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22 December 2022 
 
 
 
Mr Gennady Kleiner  
Director 
Airports & Ports, Infrastructure Division 
ACCC Via email: airportsandports@accc.gov.au 
 
Dear Mr Kleiner, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the second round consultation paper containing draft 
recommendations on updating airport quality of service monitoring indicators.  
 
Sydney Airport supports the implementation of the Productivity Commission's (PC) Recommendation 9.5 in-
principle, but not in the current form as proposed by the ACCC. 
 
As the consultation paper notes, the Government has asked the ACCC to review indicators with a view to 
updating them to ensure they more closely reflect the expectations of airport users with a greater focus on 
outcomes. This followed a recommendation made by the PC in its 2019 report on its inquiry into the economic 
regulation of airports (2019 Report), which the Government supported. Sydney Airport believes the ACCC's 
proposed updates to the quality of service monitoring regime fail to achieve these aims and ignore the basis 
upon which the PC made Recommendation 9.5. 
 
The proposed regime by the ACCC adds in excess of 80 new metrics, which airports would be required to 
report against. Most of these metrics are input driven, which do not provide any useful insight on actual realised 
outcomes. e.g. the number of bathrooms as opposed to the area of bathrooms in square metres or quality of 
those facilities. Consistent with the current regime, this will simply lead to more arbitrary analysis that fails to 
account for real world quality of service outcomes for airport users. The proposed changes would also still fail 
to recognise the multi-stakeholder nature of airports. 
 
As the PC noted in its 2019 Report: 
 

Quality of service monitoring should be updated to emphasise indicators that reflect outcomes valued by 
airlines and passengers, drawing on the indicators that airports and airlines currently use in service level 
agreements… (and that using KPIs in service level agreements) could be a relatively cost-effective 
approach to improving the monitoring of service quality. 1 

 
Sydney Airport is supportive of aligning the quality of service monitoring regime to the KPI framework contained 
in service level agreements with airlines, as recommended by the PC and believes this is the only practical 
way forward. Given the metrics contained within the KPI framework have been negotiated between airports 
and airlines, they closely reflect what matters to airport users and form the basis for investment and other 
decisions. 
 
Airports use the KPIs in the air service agreements to measure our performance against the agreements, so 
they necessarily focus on outcomes, with a direct linkage to investment in service and facilities against the 
corresponding charges paid. As the PC noted, this would be a cost-effective approach to improving the service 
quality monitoring regime,2 and Sydney Airport considers it to be the best and most proportionate way to 
monitor airports' behaviour. 

 
1 PC, Economic Regulation of Airports, Productivity Commission Inquiry Report, 21 June 2019, p291. 
2 Ibid, p313. 
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This is particularly true in circumstances where the PC has consistently found over multiple inquires that the 
current light handed monitoring regime (alongside the countervailing market power of airlines) has been 
effective in deterring airports from misusing market power. Indeed, the PC found in 2019 that airports have not 
exercised their market power in their negotiations or conduct.3 This approach also makes sense given the 
industry is still recovering from the devastating effects of COVID-19, which decimated airports and airlines 
alike. 
 
Crucially, the proposed additions to the regime require significant additional work from operational teams who 
are already over capacity given the tight labour market and the operational difficulties being faced in recovery. 
Adding further burden to these teams at this time would be misguided and place considerable additional 
constraints on core teams that are responsible for the ongoing real-time operation of the airport. 
 
I acknowledge the ACCC has indicated it will remit its final advice to the Department of Infrastructure on 
updating the quality of service monitoring regime "as soon as practical." The proposed changes would be quite 
significant in terms of resourcing and cost, and issues remain with the scoping of some of the proposed 
changes as set out in the examples below. Given this, I would encourage the ACCC to carefully consider the 
current drafting of the proposed regulations and to undertake targeted consultation sessions given the breadth 
of the proposed changes. More broadly, a full Regulatory Impact Statement process should be undertaken for 
Recommendation 9.5 to properly measure the costs incurred against the benefits the ACCC is claiming would 
result. 
 
In the meantime, if you require any further information regarding this submission, please contact Sydney 
Airport's Head of Public Affairs  
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Geoff Culbert 
Chief Executive Officer 
  

 
3 Ibid, p28. 
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Appendix A: Response to consultation paper   
• Are the proposed aspects and matters fit-for-purpose and reflect outcomes expected by airport 

users? 
 

• What is the relative importance of what is proposed? 
 

• Is there a better way to formulate any proposed aspects/matters? Are critical elements missing?  
 
Proposed aspects and matters are not fit-for-purpose and not sufficiently focused on outcomes 
 
Sydney Airport notes that the Government requested the ACCC to consult on the implementation of 
Recommendation 9.5 to update quality of service monitoring to better reflect the expectations of passengers, 
airlines and other users and to have a greater focus on outcomes.  
 
As outlined in the consultation paper, the ACCC's conceptualisation of outcomes focusing on capacity, 
operability/reliability, and performance are worthwhile aims for the quality of service monitoring regime. Noting 
this, the proposed aspects and matters set out in the consultation paper fail to achieve the aim of a focus on 
outcomes. Rather than moving to a system of rigorous measurement of actual outcomes, the ACCC has largely 
proposed implementing a complex, extended list of new, largely input driven metrics, which will not aid in 
effectively gauging actual outcomes reflecting the operational reality of airports. On that basis, what the ACCC 
has proposed is not fit-for-purpose. It is also not reflective of outcomes expected by airport users or consistent 
with the PC's statements relevant to Recommendation 9.5 referenced in this letter.  
 
For example, in our first submission to the ACCC dated 2 August 2022, Sydney Airport noted the current 
framework only captures the number of immigration desks by raw number only and does not account for any 
investment in technological advancement. The change proposed by the ACCC would instead seek to capture: 
 
• the number of desks intended for hosting staff (realigned); 

 
• the number of self-service desks (realigned); and 

 
• total area dedicated towards border control activities alongside the average number of passengers being 

processed in order to calculate a ratio of how much space is being provided to border agencies against 
passenger growth as a capacity measurement  

 
While Sydney Airport appreciates that the ACCC is trying to move towards a greater focus on outcomes-based 
metrics, Sydney Airport considers that this is just another arbitrary measurement of inputs. A simple calculation 
of peak hour pax/border agency floor space does not adequately capture corresponding investment in 
technological advancement by border agencies, their resourcing levels or processes and procedures. These 
are the elements which largely dictate processing times in that sphere and are outside the direct control of 
Sydney Airport. It also fails to reflect the fact that the floor space border agencies occupy is the result of 
negotiations between parties. This again highlights the inadequacy of input driven measures and the multi-
stakeholder nature of airports, which the quality of service monitoring regime does not adequately capture 
presently or under the proposed changes. 
 
Sydney Airport notes that the ACCC also proposes to collect average queue times for security and immigration 
across domestic and international in peak and off-peak hours, which can be a useful metric. Sydney Airport is 
prepared to provide this information as captured by the key performance indicators under the framework 
agreed to in service level agreements with airlines.    
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Utilising existing frameworks focused on outcomes while moderating compliance costs  
 
As previously indicated, Sydney Airport submits that the ACCC should align the quality of service regime with 
key performance indicators (KPIs) contained within service level agreements negotiated between airports and 
airlines. This strikes the most appropriate balance between collecting pertinent information to measure overall 
quality of service regarding what airport users value most, while increasing the focus of the regime on 
outcomes rather than inputs, and moderating compliance costs.  
 
As the PC noted in its final report in commentary relevant to Recommendation 9.5:  

 
Among other improvements, quality of service monitoring should be updated to emphasise indicators 
that reflect outcomes that are valued by airport users (airlines and passengers), drawing on the 
indicators that airports and airlines use in service level agreements.4  

 
The PC further noted that:  

 
Quality of service monitoring should be updated to emphasise indicators that reflect outcomes valued 
by airlines and passengers, drawing on the indicators that airports and airlines currently use in service 
level agreements… (and that using KPIs in service level agreements) could be a relatively cost-effective 
approach to improving the monitoring of service quality.5 

 
Sydney Airport has attached the KPIs captured under the service level agreements at Appendix B and 
compared it to the current quality of service regime and the ACCC's proposed amendments to the regime. The 
KPI framework is a reasonably expansive list focused on outcomes aligned to capacity, operability/reliability, 
and performance that the ACCC through its consultation paper has identified as key focal points in assessing 
quality of service for airport users. The KPI framework represents the negotiated framework agreed between 
two sophisticated negotiating parties, being Sydney Airport and airlines, by which service quality is measured. 
Sydney Airport notes that the KPI framework now applies across all international airlines with ASAs and is 
intended to develop further over the life of the current agreements. A similar KPI framework can also be 
reasonably expected to apply to domestic airlines as new agreements are negotiated (which is occurring at 
present).  
 
Given airports and airlines both have a clear incentive in achieving outcomes valued by passengers - coupled 
with the fact that airlines negotiate and agree to these KPIs - Sydney Airport considers that this framework 
satisfies the aims of Recommendation 9.5 in aligning the quality of service monitoring to what matters to airport 
users while having a greater focus on outcomes. Critically, it is consistent with the PC's commentary 
surrounding Recommendation 9.5 reference above.  
 
The KPI framework is contained within aeronautical agreements, which means the KPI framework directly links 
to capital investment and charges being incurred by airlines, which is another benefit of this approach 
compared to the current or proposed approaches. This is critical, because there is an inherent tension between 
investment, quality of services and facilities, and the willingness of airlines to pay for this. Moving to an 
approach where this is already factored in through the KPI framework as agreed between airports and airlines 
is a sensible approach. 
 
Further, given these KPIs are already captured and reported on, it would also moderate compliance costs 
linked to quality of service monitoring (as noted by the PC), which is crucial given the industry is still recovering 
from the effects of COVID. Given the PC has consistently found over multiple inquiries airports have not 
exercised market power, this would be the most proportionate path forward.   

 
4 Ibid, p149. 
5 Ibid. p313.  
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Sydney Airport notes that the KPI framework agreed by airports and airlines in future aeronautical agreements 
may continue to expand. In order to capture this, it would be beneficial for the regulations to be drafted in a 
way that captures any additional KPIs measured in the future. This will ensure the regulatory outcome being 
sought by the ACCC always remains contemporary in linking to outcomes expected by airport users and having 
a continual focus on this. While this may lead to some short-term inconsistency on metrics each airport is 
reporting against, as aeronautical agreements are finalised at different points, it is reasonable to expect that 
overtime these would align given it is largely the same airlines negotiating with each airport and there would 
be a general expectation the same critical matters to airport users would be measured.  
 
Further, Sydney Airport is currently in the process of negotiating the next tranche of aeronautical agreements 
with airlines. As such, Recommendation 9.5 should only be implemented once those negotiations are 
complete. This would ensure the most contemporary set of KPIs, valued and negotiated by airport users, are 
being used to measure quality of service. 
 
• Is the proposed list of aspects and matters incomplete or excessive? 

 
• What is the extent of the burden the proposed aspects and matters are likely to impose on 

monitored airports? 
 
Proposed aspects and matters are excessive, arbitrary, and burdensome  
 
The proposed list of aspects and matters is excessive. The ACCC's proposed updated regulations for the 
quality of service monitoring regime includes in excess of 80 new metrics to report against, including 5 entirely 
new categories. In addition, a significant number of amendments and additions are proposed for the existing 
16 categories airports report against.   
 
As noted above, the existing and newly proposed metrics are largely input based and not focused on outcomes. 
Where they are focused on outcomes (which is arguable), they are burdensome and, in some cases, 
problematic. This submission identifies three examples that illustrate the problematic nature of the ACCC's 
proposed list of aspects and matters. However, we note that there are countless other examples that are also 
problematic and burdensome. Sydney Airport's views are not limited to the three examples below.   
 
Example one: Infrastructure availability 
 
The ACCC is proposing airports report the total number of incidences, further broken down into domestic and 
international flights, where an aerobridge, stand, stair, passenger bussing, or aircraft parking bay (noting this 
is reported as a whole and not broken down) is not made available in increments of more than 15 minutes, 30 
minutes, and 60 minutes after an airline requests it. Apart from the fact that the ACCC could only be collecting 
this data on the premise that airports are not incentivised to service or turnaround planes quickly (which is 
demonstrably untrue given this is directly tied to revenue and operational efficiency), these metrics are 
problematic from an operational perspective.  
 
Firstly, measuring this on the basis of an airline requesting a particular infrastructure service is fundamentally 
flawed. Operational and resource planning can only reasonably occur on the basis of the forward schedule 
provided by airlines to airports. For instance, an airline that was one hour behind schedule, due to crewing or 
engineering issues, may not request certain infrastructure services until required, but this may be an hour later 
than scheduled. In this scenario, the resource planning that has occurred will have assumed the particular 
flight was going to leave per the schedule and thus will conflict with the resource planning for the scheduled 
flights an hour later. This may lead to some delays in getting the requested infrastructure given the clash with 
other scheduled services. A delay in these circumstances cannot be reasonably inferred to be the responsibility 
of the airport. Similar problems occur where airlines are ahead of schedule. 
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Secondly, given the challenges above, this would be incredibly difficult and costly to accurately capture in 
whichever fashion it was measured. Even if it was changed to capture instances where the relevant 
infrastructure was not available more than 15, 30, and 60 minutes after the scheduled time, this would not 
adequately capture the scenario mentioned above. This again highlights the inadequacy of arbitrary metrics 
being used to determine airport performance when the multi-stakeholder nature of airports is firmly at play. 
Further, as proposed above, the KPI framework under the service level agreements already reports on arrival 
and departure peak and off-peak performance, and length of delay. This would provide information relevant to 
what the ACCC is broadly seeking in a way that has a focus on measuring outcomes, is recognised as industry 
standard, and is aligned with the PC's commentary surrounding Recommendation 9.5 in being cost effective 
for compliance purposes. 
 
Example two: Foreign Object Debris (FOD) incidents 
 
The ACCC is also proposing to collect further metrics including measuring the total number of instances, and 
then, separately, the total number of hours, of outages for lifts; common user check in facilities; flight 
information display screens; power supply to terminal; ground power supply to airlines on bays; passenger 
security clearance systems; and foreign object debris incidences for runway and taxiway availability (including 
number of flights the FOD incident delayed more than 15 minutes and those that were cancelled as a result).  
 
To highlight another example, the FOD metric above is particularly problematic as an airline may cancel a 
flight during a FOD incident while the runway is temporarily unavailable, but it may be entirely unrelated to the 
FOD incident itself. To be accurately reported, every incidence of a cancelled flight during this very specific 
circumstance would require verification with the airline. This would be extremely resource intensive, costly, 
and take staff resourcing away from focusing on actual operations given it would not be possible to verify in 
most cases after the day it has occurred. It again also reinforces the arbitrary nature of these measurements 
given the multi-stakeholder involvement in this process alone. Consistent with example one, on-time 
performance metrics, which are often recognised as industry standard, represent a much better measurement 
in this instance.  
 
Example three: Flight information display screens   
 
As referenced above in example two, the consultation paper sets out that the ACCC is intending to collect the 
total number of outages and the total hours of those outages for flight information display screens (FIDs).  
 
Based on the wording contained within the consultation paper, it seems the ACCC is referring to tracking the 
operability of all individual FIDs in the terminals. For context, Sydney Airport has over 1400 individual FIDs 
across the three terminals. Any number of issues could mean that they are unavailable at any specific point in 
time, including:  
 
• core service unavailability;  

 
• technical issues with an individual screen; and  

 
• staff or passenger error which renders the screen unusable (e.g. accidentally cracking a screen).  
 
Sydney Airport does not currently track all 1400 screens individually as that would be resource intensive and 
costly. To track at the individual screen level would be incredibly onerous and would require a specific system 
build to be able to effectively track and report on this metric alone. Sydney Airport estimates the annual cost 
of this (including third party monitoring) would be ~$1m for FIDs alone. The same challenge described here 
arises across other metrics the ACCC is intending to collect similar information on, such as common user 
check-in facilities.  
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These examples highlight that the ACCC should be careful in how the proposed regulations are drafted prior 
to being recommended for implementation. Sydney Airport considers that it may require some focused 
workshops with airports to ensure the drafting does not have unintended consequences and the proposed 
changes do not impose an unwarranted and disproportionate burden on airports. For instance, a reasonable 
compromise position may be reporting on outages on the core underlying system (as opposed to individual 
screen), which Sydney Airport does collect data on with respect to mission critical systems.   
 
Unreasonable burden through increased compliance  
 
While the examples above do not cover off on the full exhaustive list of proposed metrics the ACCC intends to 
collect going forward, they are illustrative of the complexity and cost that will result under the ACCC's proposed 
quality of service regime.  
 
Compliance with the quality of service monitoring regime as proposed would be costly, require extra staff, 
resource intensive, and in some cases require system changes and potentially service contract changes. This 
would be needed to ensure disparate data are collected, stored, and appear in a format that could be used for 
consistent reporting purposes.  
 
Further, consultation on these proposed changes is occurring at the same time as consultation on 
implementation of the PC's Recommendation 9.4. Sydney Airport considers that the staging of any future 
implementation arrangements must be separated given the likely significant costs and resources involved. 
This is particularly critical as the industry seeks to recover at a time that they are still focused on recovering 
from the detrimental effects of COVID-19.  
 
As set out above, Sydney Airport submits that the much simpler, cost-effective solution, is to align quality of 
service monitoring with the KPI framework contained within service level agreements negotiated between 
airports and airlines. This aligns cleanly with the principal aims identified to ensure quality of service indicators 
closely reflect the expectations of airport users, has a greater focus on outcomes, is consistent with the PC's 
commentary surrounding Recommendation 9.5, and is proportionate. 
 
If the ACCC intends on proceeding with Recommendation 9.5 as proposed (or on a largely similar basis), it is 
critical Government engage an independent third party to undertake a full and robust Regulatory Impact 
Statement to properly weigh the significant increased costs and against the claimed benefits of the ACCC to 
determine the proportionality of the changes. 
  






