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AVIATION RESCUE AND FIREFIGHTING SERVICES 

Options for Charging 
 
 

 
GENERAL 
Regional Express agrees with the concerns raised by the ACCC that the current pricing 
structure does not relate to the impact smaller operators have on the costs associated with 
the provision of Aviation Rescue and Fire Fighting (ARFF) services.  

We also agree that such a disproportionate pricing structure has a negative impact on 
smaller user groups, including regional airline operators. 

It has long been our contention that it is inappropriate for operators of small aircraft to pay 
for the ARFF services mandated for the operators of large aircraft. Rex flights operate to 
rural areas from several major capital city airports and incur ARFF fees based on category 
8 or 9 services for around 26,500 flights p.a.  

The aircraft operated by Rex all fall into the 5.7 to 15.1 ton MTOW category and therefore  
generate no regulatory requirement for ARFF. As such it is an unfair cost burden for the 
Company to be paying ARFF charges based on category 8 or 9 services. This inequity will 
be further increased with the introduction of the Airbus A380 and associated category 10 
services into some of Rex’s hub ports. 

 

 
Location Specific Price   
The obvious problem with this methodology is the marked inbalance in charges between 
the busier airports and those with lesser movements. Under the proposed new charges, 
this puts an extremely high cost impost onto operators at airports such as Yulara and 
Maroochydore. There is no way that charges of up to $30 per tonne should be a 
compulsory levy on aircraft that do not even require an ARFF service. Whilst operators of 
large aircraft that generate the ARFF requirement may be able to absorb such costs, it 
would clearly have a very negative impact on small local operators, as highlighted by the 
ACCC. Rex is not in favour of retaining this system. 
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Location Specific, Incremental Cost, Aircraft Category Charge  
Based on price per Tonne: 

If location specific pricing is to be retained in any form, then Regional Express argues that 
the ARFF category must be taken into account as well as MTOW. In this context Rex would 
support this model as being more equitable for smaller operators at the major airports but 
acknowledges that costs would still be high at less busy airports. For example, a Brazilia 
landing at Yulara would be charged around $340 per landing and such cost impacts may well 
have a negative effect.   

 

Based on price per landing: 

Any system based on a per landing cost, irrespective of consideration of ARFF category, 
puts smaller operators at severe risk. For Rex this would mean charges of almost triple those 
proposed under the current location specific pricing regime. The costs at the smaller ARFF 
airports for regional airlines would render some routes unviable.  

Rex strongly opposes any model based on a price per landing. 

 

 
 
Location specific for ports with > 6 million passenger movements 
Based on price per Tonne: 

This removes some of the heavy costs associated with operations into the less busy airports, 
but still retains some of the price inequities associated with location based pricing. For 
operators at Adelaide and Perth there are significant price increases over the existing price 
regime. Compared to proposed charges under the current system, Rex would be subject to a 
price increase of 24% for its operations at Adelaide, some $73,000 p.a. As these airports are 
the home for many small operators and some sizeable regional airlines, the industry impact 
would be significant. As such, Rex is not in favour of this model. 

 

Based on price per landing: 

As mentioned above, any option that includes a price per landing is not practical. Under this 
proposal, Rex would incur charges of some $4.6m per year, an 820% increase on charges 
that would be levied under the current system. This is clearly not workable. 

Rex strongly opposes any model based on a price per landing. 
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Base level service charge plus incremental category cost charge 
Based on price per Tonne: 

This proposal would seem to be fair in that it shares costs between all airports but still makes 
allowances for differences in ARFF category and MTOW. Rex contends that any adopted 
proposal must allow for differential pricing between categories as well as MTOW. Rex would 
support this model. 

 

Based on price per landing: 

This is also unworkable. The cost to Rex would be around $3.7m p.a. On the assumption 
that other small operators would be similarly affected, such a proposal would impose 
crippling cost increases on that part of the industry least able to afford it. 

Rex strongly opposes any model based on a price per landing. 

 
 
SUMMARY 
Regional Express is not in favour of location based pricing under any system that does not 
include some form of subsidy or price exemption for GA or regional RPT aircraft. It is noted 
from the report that the location based pricing that is standard practice in other countries 
included some form of subsidy, particularly for smaller regional airports. This would need to 
be considered if location based pricing is to be retained in Australia. Rex contends that funds 
for this could be made available from the Commonwealth Government fuel levy on aviation 
fuel. 

Rex also submits that a higher charging threshold than the previous 2.5 tonnes should be 
introduced and is in favour of retaining the current threshold of 5.7 tonnes or higher. Costs 
below the threshold could be set at zero or a nominal fee charged as suggested in the report. 

Rex strongly disagrees with the concept of directly negotiated contracts with airports. It is 
noted that the ACCC may have no regulatory oversight for charges passed on by the 
airports. This is of great concern in that it would allow airports owned by private corporations 
to maximise revenue without due regard for price impact. 

Rex is also not in favour of direct contracts with the airlines. It may allow larger operators to 
use their market presence to gain significant price advantages over smaller operators for the 
provision of the same service.  
Rex supports a MTOW based system supplemented with category based charges as being 
the most fair and equitable as reflected in the Base level service charge plus incremental 
category cost charge model. 

 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
Jim Davis 
Executive Director Operations 


