and bays’ based on 
information obtained through surveys of airlines. The ACCC notes, however, that the airport 
operators provide objective information that complements the surveys and assists the ACCC’s 
analysis and interpretation of the monitoring results. Importantly, these indicators provide 
information about the level of demand relative to capacity, which in turn might indicate, for 
example, the need for additional or new infrastructure.  

6.13.2 Stakeholders’ comments  

The ACCC’s discussion paper sought comments on whether there are additional sources of 
information, particularly objective measures that the ACCC could use in its evaluation of aircraft 
parking facilities and bays for quality of service monitoring. The discussion paper for example 
suggested that the ACCC could include a measure of the ‘number of aircraft movements per 
aircraft parking bay during peak hour’.  
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Perth Airport suggested that the ‘number of aircraft movements per aircraft parking bay during 
peak hour’ proposed by the discussion paper is not a relevant measure as demand for parking 
bays are not necessarily tied to the aircraft movements during peak hours. Qantas also raised 
similar concerns noting that peak demand for aircraft parking facilities does not always coincide 
with the peak hour for passenger departures or arrivals. 

Qantas has submitted that a number of alternative measures be used. For example Qantas 
suggested that the airports report on the number of Code C equivalent parking spaces that are 
available (a Code C parking space can accommodate a 737 or A320 sized aircraft). 
Alternatively, that airports be required to report on the number of parking bays by precinct, 
where there is a significant distance or a runway between areas of aircraft parking. For 
example, Qantas noted that the vacant parking spaces at Perth Airport are not readily usable 
by an aircraft with a peak time departure from one of the domestic terminals. 

Perth Airport also suggested the use of additional objective indicators that could be added to 
this aspect. For example, it may be possible to report on the percentage of time that all 
available aircraft parking bays were in use. Alternatively another indicator of insufficient parking 
facilities and bays could be the extent to which aircrafts need to reposition to and from contact 
bays. 

Brisbane Airport and the AAA both questioned the need to continue reporting on this aspect 
and whether the information requested in relation to this aspect is duplicated in information 
under the aspect for runways, taxiways and aprons.    

The DoIT and border agencies suggested a number of additional objective indicators in relation 
to this aspect, such as the size of the parking bays, aircraft occupancy of parking bays both in 
an average hour and designated peak hour.  

BARA on the other hand was supportive of the current criteria used to assess aircraft parking 
facilities and bays and did not propose any additional indicators. 

6.13.3 ACCC’s proposed approach 

The ACCC will continue to seek input from airlines on the issue of ‘aircraft parking facilities and 
bays’. Aircraft parking facilities and bays are essential to the operation of airlines. As airport 
operators provide these services directly to airlines, they are an important aspect of the 
ACCC’s quality of service monitoring. Information used in the ACCC’s evaluation of this aspect 
can indicate whether there is a need for additional or new infrastructure. 

A number of stakeholders suggested additional objective indicators that could be added to this 
aspect. One of these suggestions was to request airports to report on the size of aircraft bays 
available. The ACCC notes that while it does not currently request this information this is a 
matter that is listed in the Schedule 2 of the Airports Regulations. The ACCC is proposing to 
amend its reporting templates and will include this information in future Airport Monitoring 
Reports.  

In relation to stakeholders’ suggestions that airports should be required to report on the location 
of their aircraft parking bay, the ACCC notes that this information could be captured by airline 
surveys on the availability and standard of this aspect. The ACCC therefore does not consider 
it necessary to add any additional objective indicators to this aspect.    
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Table 6.13: Sources of information and criteria the  ACCC proposes to use to 
evaluate the quality of aircraft parking facilities  and bays 

Matters (reported by the airports) Criteria (used by the ACCC) 

• Number of aircraft parking bays on 30 
June in the financial year 

• Total area (in square metres) of 
designated bay area on 30 June in the 
financial year 

(1) Total area (in square metres) (the ACCC 
proposes this addition of this criteria) 

(2) Airline surveys—average rating of the 
availability of aircraft parking facilities and bays 

(3) Airline surveys—average rating of the standard 
of aircraft parking facilities and bays 

Airline surveys (conducted by the ACCC) 

• Aircraft parking facilities and bays – 
availability 

• Aircraft parking facilities and bays – 
standard 

Passenger surveys (conducted by the airports) 

Nil 

Border agency surveys (conducted by the 
ACCC) 

Nil 

 

6.14 Airside freight handling, storage area and car go 
facilities  

6.14.1 Current approach  

The ACCC currently collects information from airlines about the availability and standard of 
airside freight handling, storage areas and cargo facilities to evaluate the quality of this aspect.   

6.14.2 Stakeholders’ comments  

The ACCC’s discussion paper sought comment on whether there are additional sources of 
information, objective or subjective measures that the ACCC could use in its evaluation of 
airside freight handling, storage areas and cargo facilities for quality of service monitoring. 

The AAA consider that these facilities are predominantly the responsibility of airlines and freight 
handlers, and are generally not owned, managed or operated by the airport. However, all other 
stakeholders were supportive of the current approach and did not consider that any additional 
indicators were required.  
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6.14.3 ACCC’s proposed approach 

The ACCC will continue to survey airlines to evaluate the quality of this aspect and does not 
propose any changes to the current approach. Airside freight handling, storage areas and 
cargo facilities are provided by the airport operators directly to the airlines, which have 
dedicated airfreight carriers for transporting cargo and passenger aircraft that also offer 
airfreight services. These services and facilities are therefore an important component of the 
quality of service that an airport operator provides.  

Table 6.14: Sources of information and criteria the  ACCC is proposing to use in 
evaluating the quality of airside freight handling,  storage areas and cargo 
facilities 

Matters (reported by the airports) Criteria (used by the ACCC) 

Nil (1) Airline surveys—average rating of the 
availability of airside freight handling, storage 
areas and cargo facilities 

(2) Airline surveys—average rating of the standard 
of airside freight handling, storage areas and 
cargo facilities 

Airline surveys (conducted by the ACCC) 

• Airside freight handling, storage areas and 
cargo facilities – availability 

• Airside freight handling, storage areas and 
cargo facilities – standard 

Passenger surveys (conducted by the airports) 

Nil 

Border agency surveys (conducted by the 
ACCC) 

Nil 

 

6.15 Airport management responsiveness 

6.15.1 Current approach  

The criteria used by the ACCC currently include an assessment of the airport operators’ 
approach to addressing airline and border agency concerns. Airport management 
responsiveness is not an aspect that is specified in the Airports Regulations. However, the 
ACCC includes this measure as a tool to gauge the commitment of airport operators to meet 
the reasonable needs of its users and to inform the Government about the airport operators’ 
overall conduct. 

The ACCC uses subjective measures from airline and border agencies in its assessment of the 
airport operators’ management and responsiveness. 
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6.15.2 Stakeholders’ comments  

The discussion paper sought comments on whether there are additional or alternative sources 
of information, objective or subjective measures that the ACCC could use in its evaluation of 
airport management responsiveness. 

The paper also sought comment on whether there is information available about the airports’ 
complaint handling processes and/or the processes for negotiating terms and conditions of 
access to, and investment in, aeronautical infrastructure that the ACCC could use in its 
evaluation of airport management responsiveness.   

Brisbane Airport and the AAA did not believe that the airport’s complaint handling process 
would be an appropriate inclusion for this aspect or that any new indicators should be added.  

Qantas supported the ACCC discussion paper’s proposal to continue seeking input from airport 
users on the issue of airport management responsiveness. Qantas noted that negotiations 
between airlines and airports over new investment are typically held every five years or longer 
and as such information relating to these negotiations would not always be available for 
inclusion in the ACCC’s annual Airport Monitoring Reports.  

Qantas has noted that while the airport’s complaint handing process may be an appropriate 
measure of the airport’s management responsiveness, airlines are not always aware of other 
complaints the airports receive (for example complaints from other airlines or passengers). 
Therefore, Qantas has suggested that the ACCC would need to consider the most appropriate 
way to obtain this information. It has suggested that one way would be to require airports to 
maintain a confidential log of complaints categorised by issues raised and time taken to resolve 
the issue.    

BARA also submitted that monitoring be extended to include the complaint and dispute 
resolution processes contained in the commercial agreements negotiated with airlines and 
other airport users. For example, airlines, border agencies and landside operators could be 
asked to rate the effectiveness of the formal complaint and dispute resolution processes 
relating to both operational issues that may arise at the airport and any commercial issues with 
the airport operator.  

Andrew’s Airport Parking, a landside operator providing off airport car parking services at 
Brisbane and Melbourne airports, also raised concerns that some airports have insufficient 
consultation processes in place for landside operators.   

The DoIT and border agencies agreed with the discussion paper that surveys of government 
border agencies concerning this aspect should be discontinued and would support 
incorporating questions in the airline surveys about the airports’ complaints handling process 
as it has the potential to enhance the transparency of this aspect of airport operations.  

Perth Airport on the other hand raised concerns over the relevance of ‘management 
responsiveness’ in the Airport Monitoring Reports. The airport suggested that reporting on this 
should be discontinued. The airport noted that responsiveness goes both ways and that airline 
participation in airport forums designed to engage with users and address complaints is usually 
poor.  

In response to the ACCC discussion paper suggestion of including information on the airport’s 
complaint handing process, Perth Airport noted that while it is possible to provide this 
information, it suggests that it would be extremely difficult to use. Complaints range from 
complex matters requiring material capital expenditure with long lead times through to relatively 
minor issues that can be quickly resolved. Likewise the airport did not support the inclusion in 
the ACCC’s Airport Monitoring Reports of information relating to commercial negotiations. 
Noting that the completion of commercial negotiations require effective participation by both 
parties and that airlines can significantly influence the timeliness of negotiations.    
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6.15.3 ACCC’s proposed approach  

While Perth Airport raised concerns regarding the appropriateness of this measure, the majority 
of stakeholders did not consider that the current approach needed to be changed. The ACCC 
therefore proposes to continue seeking input from airlines on the issue of airport management 
responsiveness. The continued collection of this information is consistent with the objectives of 
price and quality of service monitoring. It is also consistent with the aeronautical pricing 
principles4: 

• prices (including service level specifications and any associated terms and conditions of 
access to aeronautical services) should: 

• be established through commercial negotiations undertaken in good faith, with open 
and transparent information exchange between the airports and their customers and 
utilising processes for resolving disputes in a commercial manner (for example, 
independent commercial mediation/binding arbitration); and 

• reflect a reasonable sharing of risks and returns, as agreed between airports and their 
customers (including risks and returns relating to changes in passenger traffic or 
productivity improvements resulting in over or under recovery of agreed allowable 
aeronautical revenue); 

• service-level outcomes for aeronautical services provided by the airport operators should 
be consistent with users’ reasonable expectations.  

In response to concerns and issues expressed over the inclusion of complaint handling 
procedures the ACCC does not consider it would be practical to include any additional 
measures in this aspect.     

In response to BARA’s suggestion that airlines (along with other users) should rate the 
effectiveness of the formal complaint and dispute resolution processes for both operational 
issues that may arise at the airport and any commercial issues with the airport operator, the 
ACCC questions how much more effective these additional survey questions would be in 
addition to those already undertaken in relation to this aspect.  

The ACCC acknowledges the difficulties and complexities relating to inclusion of any 
information regarding commercial negotiations and as such notes the limited net benefits to be 
gained from an expansion of monitoring in this area. The ACCC does not propose that any 
additional measures be added to this aspect at this stage.    

In light of discussion in section 5.1, and comments made by the DoIT and border agencies the 
ACCC is proposing to cease conducting surveys of government border agencies. The ACCC, 
however, is proposing to consult with landside operators and ground handling service providers 
in relation to this aspect. These businesses have a direct and ongoing commercial relationship 
with the airports and would be well placed to provide insights into the airport operator’s 
conduct. In regards to landside operators, the ACCC notes that this information would 
complement the Government’s response to recommendation 11.1 of the PC 2011 inquiry 
report, in which it agreed in-principle with the reporting on landside transport access charges 
and associated revenues.  

                                                      
4 The aeronautical pricing principles set out the Government’s expectations on the pricing behaviour that should apply 
to the provision of aeronautical services by major airports. Although the principles provide broad guidance on 
appropriate outcomes they have not been enacted in legislation. The aeronautical pricing principles were revised in the 
Government’s response to the PC 2006, Review of price regulations of airport services and can be found at 
http://ministers.treasury.gov.au/DisplayDocs.aspx?doc=pressreleases/2007/032.htm&pageID=003&min=phc&Year=&D
ocType=0       
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Table 6.15: Sources of information and criteria the  ACCC is proposing to use to 
evaluate airport management responsiveness 

Matters (reported by the airports) Criteria (used by the ACCC) 

Nil (1) Airline surveys—average rating of overall 
responsiveness or approach to addressing 
quality of service problems or concerns 

(2) Landside operators —feedback on the overall 
responsiveness or approach to addressing 
quality of service problems or concerns (the 
ACCC proposes the addition of this criteria) 

(3) Ground handling service providers   —
feedback on the overall responsiveness or 
approach to addressing quality of service 
problems or concerns (the ACCC proposes the 
addition of this criteria) 

Airline surveys (conducted by the ACCC) 

• Overall responsiveness or approach to 
addressing quality of service problems or 
concerns—availability 

• Overall responsiveness or approach to 
addressing quality of service problems or 
concerns—standard 

Passenger surveys (conducted by the airports) 

Nil 

Landside operators engagement (conducted by 
the ACCC) 

• Overall responsiveness or approach to 
addressing problems or concerns—
availability (the ACCC proposes the 
introduction of an additional consultation) 

• Overall responsiveness or approach to 
addressing problems or concerns—
standard (the ACCC proposes the 
introduction of an additional consultation) 

Ground handling service providers engagement 
(conducted by the ACCC) 

 

• Overall responsiveness or approach to 
addressing problems or concerns—
availability (the ACCC proposes the 
introduction of an additional consultation) 

• Overall responsiveness or approach to 
addressing problems or concerns—
standard (the ACCC proposes the 
introduction of an additional consultation) 

 

Border agency surveys (conducted by the 
ACCC) 

 

• Overall responsiveness or approach to 
addressing quality of service problems or 
concerns—adequacy (the ACCC 
proposes to cease conducting these 
surveys) 

•  Overall responsiveness or approach to 
addressing quality of service problems or 
concerns—standard (the ACCC proposes 
to cease conducting these surveys) 
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6.16 Airport access facilities (taxi facilities, ke rbside 
space for pick-up and drop-off)  

6.16.1 Current approach  

In its quality of service monitoring, the ACCC currently uses subjective measures from 
passenger surveys to evaluate airport landside access facilities. The ACCC does not currently 
receive any objective information from the airports in relation to this aspect.  

6.16.2 Stakeholders’ comments  

The ACCC’s discussion paper sought comments whether there are additional or alternative 
sources of information, objective or subjective measures that the ACCC could use in its 
evaluation of airport landside access facilities. For example additional objective measures 
about airports’ current arrangements could include the availability of space or distance from 
terminals of areas set aside for the provision of landside services. Additional subjective 
measures could include information from taxi operators about the quality of airport access 
facilities. 

The discussion paper also sought comments about whether there is information available 
regarding the airports’ complaint handling processes and/or the processes for negotiating terms 
and conditions of access to landside infrastructure that could assist the ACCC in its evaluation 
of airport access facilities.  

The AAA, Perth and Brisbane airports stated they did not consider any additional measures 
should be added to this aspect. 

BARA, Qantas and Andrew’s Airport Parking recommended that the ACCC develop a more 
comprehensive set of indicators related to airport landside access. Other stakeholders 
suggested that as a complement to passengers surveys the ACCC could seek information 
from:  

• taxi operators – covering the adequacy and quality of taxi waiting areas and the 
efficiency by which taxis can pick up and drop off passengers at the airport, and  

• offsite parking providers – covering the adequacy and ability of the providers to pick up 
and drop off passengers at the airport.  

The DoIT and border agencies also supported the inclusion of additional measures to increase 
the transparency of processes for negotiating terms and conditions of access to, and 
investment in, landside infrastructure for ground transport operators. However, the submission 
stopped short of making any explicit suggestion about how this could be achieved.  

Additionally while the DoIT and border agencies supported the continued use of passengers 
surveys in relation to this aspect, they note that airports are not entirely in control over 
passengers’ waiting time for taxies.  

Qantas on the other hand suggested that airport operators are able to significantly influence the 
accessibility of taxi services. The submission noted that taxi services are critical for business 
and leisure travellers, particularly if public transport options are limited or parking costs at the 
airport are prohibitive. 

Qantas also noted that airports are often required to provide dedicated and expensive parking 
and road infrastructure for taxies and other landside operators. The submission suggested that 
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the ACCC should consider additional indicators that would cover these services. In particular, 
information on whether delays associated with wait times for taxis are a result of problems with 
airport infrastructure or a lack of available taxis. 

Some additional issues regarding road access and signage at airports were also raised by 
Qantas. The submission noted that clear, user friendly signage is a critical aspect to traffic flow 
and can have a significant impact on the time it may take to navigate to and from airport 
terminals or car parks.  

6.16.3 ACCC’s proposed approach 

Airport users require access to the airport land and terminals. Airport users can access airports 
by, for example, private vehicles, taxis, hire cars, buses, rental vehicles and  bicycles. Further, 
users accessing the airport in private vehicles may be dropped off or picked up, or they may 
park on a short-term or long-term basis. Airport operators control access to a key input for the 
supply for these travel options—airport land—which is a bottleneck facility.  

Given that landside access is critical for alternative travel options that compete directly with the 
airport operators’ on-airport car parking services, the ACCC also reports on airport access as it 
is complementary to the ACCC formal price monitoring role for car parking services. Moreover 
the provision of these services relates directly to the movement of passengers and is an 
essential aspect of the ACCC monitoring function.  

The ACCC therefore will continue to seek input from airport users on the issue of airport access 
and facilities. Given the issues raised by stakeholders regarding landside operators’ access to 
airports and the facilities they are provided, the ACCC proposes to engage with landside 
operators in relation to this aspect. The ACCC proposes to seek their views on the availability 
and standard of airport access facilities, which would provide context to the monitoring data. 
The ACCC notes that the monitored airports will be given the opportunity to provide information 
regarding the services and facilities they provided to landside operators. Additionally the 
airports will also be given an opportunity to clarify or respond to points raised by landside 
operators when the individual airports chapters are circulated to airports prior to finalising the 
Airport Monitoring Report.      

As a complement to additional passenger survey questions the ACCC recommends that the 
DoIT consider amending the Airports Regulations to include an additional objective indicator. 
The ACCC recommends that airports be required to collect data on the capacity of services 
and facilities provided to landside operators, such as the square metres or length of the taxi 
facilities or the designated pick up and drop off spaces used by off-airport operators.     

In response to issues raised by the DoIT and border agencies that airports are not entirely in 
control of passengers’ wait time for taxies, the ACCC proposes that additional passenger 
survey questions regarding the public pick-up and drop-off facilities be added to this criteria. 
The ACCC notes that airport operators provide free public pick-up and drop-off facilities directly 
to passengers and that the inclusion of passengers survey questions on these services may 
more accurately reflect the airport operators’ performance in relation to this aspect.  

As a complement to the additional passenger surveys question on public pick-up and drop-off 
facilities the ACCC recommends that the DoIT consider amending the Airports Regulations to 
include an additional objective indicator. The ACCC recommends that airports report on the 
capacity and availability of public pick-up and drop-off facilities, the maximum number of cars 
that can pass through these facilities at any one time or the length of the kerb in metres.  

In response to issues raised by Qantas regarding road access and signage at the airport, the 
ACCC acknowledges that the provision of these services is important in the efficient movement 
of passengers through the airport. However, the ACCC agrees with Qantas that it would be 
difficult to accurately measure these services and as such the ACCC does not propose any 
additional indicators be added to this aspect.  
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Table 6.16: Sources of information and criteria the  ACCC is proposing to use to 
evaluate the quality of airport access facilities 

Matters (reported by the airports) Criteria (used by the ACCC) 

• Capacity and availability of public pick-up 
and drop-off facilities on 30 June in the 
financial year (the ACCC recommends the 
addition of this matter) 

• Capacity of taxi services and facilities on 
30 June in the financial year (the ACCC 
recommends the addition of this matter) 

• Capacity of landside operators services 
and facilities on 30 June in the financial 
year (the ACCC recommends the addition 
of this matter) 

International services: 

(1) Capacity and availability of public pick-up and 
drop-off facilities (the ACCC proposes the 
addition of this criteria) 

(2) Capacity of taxi services and facilities (the 
ACCC proposes the addition of this criteria) 

(3) Capacity of landside services and facilities 
provided to operators of alternatives to on-
airport car parking (the ACCC proposes the 
addition of this criteria) 

(4) Landside operators —feedback on  the 
availability of airport access services and 
facilities (the ACCC proposes the addition of 
this criteria) 

(5) Landside operators —feedback on the 
standard of airport access services and 
facilities (the ACCC proposes the addition of 
this criteria) 

(6) Passenger surveys—average rating of 
congestion at kerbside taxi pick-up and drop-
off 

(7) Passenger surveys—average rating of facilities 
for kerbside taxi pick-up and drop-off 

(8) Passenger surveys—average rating of 
congestion at public pick-up and drop-off (the 
ACCC proposes the addition of this criteria) 

(9) Passenger surveys—average rating of facilities 
for public pick-up and drop-off (the ACCC 
proposes the addition of this criteria) 

Domestic services: 

(1) Capacity and availability of public pick-up and 
drop-off facilities (the ACCC proposes the 
addition of this criteria) 

(2) Capacity of taxi services and facilities (the 
ACCC proposes the addition of this criteria) 

(3) Capacity of landside services and facilities 
provided to operators of alternatives to on-
airport car parking (the ACCC proposes the 
addition of this criteria) 

(4) Landside operators —feedback on the 
availability of airport access services and 
facilities (the ACCC proposes the addition of 
this criteria) 

(5) Landside operators —feedback on the 
standard of airport access services and 
facilities (the ACCC proposes the addition of 
this criteria) 

(6) Passenger surveys—average rating of 
congestion at kerbside taxi pick-up and drop-
off 

Airline surveys (conducted by the ACCC) 

Nil 

Landside operators engagement (conducted by 
the ACCC) 

• Airport access services and facilities – 
availability (the ACCC proposes the 
introduction of an additional consultation) 

• Airport access services and facilities – 
standard (the ACCC proposes the 
introduction of an additional consultation) 

Passenger surveys (conducted by the airports) 

• Congestion at kerbside taxi pick-up and 
drop-off 

• Facilities for kerbside taxi pick-up and 
drop-off 

• Standard of facilities for taxis 

• Waiting time for taxis (the ACCC proposes 
the removal of this survey question) 

• Congestion at kerbside for public pick-up 
and drop-off (the ACCC proposes the 
introduction of this survey question) 

• Facilities for kerbside for public pick-up 
and drop-off (the ACCC proposes the 
introduction of this survey question) 

Border agency surveys (conducted by the 
ACCC) 

Nil 
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(7) Passenger surveys—average rating of facilities 
for kerbside taxi pick-up and drop-off 

(8) Passenger surveys—average rating of 
congestion at free public pick-up and drop-off 
(the ACCC proposes the addition of this 
criteria) 

(9) Passenger surveys—average rating of facilities 
for free public pick-up and drop-off (the ACCC 
proposes the addition of this criteria) 

 

6.17 Car parking services facilities 

6.17.1 Current approach  

The ACCC currently evaluates car parking services and facilities provided by the airport 
operators with both objective and subjective criteria. The objective criteria is based on the total 
number of car parks as a ratio of average daily throughput for short-term and long-term car 
parking. The subjective criteria from passenger surveys measure the time taken to enter the 
car park and the availability and standard of car parking spaces. The use of both objective and 
subjective criteria in relation to this aspect assists the ACCC to interpret the availability and 
capacity of car parking services. 

6.17.2 Stakeholders’ comments  

The ACCC’s discussion paper sought comment on whether there are additional or alternative 
sources of information, objective or subjective measures that the ACCC could use in its 
evaluation of airport car parking services. 

Brisbane Airport and the AAA have submitted that they do not consider that any additional 
indicators should be added to this aspect.  

Perth Airport also agreed that the current indicators are sufficient. According to Perth Airport, 
there are difficulties in providing information on the number of staff bays and throughput as 
there are some staff bays that are combined with public bays and throughput is not currently 
captured or reported on.  Perth Airport did however make a number of suggestions to improve 
of the current indicators which include:  

• requesting passengers to provide information on the time taken to complete the parking 
payment process, and  

• requesting that airport operators provide data on the number of parking bays and daily 
throughput for free/low cost waiting/pick up areas.   

Qantas and BARA both expressed support for the existing indicators related to parking at 
airports but suggested that an additional measure relating to staff car parking be added to this 
aspect. Qantas suggested that the ACCC should monitor the provision of staff car parking in 
terms of availability, cost, proximity to terminals and quality of facilities. 

The DoIT and border agencies supported the continued use of existing objective criteria and 
passenger surveys in the ACCC’s monitoring.   
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6.17.3 ACCC’s proposed approach 

The ACCC will continue to seek input from airport users on airport car parking services on the 
basis that it directly relates to the ACCC’s prices monitoring role in relation to airport car 
parking.  

The ACCC notes some airlines’ suggestions that additional objective criteria be used in respect 
of staff car parking. The ACCC considers that the current approach to the monitoring of staff 
car parking is adequate. The ACCC currently requests, among other things, that airports supply 
information on the number of staff parking spaces as of 30 June. The provision of airport 
facilities and services to airline staff is an element of the relationship between airport operators 
and airlines. Pricing and costs of these services is not part of the quality of service monitoring 
but is reported on in the ACCC’s pricing monitoring function.  

In relation to Perth Airport’s suggestion about measuring the time taken to complete the 
payment process for car parking services, the ACCC notes that while this may be important 
from an operation perspective the ACCC considers that passengers’ perspectives on the time 
taken to enter and exit the car parking (which would include the payment process) would 
possibly be more relevant to a consideration of the broader passenger experience. 
Furthermore, the ACCC notes that it may not be possible to include a survey question that 
covers entering and exiting a car park.     

The ACCC agrees with Perth Airport’s suggestion that additional objective indicators relating to 
the provision of free or low cost waiting or pick up areas should be included in the monitoring 
program. See section 6.16 for a discussion of issues relating to public kerb-side pick-up and 
drop-off.   

Table 6.17: Sources of information and criteria the  ACCC is proposing to use to 
evaluate the quality of car parking service facilit ies 

Matters (reported by the airports) Criteria (used by the ACCC) 

• Number of car parking spaces available to 
the public in the vicinity of the airport 
(including disabled parking) on 30 June in 
the financial year 

• Number of car parking spaces available 
for staff of airport clients on 30 June in the 
financial year 

• Number of days the car park was open 
during the financial year 

• Number of vehicles that used the car park 
in the financial year 

International services: 

(1) Average daily throughput of short-term car 
park 

(2) Average daily throughput of long-term car park  

(3) Number of car parking spaces available for 
staff of airport clients (the ACCC proposes the 
addition of this criteria) 

(4) Passenger surveys—average rating of airport 
car parking availability 

(5) Passenger surveys—average rating of airport 
car parking standard 

(6) Passenger surveys—average rating of time 
taken to enter airport car park 

Domestic services: 

(1) Average daily throughput of short-term car 
park 

(2) Average daily throughput of long-term car park  

(3) Number of car parking spaces available for 
staff of airport clients (the ACCC proposes the 

Airline surveys (conducted by the ACCC) 

Nil 

Passenger surveys (conducted by the airports) 

• Availability of car parking facilities 

• Standard of car parking facilities 
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• Time taken to enter car park addition of this criteria) 

(4) Passenger surveys—average rating of airport 
car parking availability 

(5) Passenger surveys—average rating of airport 
car parking standard 

(6) Passenger surveys—average rating of time 
taken to enter airport car park 

Border agency surveys (conducted by the 
ACCC) 

Nil 

 

6.18 Airservices Australia data  

6.18.1 Current approach  

Airservices Australia (Airservices) has previously provided on a voluntary basis data to the 
ACCC to indicate the adequacy of airport runways to handle airline traffic. Airservices has 
recorded a number of measures regarding peak hour arrival performance on a monthly basis at 
Brisbane, Melbourne, Perth and Sydney airports. The measures related to the busiest morning 
peak hour at each of the airports, generally 7.30 am to 8.30 am, averaged across all days in 
the month or year specified. Additionally the airline surveys provide information on users’ 
perceptions of runway, taxiway and apron availability and standard. 

As noted in the discussion paper Airservices’ measures have been devised as a guide to its 
own performance in handling air traffic, but they also give some indication of airport constraints 
and therefore the adequacy of runway infrastructure or management. For example, if demand 
was consistently close to operationally agreed capacity for the peak hour, it would suggest that 
there may be little spare capacity for increased traffic at that time. However, the full extent of 
capacity constraints cannot be seen from this data alone because the agreed arrival rate may 
have already been limited in the knowledge of a constraint such as restricted airport 
infrastructure. Potential demand in excess of capacity, which might, for example, indicate the 
need for new infrastructure, may therefore not be observed in this data. The current monitoring 
program addresses this by drawing on responses from the airline surveys regarding whether 
the expectations of users (that is, the airlines) are being met. As noted above, the airline survey 
provides information on perceptions of runway, taxiway and apron availability and standard. 

Airservices have advised the ACCC that as of April 2012, they no longer collect the data 
previously supplied to the ACCC. The ACCC is currently considering whether an alternative 
measure is appropriate. 

6.18.2 Stakeholders’ comments   

The ACCC’s discussion paper sought comment on whether the ACCC should continue to 
collect and report on the data provided by Airservices for the purposes of quality of service 
monitoring.  

The AAA and Brisbane Airport submitted that they do not consider that the ACCC should 
continue collecting and reporting on Airservices Australia data. The AAA noted that the industry 
is unsure as to the precise nature of the data provided by Airservices.  

Qantas, BARA and the DoIT including border agencies expressed support for the continued 
collection and reporting of Airservices Australia data, noting that the data provides an un-
biased and impartial view as to the capacity and efficiency of Australia’s airports and forms a 
check and balance against comments provided by airlines. 
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6.18.3 ACCC’s proposed approach  

Information previously sourced from Airservices does not directly relate solely to services and 
facilities provided by the airport operator as other factors such as weather conditions and airline 
scheduling are also likely to impact on this data.  

Given the concerns raised by some stakeholders about the usefulness of the data provided by 
Airservices and the fact that Airservices have advised they are no longer able to provide data 
on peak hour runway performance, the ACCC proposes to discontinue publication of this 
measure in its current format.     

Information from responses from the airline surveys on perceptions of runway, taxiway and 
apron availability and standard regarding is considered adequate for this aspect. 
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7 Other issues  

The discussion paper also sought comments on the methodology and use of the overall quality 
of service rating and ranking (section 7.1) and the timing of airports reporting requirements 
(section 7.2).  

7.1 Overall quality of service rating and ranking  

7.1.1 Current approach  

The ACCC currently aggregates the quality of service results to derive an overall view of the 
quality of service provided by the airport operators. The airports are then ranked relative to 
each other based on these overall ratings. The overall airport ratings are calculated by taking 
the average rating for each category of criteria (i.e. airline surveys, passenger surveys and 
objective measures) and weighting the results according to the number of criteria available in 
each category.  

To facilitate this calculation, the ACCC converts the objective criteria into the 1 to 5 rating scale 
also used for the subjective criteria. This is achieved by taking the average of the results 
obtained across the monitored airports for each of the objective criteria and constructing 
quartiles in order to rate performance of each objective criteria. A simple example of the 
calculation for overall ratings, using outbound baggage system and baggage make-up, 
handling and reclaiming services and facilities, is presented in table 7.1. Importantly the ACCC 
does not make its own judgement about the relative importance of the individual criteria or the 
sources of information for the criteria (i.e. airline surveys, passenger surveys and objective 
measures). 

This overall ratings and rankings, along with the price monitoring indicators, provide the ACCC 
with a means to communicate some general observations about the airports’ performance. 
Importantly, however, while the overall ratings and rankings are presented in the ACCC Airport 
Monitoring Reports, they are not heavily relied upon in the ACCC’s analysis or assessment of 
the airport operators’ conduct and performance.  

Table 7.1: Example of calculation of overall quality of service rating using outbound 
baggage system and baggage make-up, handling and re claiming services 
and facilities 

Criteria Rating 

International services  

1. Airline surveys—average rating of the availability of baggage processing facilities  3.4 

2. Airline surveys—average rating of the availability of baggage processing facilities 3.4 

4. Passenger surveys—average rating of information display for inbound baggage reclaim 4.2 

5. Passenger surveys—average rating of circulation space for inbound baggage reclaim 3.8 

6. Average throughput of outbound baggage system during peak hour 3.0 
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7. Average throughout of inbound baggage system during peak hour 3.0 

Domestic services 

8. Airline surveys—average rating of the availability of baggage processing facilities  3.8 

9. Airline surveys—average rating of the availability of baggage processing facilities 3.8 

11. Passenger surveys—average rating of information display for inbound baggage reclaim 3.8 

12. Passenger surveys—average rating of circulation space for inbound baggage reclaim 4.2 

13. Average throughput of outbound baggage system during peak hour 4.0 

14. Average throughout of inbound baggage system during peak hour 4.0 

Average airline surveys rating (4 criteria in total) 3.6 

Average passenger surveys rating (4 criteria in total) 4.0 

Average objective measures rating (4 criteria in total) 3.5 

Overall average of ratings = (4/12 * 3.6) + (4/12 *  4.0) + (4/12 * 3.5) 3.70 

Overall weighted average of ratings = (4/12 * 3.6) + (4/12 * 4.0) + (4/12 * 3.5) 3.70 

 

7.1.2 Stakeholders’ comments  

The discussion paper sought comments on the approaches to calculating and reporting on 
overall ratings and rankings in the Airport Monitoring Reports and potential alternative methods 
that would facilitate the reporting of quality of service monitoring reports. 

The majority of monitored airports, the AAA and the DoIT including border agencies were not in 
support of the ACCC’s current approach to calculating and reporting on overall ratings and 
rankings in the Airport Monitoring Reports. For example, Perth Airport submitted that the ACCC 
discontinue these calculations and reporting practices which encourage the reader to assume 
the principal purpose of the Airport Monitoring Reports is to rank or compare airports. Perth 
Airport questioned the usefulness of these calculation and rankings, given the ACCC does not 
use this information in its analysis and appears to support the conclusions made in the 2011 
PC inquiry report that trends over time at a given airport are more significant than comparison 
across airports. 

Perth Airport also noted that accurate benchmarking of airports’ performance is extremely 
complex and does not lend itself to an annual reporting process. While Adelaide Airport 
suggested that comparisons are difficult to make and would potentially be misleading due to 
differences in each airport’s customer profile.    

Conversely BARA supported the current approach and while it acknowledged that an 
alternative form of aggregation could be applied, it did not consider any change would be 
warranted. Qantas on the other hand supported the calculation of overall ratings within each of 
the category groupings but did not support calculation of an overall rating for each airport, as 
this has the potential to distract from the findings of the survey in particular areas. 

The DoIT and border agencies suggested that overall data may be better represented in 
column graphs for individual airports trended over time so as not to emphasise the cross-airport 
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comparison.  A graphical representation of this type may also give a better illustration of 
individual airports’ movements in quality of service ratings over time. 

7.1.3 ACCC’s proposed approach  

The ACCC understands stakeholders concerns about how monitoring information is reported 
and is mindful of these concerns when drafting the Airport Monitoring Reports. Transparency is 
an important element of the airport monitoring regime and to this end the ACCC seeks to 
communicate the report’s findings to a wide audience. An overall rating provides a means of 
indicating whether, on average, quality has changed and is satisfactory. 
 
As noted in section 3, the ACCC focuses its analysis on trends over time for those services and 
facilities that the airport operators have significant control over and which complement the 
ACCC’s price monitoring function. Additionally it should be noted that in respect to proposed 
consultation with landsides operators and ground handling services providers (discussed in 
sections 5.4, 6.10, 6.15 and 6.16), the ACCC does not intent to include information gathered 
from its consultation with these businesses in its overall rating and ranking of the airports’ 
services and facilities.  

The ACCC notes that changes proposed to the quality of service monitoring program outlined 
in this paper will affect comparisons of overall results over time.  

7.2 Reporting requirements by airports 

7.2.1 Current approach  

As discussed in section 2.1, the Airports Regulations require the monitored airports to keep a 
record of the matters which are listed in Schedule 2 of the regulations. The majority of the 
matters relate to the number or size of services and facilities provided by the airport operator as 
at 30 June in the period.  

The Airports Regulations also require that the quality of service monitoring information is 
verified by statutory declaration. In accordance with regulation 8.03, the airports are currently 
required to provide their quality of service information to the ACCC within one month after the 
end of the financial year. However, the ACCC notes that the airport operators are required to 
submit their prices monitoring and financial reporting no later than 90 days after the end of the 
financial year.  

7.2.2 Stakeholders’ comments  

The ACCC’s discussion paper sought stakeholders comment on the ACCC’s approach to 
accepting the quality of service monitoring information from airport operators. 

Perth Airport, the DoIT and border agencies were the only stakeholders to provide substantive 
comments in relation to this issue. Perth Airport noted that it has previously been able to 
comply with the reporting timeframe but noted that this is a tight deadline. The airport suggests 
that a reporting deadline of 90 days, consistent with the price monitoring report would be 
preferred. The DoIT noted that it is willing to consider regulatory changes on this issue if 
recommended. 
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7.2.3 ACCC’s proposed approach  

The ACCC appreciates that the process for collating the quality of service monitoring 
information and having it approved by the board of directors has raised timing issues for some 
airports. For example, in some instances, airport operators have requested an extension of 
time to provide their quality of service monitoring information to the ACCC due to the availability 
of directors or timing of board meetings to have the information approved for submission. 
Where an airport operator has provided a reasonable explanation for a delay, it has been the 
ACCC’s practice to accept the information after the due date.  

In light of these issues the ACCC recommends that the DoIT amend the Airports Regulations to 
bring the reporting deadline for quality of service monitoring in line with the price monitoring 
reporting requirements that is 90 days after the end of the financial year.  

 


