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Broader land transport access and integration issues
Do not delete this return as it gives space between the box and what precedes it.
	Key points 

	· The roads to and around major city airports are often congested during peak times, with both airport and non‑airport related traffic. This is, in part, a result of insufficient investment in land transport infrastructure. 
· Without remedial action, the projected increases in passenger numbers at major capital city airports (combined with increases in the general population) will exacerbate this congestion. 

· The situation, particularly in Sydney, is compounded by a number of conflicting incentives that encourage airport users to drive rather than use rail or bus. 
· Historically, planning on airports and surrounding land has not been well coordinated and integrated. However, recent legislative changes aim to better align airport planning with state, territory and local government planning, with particular attention given to improving transport access to and around airports. 
· If these mechanisms are successfully implemented, they should go some way to reducing the planning and transport coordination problems.

· The primary responsibility for providing and funding ground transport infrastructure rests with state and territory governments. However, the Australian Government also plays a role in funding nationally significant road infrastructure. 

· The Australian, state and territory governments have made recent commitments to fund projects that have or will improve road access to some airports.
· Airport operators are responsible for funding terminal access roads and facilities in landside areas. In some cases, it may be appropriate for airports to make contributions to infrastructure outside airport boundaries. 

· The current practice of case-by-case negotiation by airports for infrastructure contributions outside airport boundaries appears to be working reasonably well. 
· The recent regulatory changes should also provide sufficient safeguards to ensure airports adequately account for land transport arrangements, and provide financial contributions for infrastructure, where necessary.

	

	


While the focus of this inquiry is on the economic regulation of airport services, the Terms of Reference also direct the Commission to examine the provision and quality of land transport facilities that provide access to major airports. The Commission is to assess the adequacy of these transport linkages, the mechanisms for planning and operating transport facilities, and services that provide such linkages. 

Chapter 3 outlined the institutional arrangements governing such facilities and services. Governments have a major role in planning and, in some instances, provide transport infrastructure and services that link an airport with its surrounding population. At the same time, some of the services and infrastructure are owned or operated by private interests, albeit typically under agreements or conditions specified by the relevant level of government. Thus, for example, in both Sydney and Brisbane, private companies operate the passenger rail service, and/or key aspects of the road network, that connect the airport with the city and broader catchment. Whatever the status of the providing entity, the efficacy of this infrastructure clearly affects the attractiveness and commercial viability of airports for airport users. Equally, developments on airports that draw in people or freight will increase demands for connecting infrastructure and services, with ramifications for those responsible for planning and providing infrastructure, as well as for those that use it. 

Against this background, the question for the Commission is how well the present system ‘works’ and, if found inadequate, whether and how it might be improved. 
12.1
The state of play ‘on the ground’
Designing and delivering an efficient and coordinated land transport system in a large and dynamic city is a challenging task. It is thus to be expected that land transport access links to airports within most major cities will exhibit at least some deficiencies. In theory, problems could arise in a number of ways, including:
· traffic congestion due to the late or inadequate provision of arterial roads in the vicinity of airports or to airport precincts, relative to demand, or the underpricing of some roads
· insufficient mass transit services to airports, due to, for example, anti‑competitive restrictions on rival services in government contracts (such as those contained in contracts with Airport Link (Sydney) and Airtrain (Brisbane)) and the underutilisation of some mass transit services due to overpricing 
· restrictive licensing arrangements for taxis and other private transport providers, which, along with insufficient mass transit services, can influence some airport users to take private vehicles for their full journeys
· on-airport developments can also add to congestion on connecting transport links, particularly if there has not been adequate planning for the increase in people or freight. 
While such problems arise in different cities at different times and to different degrees, participants in this study highlighted land transport access to Sydney as the most problematic at present.
Land access to Sydney airport: a case study

Sydney airport is Australia’s largest airport, servicing 35 million passengers in 2010‑11 and acting as a major freight hub. Just eight kilometres from the CBD, the airport is situated next to Port Botany and is surrounded by industrial and residential areas. A number of major arterial roads converge on and encircle the airport. It is also linked to the Sydney urban train network (chapter 2). 

Clogged arteries
The roads to and around Sydney airport are often heavily congested, with both airport and non-airport related traffic. For instance, as the Australian Mayoral Aviation Council noted:

… the eastern approach road system which is the major access route from the southern and eastern suburbs and the Sydney CBD to the domestic terminals, suffers major delays in peak periods with travellers and commuters competing with air freight and expanding sea port container traffic. (sub. 5, p. 6) 

There is often also congestion on the M5 arterial from western Sydney, which feeds both the airport and the port as well as being a major corridor for commuters heading to the city. Sydney Airport noted:

… [it] shares the use of the surrounding land transport infrastructure and services with Port Botany (which is located approximately 5 km to the east of Sydney Airport) and commuters including many travelling past the airport’s boundary to the Sydney CBD. (sub. 46, p. 48)

Non-airport related traffic also clogs airport roads. Airport/Qantas Drive, for example, is located along the northern boundary of Sydney Airport, linking the international and domestic terminals. It is also a major commuter access route used by the public to access Sydney’s eastern and south-eastern suburbs and the CBD. Sydney Airport estimated that at least 50 per cent of the traffic on this road is non‑airport related. Furthermore, Sydney Airport expected that this proportion would increase over time with the ‘substantial residential and commercial development which is taking place in the Mascot/Green Square region’ (sub. 81, p. 2). 
Meanwhile, the passenger rail service to the airport carried around 14 per cent of airport users in 2010‑11 (Airport Link, sub. DR91). The comparatively lower usage of rail compared with road access has been linked, in part, to the high price of tickets — users of the airport terminals must pay a ‘station access fee’ of $11.80 per adult in addition to the standard fare of $3.20 (total one-way fare $15). The station access fee, which is retained by the private station operator (Airport Link), was part of the terms and conditions agreed to by the state government when it commissioned construction of the line. The underutilisation of the rail service is also attributed to the service being part of the suburban rail network with trains having inadequate luggage facilities and being crowded with daily commuters when they reach Sydney airport or leave Sydney CBD at peak times. Sydney Airport highlighted that:
… the train line is not a dedicated airport line – it is used by general commuters and can become congested at peak times … over the last three years, the Airport & East Hills line (which connects the airport) has operated at 100 per cent capacity in the morning peak hour (8am to 9am). (sub. 46, p. 36)
In addition, there is only one bus service to the airport — which is not direct to the CBD but travels between Bondi Junction and Burwood. Two other bus services (which commenced in March 2009) travel from the CBD but both stop a kilometre or more from the airport. The state government’s ability to have these buses terminate at the airport is constrained by its contractual obligations with Airport Link.

Diagnosis

At one level, the congestion on the roads to and around Sydney airport can be seen — at least in part — as suggestive of insufficient investment in road capacity by the responsible government(s). The Tourism and Transport Forum (TTF) nominated a number of specific road upgrades that it considers should have been undertaken, including expanding the M5 East (sub. 53). Similarly, the Commonwealth Department of Infrastructure and Transport stated that the off-airport investment in infrastructure had not kept pace with the growth in demand:
… while we have seen good investment on‑airport, effectively the aviation industry has invested for growth, we have not seen the same linkages taking place, effectively both in planning and investment in terms of the land transport access to a number of our major airports, and we now see situations, not just at Sydney but at a number of our other major airports, where the road and rail system to and from the airports is no longer capable of handling the growth. (trans., p. 87)

However, as many participants emphasised, the problems evident on the roads to and around the airport can also be seen partly as a reflection of insufficient support for alternatives such as rail and bus. In this vein, the TTF attributed some of the reliance on vehicles, rather than public (mass) transport, to the ‘failure by state governments to develop sufficient and appropriate public transport to our airports’ (sub. 53, p. 7). Likewise, the Sydney Business Chamber criticised ‘the inadequate land transport infrastructure and services that have been provided by successive NSW Governments to access the airport’ (sub. 23, p. 3).
And Sydney Airport argued: 

… road congestion getting to and from Sydney Airport has substantially increased over the past decade, due to a lack of investment in roads, buses and rail by the NSW government outside the airport’s boundaries. (sub. 46, p. 7)

In fact, aside from a potentially insufficient investment in road infrastructure, congestion on the roads to and around Sydney airport appears, in the Commission’s view, to have arisen from three sources of policy failure. 
First, it can be seen as a failure to price roads to reflect the congestion costs associated with road use. While the use of congestion pricing remains limited in Australia, technological developments have improved its feasibility and the economic case for it is well established. In the case of the M5, a decision was made to remove a toll that had already been put in place. Since 1997, the state government’s Cashback scheme has reimbursed private motorists from New South Wales for the toll paid. Sydney Airport estimated that the M5 Cashback scheme costs the state government around $60 million per annum (sub 46, p. 52). 
Reintroducing the toll on the M5 for all users could potentially obviate the need to significantly increase road infrastructure spending. By extension, congestion elsewhere on the road network to and around Sydney airport could be diminished with targeted tolling. The Henry Tax Review canvassed such issues (box 12.1). Tolls would increase incentives for drivers to change modes of travel and, in the long run, may affect work and residential locational choices in a way that lessens congestion in the tolled areas. 
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	Box 12.1
Road toll and getting to the airport on time

	While much of the cost of urban congestion falls on commuters, for some people the costs can be more acute. A missed flight not only costs money, but ruins holidays and throws out business schedules. 

Tollways already serve many of Australia's major airports, using technology that could readily be adapted for variable pricing. If at least one lane, to and from the airport, were priced to keep traffic flowing, then an express option with a higher fee would always be available to passengers to get to the airport on time, or to get into town quickly. It would provide an express option when the congestion charge costs less than missing a flight or a meeting. Moreover, by taxing only one lane, the congestion charge would be optional. People who leave plenty of time before flying would not need to take the express lane. This would also demonstrate the practical benefits of congestion charging compared to conventional roads.

	Source: Henry Review (2010). 

	

	


Second, as alluded to above, congestion on the roads to and around the airport can partly be attributed to the pricing regime in place for passenger services on the airport rail link. The cost of the station access fee is particularly pertinent in discouraging usage by on-airport employees. Whilst the cost of weekly access per trip is cheaper than for an adult single ticket, the annual cost of the station access fee is still likely to add almost $1000 to the normal metropolitan rail fare. EcoTransit Sydney highlighted the disincentive of traveling by rail compared to using the M5 Motorway:

The terms of the PPP [Public-Private Partnership] under which the Airport line was constructed meant that, by 2010, Airport Line commuters were paying a station access fee of $2.60 on top of normal CityRail fares at the two non-airport stations on the line and $11.80 at the International and Domestic terminal stations. Meanwhile, motorists using the M5 Motorway were (and still are) compensated for tolls paid by the Cashback scheme. That is, public transport users were heavily penalised while car commuting was encouraged. (sub. DR96, p. 8)

In September 2011, Booz & Company estimated that removal of the station access fee at the domestic and international terminals would provide an ‘initial uplift’ in patronage to the airport station of 35 per cent (or 1.7 million passengers per year), which in turn would reduce trips by vehicles (sub. DR124, p. 15). 
Third, congestion on the roads to and around Sydney airport might be alleviated to some extent by the provision of additional direct bus services to the airport. Sydney Airport argues the provision of public transport services by the New South Wales Government to the airport is insufficient, especially when compared to other major events or urban centres in Sydney. For example, North Sydney has approximately 50 000 people employed in the area and is serviced by 62 bus routes (table 12.1). This can be compared to Sydney Airport, which has an average of 140 000 users (passengers and employees) per day, and yet has only one bus service (sub. 46, p. 50). Sydney Airport also compared this limited bus service to major airports in Britain, highlighting, for example, that Heathrow Airport which receives 183 000 passengers per day is served by 29 bus routes. (However, this analysis does not take into consideration the 72 000 Heathrow airport employees (DIT, sub. DR117, p. 5)). The provision of bus services to Sydney airport is constrained by the state government’s agreement with Airport Link.
Table 12.1
Bus routes serving Sydney urban centres

	Urban centre
	No. of people
	No. of bus routes  

	Sydney Airporta
	140 000
	1

	Macquarie Parkb 
	65 200
	24

	Randwickb 
	52 160
	20

	North Sydney 
	49 000
	62

	St Leonards
	25 100
	28

	Chatswood
	23 000
	32

	Hurstville 
	12 900
	18

	Bankstown
	10 200
	25

	Bondi Junction 
	9 800
	28

	Burwood 
	9 500
	22

	Kogarah 
	9 500
	14


a Passengers, meeters and greeters and employees. b Employees and university students.
Source: Sydney Airport (sub. 46). 
Some state governments have chosen not to explicitly subsidise public transport services run by private companies, instead favouring public-private partnerships (PPPs) for large infrastructure projects, such as Sydney’s Airport Link service. While PPPs have advantages, a desire to avoid ‘going into debt’ is one reason some governments have taken this financing approach. There may be some merit in governments disciplining their budgetary policy by seeking to limit debt financing. However, one adverse effect is that infrastructure (for which there may well be a valid economic efficiency argument for a subsidy) may not receive appropriate funding. Alternatively, if funded through a PPP arrangement, that arrangement may result in prices set above an efficient level and/or overall mass transport services limited (through restrictions on rival services) to ensure profitability. 
In the case of Sydney’s Airport Link, it might be determined that reducing the station access fee would reduce the level of government expenditure needed to improve roads or bring other (non-market) benefits. If the benefits were sufficiently significant, it may be cost effective for the state government to either subsidise the station access fee or ‘buy out’ the station operator, and run services at or near the normal suburban rail price. The former NSW government estimated the cost at $40 million per annum to abolish the station access fee for users of the two on‑airport train stations (Saulwick 2011). Similarly, to address the constraint on bus services embodied in the agreement with Airport Link, the government could negotiate with the company to relax these restrictions or ‘buy out’ the service — making some of the ‘off-book’ cost more transparent. 

A Commission staff working paper examined the provision of public infrastructure and the interrelated activities of investment, funding and financing of such infrastructure (Chan et al. 2009). The paper outlines efficiency considerations of good investment decisions (figure 12.1). The Commission suggests that these principles should be applied in undertaking future infrastructure investments regarding the most appropriate solution to Sydney airport’s (and other airports) current land transport access infrastructure problems. 

Figure 12.1
Efficiency considerations of good investment decisions 
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Source: Chan et al. (2009). 
Land access to other major airports

The critical assessment of transport infrastructure is not isolated to Sydney, as Infrastructure Partnerships Australia (IPA) noted: 
… provision of land transport infrastructure by government (mainly state governments) has not met demand. At many of Australia’s major airports, there is a need for additional road infrastructure for private and freight vehicles or public transport services for passengers. While the specific circumstances will vary from airport to airport, and from state to state, the general national trend is that investments by state governments in land transport infrastructure to and from airports have not kept pace with the demand from the community to access the airport infrastructure that has been constructed by airports. (sub. 36, p. 2)
In Brisbane, for example, the roads around the airport are congested with airport and non-airport related traffic, although recent investment in roads should moderate this congestion. Brisbane City Council stated:

The airport land is directly connected to major arterial transport routes to the north and south. Road access to the airport from the city centre is severely congested, particularly at peak travel times. Significant road investments being undertaken by State and Local Government are expected to resolve this issue. (sub. 42, p. 3)

Similarly, congestion is a problem around Perth, as Perth Airport highlighted:

… the arterial roads in the vicinity of Perth Airport have become badly congested during the traditional morning and afternoon commuter peaks, noting this is not unique to the roads in the vicinity of Perth Airport, nor to the city of Perth.
… Congestion on the Tonkin and Leach Highways during the urban commuter peaks has made it very difficult to access the airport. (sub. 41, p. 105)
Queensland Airport Limited — which owns Gold Coast, Mount Isa and Townsville airports — acknowledged that both aeronautical and non-aeronautical developments on airport land have placed pressure on the existing road infrastructure:
There have been some examples where rapid development of aeronautical and non‑aeronautical development on airports has caused short term traffic congestion. In most cases long term solutions are being put in place. (sub. 67, p. 13)

At Brisbane airport, there are also limited mass transport services due to anti‑competitive restrictions on competing bus services in the government contract with AirTrain. Brisbane City Council outlined the nature of the restrictions:

Public transport accessibility has been constrained by agreements restricting operating hours for the AirTrain and limiting public bus access to the airport. 
… under the agreement with AirTrain and Queensland Transport, Brisbane City Council is not permitted to operate a bus service within 1 kilometre of AirTrain stations until 2014. (sub. 42, p. 8)
To improve the usefulness of public bus services to the airport, Brisbane Airport funds a range of shuttle services on airport land:
BAC [Brisbane Airport Corporation] funds the staff bus, the terminal shuttle, the Airport Village bus and any infrastructure required to facilitate the operation of public bus services within the airport boundaries (e.g. bus stops). (sub. 40, p. 27) 

Brisbane City Council also contended that the low patronage on the rail link is because ‘prices have been kept high to provide a return on investment for the financiers of AirTrain’ (sub. 42, p. 8). 
Finding 12.1
While ground transport access issues, such as congestion, arise in most major city airports to varying degrees, they seem to be most extreme in and around Sydney airport. 

Finding 12.2
When entering into public-private partnerships, governments need to consider carefully restrictive competitive arrangements that aim to ensure profitability for the private provider. Locking in such arrangements, especially for extended periods, may lead to inefficient transport outcomes.
12.2
Coordination of planning systems 

Historically, planning on airports and surrounding land has not been well coordinated and integrated. As federally-leased airports are regulated under the Airports Act 1996 (Cwlth), planning and development decisions fall under Commonwealth law. From its inception, the Airports Act (s 112) explicitly set aside state and local government laws.
 As such, federally-leased airports are not subject to the planning and development laws of the states and territories, or the land use plans of local councils. In contrast, areas surrounding airports are subject to state/territory or local government planning laws.
This disjunction in planning responsibilities could in theory promote two distinct types of problems. 
First, airports might not give as much weight to the impacts of on-airport developments on surrounding areas as would the governments in those areas. A number of state, territory and local governments as well as community groups have raised concerns about some non-aeronautical developments on airports. These concerns have included increased traffic on local roads and the inadequate planning and provision of connecting ground transport infrastructure (DITRDLG 2009a). However, airports do not necessarily concur with these criticisms (box 12.2).
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	Box 12.2
Examples of transport planning coordination tensions

	A number of local governments claim that on‑airport developments have created road congestion and increased infrastructure requirements. The City of South Perth has noted the traffic issues arising around Perth Airport and blamed the growth in industrial and transportation industries on the airport land: 

One of the major problems associated with access to and from the Perth Airport has been traffic issues emanating from the significant growth in industrial and transportation industries within the grounds of the airport on Commonwealth land. (sub. 30, p. 3)

While these highways will be upgraded as part of the Gateway WA project (box 12.6), the City of South Perth claims that this should have occurred earlier with financial contributions from Perth Airport. The South West Group also claimed that non‑aeronautical development on Perth Airport ‘proceed[ed] without a contribution to resolving the traffic and transport impacts generated by that development’ (sub. 24, p. 2). 
Similarly, Brisbane City Council noted that airport developments ‘can require substantial upgrades to city wide infrastructure’ (sub. 42, p. 5).

Many airports, on the other hand, claimed to have consulted and taken into account transport linkages in their planning or that the road congestion does not stem from airport related activity: 

… the commercial developments at Brisbane Airport have not impeded effective transport linkages. To the contrary, BAC [Brisbane Airport Corporation] takes a holistic view in its planning, with transport linkages being an integral component of the overall planning process. (sub. 40, p. 55)

… [Adelaide Airport] recognises the potential impact on external road systems of both the growth in aeronautical activity and commercial developments taking place on airport land. AAL [Adelaide Airport] liaises closely with both State and Local Government on these matters through the Master Plan and Major Development Plan requirements of the Airport Act as well as various consultative committees … (sub. 12, p. 12)

There is at best a weak nexus between the operations of Perth airport, development on its land and the requirement for investment to relieve congestion near the airport … The road congestion that is driving the need for the Gateway WA project arises in peak commuter periods that do not coincide with the peak periods for traffic flows to and from Perth Airport. (sub. DR106, p. 14). 

	

	


Second, governments in surrounding areas might not see the airports as their ‘responsibility’ and might thus give less weight to their needs. The TTF argued, for example, that the lack of funding for transport infrastructure around airports stemmed from a view that any such investment would support private commercial aviation interests (sub. 53, p. 6). 

Recent legislative reform 

Recognising the disjunction between Australian and state government planning laws, the Australian Government amended the Airports Act in December 2010. The amendments require airport Master Plans to include:

· a ground transport plan which shows how the airport’s facilities connect with the surrounding road and public transport system (box 12.3) 

· additional detail on proposed use of land including information on planned non‑aeronautical developments

· detailed analysis of how the plan aligns with state, territory and local government planning laws, as well as a justification for any inconsistencies

· information on the number of jobs likely to be created, anticipated traffic flows, and the airport’s assessment of the potential impacts on the local and regional economy and community.
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	Box 12.3
Additional ground transport regulatory requirements 

	For the first five years of the master plan, airports are now required to provide detailed information on a ground transport system on the landside of the airport, including:

· a road network plan

· facilities for moving people and freight

· linkages between the facilities, the road network and public transport system at and outside the airport

· arrangements with state or local authorities or other bodies responsible for the road network and public transport system

· the capacity of the ground transport system

· likely effects of the proposed development on the ground transport system and traffic flows at and surrounding the airport. 

All capital city regular passenger transport airports are required to establish and maintain planning coordination forums. These forums meet a number of times a year to discuss planning issues on‑ and off‑airport that affect the airport. This provides state, territory and local governments with the opportunity to influence airport planning decisions outside of the master plan and major development plan processes.

	Source: Airports Amendment Bill 2010 (Cwlth) Explanatory Memorandum.

	

	


These changes aim to better align airport planning with state, territory and local government planning, with particular attention given to improving transport planning. A key aspect is to increase the level of consultation between key stakeholders. Planning Coordination Forums for the main federally-leased airports have been established. These bring together the three levels of government on issues associated with master plans, development proposals and regional planning initiatives. Prior to this, there was no general requirement for airports to consult regularly and widely with state, territory and local governments on planning issues. 

Stakeholder views on legislative changes

Airports differ in their views on the likely impact of these legislative changes. Melbourne Airport, for example, claimed that the recent legislative changes will be ‘formalising existing networks and processes to facilitate two way communications between key stakeholders’ (sub. 29, p. 40). Other airports believed that the changes will make a difference. Perth Airport, for example, stated that ‘both the Federal and WA Governments have taken very decisive steps to cause improved integration of Perth Airport planning and urban planning’ (sub. 41, p. 113). 

A number of local governments welcomed the changes. Brisbane City Council, for example, contended that the new measures strengthen consultation with relevant government stakeholders and address some of the concerns raised in the past (sub. 42, p. 5).
In its study for the TTF, Booz & Company stated: 

Although the previous airport governance framework (i.e. Airports Act 1996) did not prescribe land transport planning forums between airports and state/territory governments, some airports have built strong working relationships with state/territory governments. However, without formal or legislated land transport planning requirements (i.e. land transport plans and forums), airport land transport lacked the focus it deserves. (sub. 53, Attachment, p. 12)

On the other hand, the Australian Logistic Council notes the recent changes to master plan requirements but believes that coordination problems remain: 

Whilst noting developments including requiring airports to publish master plans it is clear that problems still remain. There may be scope to amend the Airports Act 1996 to impose on airports a positive duty to consult airport users (such as freight operators) whilst the plan is being developed and not just after the draft plan is developed. (sub. DR98, p. 2)

Too early to assess effectiveness of reforms

As these changes were only enacted in legislation very recently, it is too early to assess their effectiveness. However, the Commission notes that if these mechanisms are successfully implemented, they should go some way to reducing the types of problems that arose in the past. For the present, the Commission considers it prudent to allow the recent changes to take their course. One area of concern may be the number of forums, working groups and government agencies looking into similar and overlapping areas (box 12.4). It is important the initiatives of these groups are implemented in a directed but coordinated manner to bring about change that represents a net benefit. 
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	Box 12.4
Just how many forums are there?

	There are a number of forums, working groups and government departments and agencies that are working on issues related to airports and aviation, some with a planning and transport focus:
· Community Aviation Consultation Groups: aim to establish effective and open discussion of airport operations and their impacts on nearby communities. 

· Planning Coordination Forums: aim to support a strategic dialogue between the airport operators and senior local, state and Australian government authorities responsible for town planning and infrastructure investment.
· National Airports Safeguarding Advisory Group: comprising high-level Australian, state and territory government transport and planning officials with the aim of developing a national land use planning regime to apply near airports and under flight paths.
· Aviation Capacity for the Sydney Region Study: a joint study, between the Australian and New South Wales Government, examining the short‑ and long‑term aviation infrastructure and supporting land transport requirements of the Sydney region, and identify strategies and locations to meet future needs.
· Major Cities Unit (Department of Infrastructure): provides advice to the Australian Government on issues of policy, planning and infrastructure that have an impact on Australian cities and suburbs. 

· Infrastructure Australia: assists governments to develop a strategic blueprint to remove infrastructure bottlenecks and to modernise infrastructure. 

	

	


If these recent legislative changes prove insufficient to deal adequately with some of the problems identified, further reforms could be considered. One possibility would be to enact more stringent requirements for airport plans to align with state and local government planning laws. At the extreme, planning powers over on‑airport developments could be transferred to state or local governments. Brisbane City Council, for example, proposed that non-aeronautical development should be required to meet the ‘same local compliance conditions as imposed on other competing developments of a similar nature on non-airport land’ (sub. 42, p. 6). 

Of course, such measures could bring their own risks and costs. For example, state and local planning processes are themselves not always ideal, and there could be a risk that national considerations may be given insufficient weight in local decisions. The Commission’s 2011 Zoning, Planning and Development Assessments Benchmarking report found that development approved by local or state authorities in proximity to Commonwealth land does not always take account of the uses of that land. It cited the example of the proposed Brisbane airport runway being re-located twice to accommodate noise impacts on existing communities. The result was a greater land buffer around the airport to ensure a balance between residential amenity and the airport remaining curfew‑free. However, development approval by local or state governments has subsequently been given in these buffer zones (after re-zoning), potentially reducing the benefits of the runway relocations (PC 2011a). 

Through the consultation process for the recent legislative changes, the Australian Government examined the possibility of state and territory government planning laws applying to airports but with the relevant Australian Government Minister as the final decision making authority. In assessing the various options, the Australian Government rejected this option as it would impose additional compliance costs on airports (and governments) (Airports Amendment Bill 2010 (Cwlth) (Explanatory Memorandum)). 
Fundamental changes to planning laws governing airports may raise issues of compensation to airport owners who effectively find their property rights altered by such reforms. The pros and cons of such reform options, therefore, would need to be carefully considered.
Recommendation 12.1
The recent changes to master plan requirements and the introduction of the consultative forums should be allowed to take their course before other policy options are considered. A review into the efficacy of these measures should commence in 2015. 
Unnecessary overlap of planning systems at Avalon airport
As the Commission noted in chapter 3, Avalon airport is currently subject to both federal and state planning regimes. The Department of Defence owns the airport land and leases it to Avalon airport. Hence, Avalon airport is subject to planning requirements imposed by the Department of Defence as the land owner. Avalon airport noted that the Department of Defence planning regime is not consistent with the federally-leased airport regime (sub. 51).

Furthermore, in its submission to the Defence White Paper, Avalon airport highlighted that the planning approval authority was the Department of Defence. As Avalon airport stated, this meant that the Minister of Defence was the approving authority for any airport development that required a major development plan (Department of Defence 2008).

Additionally, Avalon airport is subject to state planning requirements imposed by the state of Victoria (and the local council). Avalon airport stated that this impinges on the development of the airport, particularly with regard to future non‑aeronautical developments. The presence of two, concurrent planning regimes creates an unnecessary regulatory burden for Avalon airport. 
Examination under one planning regime should be sufficient to ensure that any relevant objectives are met, without introducing unnecessary regulatory burdens. Depending on the existence of any national security reasons for Defence ownership of Avalon airport, this could be achieved in, at least, two ways:

1. If the Department of Defence has no national security rationale for retaining its ownership of Avalon airport, it should sell the airport. In this regard, Avalon airport highlighted that in the lease agreement between the airport and the Department of Defence, if the airport were to be sold, Avalon airport would be entitled to purchase the airport site (Department of Defence 2008). Avalon airport would therefore be subject to only Victorian state planning laws.

2. Alternatively, Avalon airport could be made subject to the same requirements as the federally-leased airports under the Airports Act. By bringing Avalon airport under the Airports Act, the Department of Infrastructure and Transport would be able to conduct an annual lease review of Avalon airport (as it currently does for all federally-leased airports).

Another potential benefit of subjecting Avalon airport to the Airports Act may be that it encourages greater competition for international passengers to Victoria. In this regard, the Commission notes that Avalon airport submitted an application to become an international airport in 2008, and currently operates curfew‑free (sub. 51, p 2). This may allow Avalon airport to help facilitate noise sharing arrangements with other federally-leased airports that are subject to curfew restrictions.

Furthermore, to account for national security concerns regarding Avalon airport, the airport can be admitted under the Airports Act as a joint-user airport (as Darwin and Townsville airports currently are, and Canberra airport was). By bringing Avalon airport under the Airports Act, state planning laws would no longer apply to it. Nevertheless, the federally-leased airports must take into account state planning laws — and justify any inconsistencies between them — when submitting master plans and major development plans for Ministerial approval. This approach would preserve valid national security concerns, whilst aligning Avalon airport’s planning with other federally-leased airports.
12.3
Government funding of road infrastructure 
Aligned with a need to ensure that planning processes are properly coordinated is the issue of which entity or entities should fund new infrastructure and services to provide land access to airports.
The primary responsibility for providing and funding ground transport infrastructure rests with the state and territory governments (table 12.2). State and territory funds are, nonetheless, scarce, with many competing interests vying for state government funding (for example education and healthcare) — transport infrastructure and services to the airport is merely one of the many competing needs. The Australian Government also plays a role in funding road infrastructure through Infrastructure Australia and other programs (box 12.5). 
Table 12.2
Land transport funding responsibilities

	Australian Government
	State Government
	Local Government 

	rail (shared)
	rail (shared)
	

	national & local roads (shared) 
	urban, rural & local roads (shared)
	local roads (shared) 

	
	public transport
	


Source: Infrastructure Australia (2008). 
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	Box 12.5
Australian Government funding of roads and infrastructure

	Infrastructure Australia

Infrastructure Australia (IA) provides advice to the Australian Government on requests for funding from the Building Australia Fund (BAF) for infrastructure projects in the transport, communications, energy and water sectors. IA is required to assess the proposed projects against the BAF evaluation criteria which, in summary, require a consideration of the extent:

· to which projects address national infrastructure priorities

· to which proposals are justified by evidence and data

· of efficiency and co-investment

· to which efficient planning and implementation has occurred. 

Nation Building Program 

The following programs represent Australian Government funding under the Nation Building Program. Additional funding assistance is also offered for local roads.

· National Projects: target high priority projects which will deliver national benefits. 

· Off-Network Projects: provides funds to state, territory and local governments for road, rail and intermodal projects not situated on the national network.

· Roads to Recovery: addresses the problem of local roads reaching the end of their economic life, and their replacement being beyond the capacity of local government.

· Black Spots: aims to improve the physical condition or management of hazardous locations with a history of crashes involving death or serious injury.

· Innovation and Research: provides funding for land transport research, intelligent transport initiatives and corridor studies.

· Heavy Vehicle Safety and Productivity Program: delivers improved safety and productivity outcomes for the heavy vehicle industry.

· Boom Gates for Rail Crossings Program: funds the installation of boom gates and other active rail crossing control mechanisms at high risk level crossings throughout Australia.

Regional Infrastructure Fund 

The Regional Infrastructure Fund provides Australian Government funding for rail, road, and port infrastructure projects with potential partner funding from states, private investors and/or local governments. 

	Sources: PC (2011a); DIT (2011a). 

	

	


In recent years, the Australian Government has also played a greater role in the strategic oversight of policy issues relating to Australian cities, including increasing the coordination between all levels of government. The Major Cities Unit (within the Department of Infrastructure and Transport), for example, provides advice to the Australian Government on issues of policy, planning and infrastructure that have an impact on cities and suburbs. In addition, the Council of Australian Governments (COAG) has agreed that state and territory governments will have in place capital city strategic planning systems that meet new national criteria by January 2012. Of particular interest to this inquiry is the requirement of state and territory governments to provide nationally‑significant economic infrastructure including transport corridors, international gateways and intermodal connections (criteria 3). 

Furthermore, the Australian and New South Wales governments are currently working together on a joint study on aviation capacity for the Sydney region. While the joint study will consider aviation infrastructure needs, it will also focus on supporting land transport requirements of the Sydney region, and identify strategies to meet future needs. This study is expected to be completed in the latter part of 2011 (DIT 2011b). 
While the state of the road infrastructure to Australian airports appears deficient in some cases, the Australian, state and territory governments have made some recent commitments to fund projects that have or will improve road access to airports (table 12.3). One project of major significance is the Gateway WA project in Western Australia (box 12.6). In addition, the New South Wales government is in the process of developing a funding proposal for the Port Botany – Sydney Airport Precinct. This work will form the basis for an Infrastructure Australia bid seeking funding from the Australian Government ($28 million) with a co-contribution from the New South Wales Government ($7 million) (NSW Government 2011). 
Table 12.3
Road funding near airports 

	Project
	Airport 
	Cost
	Cwlth contribution
	Completion 

	
	
	$m
	$m
	

	Main South, Victor Harbor, Seaford roads
	Adelaide
	12.0
	3.5
	2010

	Monaro Highway duplication
	Canberra
	18.5
	18.5
	2012

	Road Upgrade in Canberra Airport Precinct
	Canberra
	11.5
	11.5
	2012

	Western Ring road Upgrade 
	Melbourne
	980.0
	789.0
	2014

	Majura Parkway
	Canberra
	288
	144
	2016

	Feasibility Study for the M5 East Transport Corridor (urban congestion)
	Sydney
	15.0
	5.0
	Planning

	Gateway WA Perth Airport & Freight Access
	Perth
	600.0
	480.0
	Planning


Sources: DIT (2011a); Albanese (2011b).
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	Box 12.6
The Gateway WA project 

	Perth airport is located within close proximity of a freight rail line and the port of Fremantle. In light of these factors, coupled with the airport’s announcement to consolidate international and domestic terminals, the state government (through the Department of Main Roads) undertook a preliminary planning study to define the scope of the road works that would be required to facilitate the forecast traffic growth. The Department found that the:

· Kewdale, Forrestfield and Perth airport precinct is a critical gateway for the effective movement of freight and people
· consolidation of the airport terminals will require a major upgrade of the roads around the airport, including a new access point to the consolidated terminal area
· port of Fremantle handles 39 per cent of the State’s imports and 16 per cent of its exports and that container trade is expected to double between 2005 and 2030

· development of the industrial area adjacent to Perth airport has increased freight traffic.

The estimated cost to complete the substantial road works was $600 million, of which Infrastructure Australia was to provide around $400 million, with the state government to provide the remaining $200 million. In July 2010, a $6.85 million contract was awarded to consultants to undertake an 18 month planning study for the project. Construction is expected to commence in 2012-13.

	Sources: Perth airport (2008), Department of Main Roads WA (2011).

	

	


12.4
Funding infrastructure on and around airports
On-airport obligations

Airport leases impose a general obligation on airport operators to continue to maintain their infrastructure at a standard expected of an airport in Australia (chapter 3). Airports are responsible for providing infrastructure and essential services on airport land such as road, power, water, sewerage and communication infrastructure. In this regard, Brisbane Airport highlighted its contribution to infrastructure on the airport:
BAC bears the cost of developing and maintaining airport roads, street lights, water, drainage, sewerage, electricity and telecommunications. (sub. DR105, p. 6)

In addition, some airports also maintain airport roads that are used by the wider public as commuter roads. Perth Airport stated:

… there is no magic process that constrains people to use our on-airport roads for airport purposes. The airport roads are currently used quite substantially as what is called a rat run. One of the best ways to get around the congestion on the state’s road is to use the airport roads to bypass it. Traffic studies show that there is very substantial use of our roads by the public for purposes that are unrelated to the airport. (trans., p. 282) 

Airports also perform similar functions to local councils, such as rubbish collection, while paying ex-gratia equivalent council rates for non-aeronautical businesses. Adelaide Airport, for example, submitted: 
… [it] has its own postcode and is a suburb in its own right with the Airport Management undertaking similar roles as a Council facilitating rubbish removal, street cleaning and maintenance, street lighting etc at no impost or demand to the external State or Council agencies whilst paying the ex‑gratia equivalent of Council rates. (sub. DR85, p. 3)

Who should pay for off-airport infrastructure?

Views of various governments 

The Commission received submissions from all three tiers of government supporting federally‑leased airports making some contribution to off-airport infrastructure. The (Commonwealth) Department of Infrastructure and Transport stated: 

… should airports contribute? Yes, that has always been a basis on which successive federal governments have operated, that where there is a development taking place on‑airport which has implications for local traffic or which needs to be linked into the system then it is not unreasonable that the airport contributes, and that has been judged on a case-by-case basis. Airports have generally reached agreements with state and local governments in relation to road access, for instance. … But we've always taken the view that it is appropriate for airports to contribute to those linkages, particularly to the land transport network where it directly connects to the airport site. (trans., p. 88)

The South Australian Government, for example, argued that the Adelaide Airport’s obligation extends beyond the airport land: 

The government expects AAL [Adelaide Airport] to either fund the traffic investigations required to enable the government to adjust its five year traffic forecasts or, in some cases, undertake them cooperatively with the government. Similarly, the government expects the cost of road infrastructure improvements required to support non‑aeronautical commercial development on airport land to be borne by AAL or its developer rather than the general community. (sub. 58, p. 4)

Some local governments submitted that airports should provide financial contributions towards the cost of infrastructure upgrades near airports, particularly if the need arises from non‑aeronautical development. South West Group, a conglomerate organisation representing six local governments in Western Australia, for example, noted that: 

… airport operators should be obliged to contribute to all infrastructure upgrades beyond their boundaries arising from transport demand particularly that emanating from non‑aviation development. (sub. 24, p. 3)

The Australian Mayoral Aviation Council viewed the state and territory based developer contributions as the most appropriate method for airports to make financial contributions to off-airport infrastructure (box 12.7): 
The Commission notes [in the Draft Report] that there are differing regimes in place in various jurisdictions for the calculation and assessment of contributions, suggesting that would add to the complexity of establishing a viable assessment methodology. The response to this is that the assessment regime for developments in place in each jurisdiction is the most appropriate to apply to both on and off airport development in that jurisdiction. (sub. DR88, p. 3)

Views from various airports 
At one end of the spectrum, some airports argued that funding off-airport infrastructure is not the responsibility of the airport. Sydney Airport stated that it ‘does not believe that it should contribute to the cost of infrastructure beyond its boundary’ (sub. DR124, p. 15). Sydney Airport maintained that as there are many beneficiaries to improved road and rail infrastructure around the airport and port, the government should be responsible for its provision: 

Sydney Airport is aware that the NSW Government has previously argued that if better land transport infrastructure and services are needed to accommodate growth in aviation activity at Sydney, the airport operator, as the ‘beneficiary’, should be contributing towards the cost of doing so. Sydney Airport has consistently rejected this view. Numerous other organisations … benefit from increased aviation activity at Sydney Airport, including airlines, freight companies, hire car companies, tourism operators, importers and exporters as well as the customers of these organisations … It is because of these benefits that the NSW Government is, and should be, responsible for the road and rail infrastructure required to facilitate this benefit. (DR124, pp. 15‑16)

Melbourne Airport claimed that when airport businesses were sold, there was an expectation that both aeronautical and non‑aeronautical aspects of the business would be developed and no other infrastructure charges would be applied (trans., pp. 254–255). Similarly, Sydney Airport noted that making infrastructure payments was not factored into consideration at the time of the airport sale (sub. DR124, p. 16). 
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	Box 12.7
What are developer contributions? 

	Developer contributions are upfront contributions (such as financial payments, work‑in‑kind or the transfer of land) to the local or state governments, for new or upgraded infrastructure (such as roads or drainage) required as a direct result of a new development. In Australia, the use of developer contributions has been common practice for over 50 years with the trend towards these contributions covering an increasing range of urban infrastructure. Developer contributions are generally required as a condition of receiving planning approval from state, territory or local governments. 

The Commission’s 2011 benchmarking studying into Planning, Zoning and Development Assessment compared the state and territory framework for developer contributions. The study highlighted a number of findings. 
First, it found that each jurisdiction’s approach to determining the infrastructure eligible for developer contributions differed. Legislation in New South Wales and Queensland allows contributions to be levied for a wide range of infrastructure such as public transport, child care centres, libraries, community centres, recreation facilities and sports grounds. In contrast, South Australia confines its contribution to provisions for open space, access roads and hydraulic connections and car parking (where onsite provision is not available). Victoria, South Australia and Tasmania have the option to use a flexible arrangement whereby the amount of contribution and uses to which it may be put are negotiated. 

Second, the study found that developer contributions were applied in different ways across jurisdictions. Contributions could include: 

· levies — calculated either per lot, hectare or dwelling or as a proportion of development value depending on the location and type of development 

· impact fees — which recognise the actual impact of the proposal on particular local infrastructure or amenities (typically for infill developments).

	Sources: Chan et al. (2009); (PC 2011a).

	

	


However, other airports as well as the Australian Airports Association (AAA) acknowledged that there may be a role for airports to contribute to infrastructure funding at the boundary of the airport:
Like other commercial property developers, they [airports] may on occasion be required to contribute to the costs of providing infrastructure for the necessary boundary inter‑connection between on-airport and off-airport road systems (such as traffic lights and “slip” lanes). (sub. DR97, p. 12) 
Adelaide Airport also viewed that its financial obligations for road funding included ‘those needed to address the immediate impacts of the Airport along its boundaries’ (sub. 12, p.12). 
Similarly, Canberra Airport stated: 

Airports will make contributions where there's an intersection to provide access to their non-aeronautical land - and that's appropriate and they do that and fund 100 per cent of the cost, generally. They will do it in relation to the terminal intersection by negotiation. (trans., p. 57)
Perth Airport noted it was prepared to fund road works that were ‘required wholly or substantially by the airport’ (sub. DR106, p. 15). 
Brisbane Airport focused on the infrastructure contributions it had already made, and saw ‘no need for regulation of off-airport infrastructure funding for infrastructure outside its boundary’ (sub. DR105, p. 6). 
‘Transport networks’, however, were viewed as the responsibility of governments. The AAA contended that ‘there should be no expectation that they [airports] will provide off-airport road systems’ (sub. DR97, p. 12). Canberra Airport stated that ‘responsibility for the design and implementation of sufficient transport links for a city rests with the relevant Local and State Governments’ (sub. 50, p. 19). 
Airport contributions to infrastructure 
While some of the views above may reside at opposite ends of the spectrum, in practice, many airports have made contributions beyond their boundaries.

In its submission, Brisbane Airport provided a list of infrastructure developments that it has made contributions to including cash contributions for slip lane construction and roundabout signalling (sub. DR105, pp. 6–7). In terms of its contribution to road infrastructure, Perth Airport claimed that it: 

… has in the past either borne the costs or contributed to the costs of road infrastructure where there is a direct nexus with Perth Airport, such as contributions to the costs of connecting roads. (sub. DR106, p. 14)

Canberra airport paid approximately half the overall upgrade costs for roads around the airport: 

… to ensure the flow of traffic between Canberra City and the Airport, Canberra Airport initiated and then entered into a joint venture/partnership arrangement with the ACT Government. Canberra Airport undertook the traffic studies, and subsequently developed the design solution …  we then agreed with the ACT Government that we would pay the construction costs for those roads beyond an initial contribution by the ACT Government … (sub. 50, p. 9)

Adelaide Airport has provided funding contributions towards traffic studies and intersection upgrades near the airport (sub. 12, p. 12).

In relation to utilities, Perth Airport argued that it had an obligation to agree to contracts with the supply authorities, which include details for infrastructure recovery outside the airport boundaries. Specifically, Perth Airport funded an off‑airport power substation to ensure supply of electricity:

In relation to the utilities, power, water, gas, they're currently effectively prescribed, in that you have to reach agreement contracts with the supply authorities and those contracts specifically deal with infrastructure recovery. So in relation to Perth Airport, right now Perth Airport is funding the construction of a major substation off airport, because that substation is being generated by our needs. (trans., p. 281)

Some airports have made in-kind transfers in the form of land. Brisbane Airport, for example, has contributed a land corridor across the airport for the Gateway Motorway in exchange for the Queensland Government funding the interchange access to the airport (sub. 40, p. 35). Similarly, Perth Airport may provide land to assist building Gateway WA with the value of the contributed land greater than $70 million (sub. DR106, p. 15).

In general, airports contended that they contribute to infrastructure on‑ and off‑airport and make rate payments for services not received, and thus, there is no need for additional regulation for the funding of infrastructure outside its boundary for future on‑airport non-aeronautical development. Brisbane Airport noted:
These contributions were completed on a case-by-case basis, enabling the contributions to be more effective as they were tailored to the specific needs of each project. (sub. DR105, p. 7)
Efficient land transport access 
The issue of investment in, and funding, of public infrastructure is complex and not straightforward. As noted above, the provision of public infrastructure involves the interrelated activities of investment, funding and financing (figure 12.1). Nevertheless, the primary focus should be on achieving, through the appropriate investment, efficient ground transport access to and around airports. 
State based developer contributions are only one example of how infrastructure could be funded and financed (in part or wholly). Furthermore, these developer contributions are not without criticism. The Commission’s benchmarking study highlighted industry and developers concerns (box 12.8).
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	Box 12.8
Some concerns regarding state and territory based developer contributions 

	In the Commission’s study into planning, zoning and development assessments a number of participants raised concerns regarding the reliance of local governments on developer contributions to fund infrastructure. With regard to retail development, Woolworths had concerns regarding the increase in infrastructure charges in recent years, particularly in Queensland:

… infrastructure charges for a neighbourhood shopping centre in an inner Brisbane suburb have increased from approximately $285 000 in 2005/2006 to $2 790 000 in 2009/2010. Increases of this magnitude have taken Queensland from being, on average, the most economical State from an infrastructure charges/contributions point of view to being the most expensive where it is now significantly more expensive (on average) than all other States. (PC (2011a), sub. 65, p. 11)

Woolworths also had concerns regarding how these charges are set: 
… there is currently little or no clarity as to the how these infrastructure charges/contributions are levied by Councils. This means that similar Woolworths’ developments have been subject to somewhat varied infrastructure charges — not just in different states but also within the same local government areas. For example, it is estimated that in the case of supermarket based infrastructure charges/contributions across Australia [these] range from $260/100m2 of gross lettable area (GLA) to $75 000/100m2 of GLA. (PC (2011a), sub. 65, p. 11)

The Housing Industry Association summarised the situation where the jurisdictions charge for a wider range of developer contributions in the following terms:

Although state and local governments have sought to justify development charges as ‘user charges’, increasingly new residential development has been called upon to carry the cost of community infrastructure the benefits of which are consumed across the broader community and may not accrue to the same individuals who bear the cost of the development charges. In such circumstances, the development charges are more akin to a tax on development as distinct from a user charge. (PC (2011a), sub. 42, p. 35)

Similarly, the Urban Taskforce Australia focused on the situation in New South Wales and the incentives created by regulated council rates in that jurisdiction:

Local councils are being asked to do more with less funding, and councils across the state are being forced to make some very hard decisions when it comes to service and infrastructure provision. Without appropriate funding, local councils are either forced to leave existing infrastructure to deteriorate, not provide additional services and/or facilities or seek an alternative source of revenue. Finding an alternative source of funding has been the preferred option of local councils and unfortunately, the preferred vehicle has been development levies. (PC (2011a) sub. 59, p. 94)

The South Australian branch of the Urban Development Institute of Australia noted:

[South Australia’s] [l]ocal planning authorities typically negotiate additional developer contributions during the development assessment process. This means a high level of uncertainty is experienced by both parties to these negotiations. (PC (2011), sub. 53, p. 11)

	Source: PC (2011a), pp. 208–209. 

	

	


Efficient and equitable charging regimes for different types of infrastructure were discussed at length in the Commission’s 2004 inquiry into First Home Ownership. Key findings from that inquiry included:

· upfront developer charges were most appropriate where the associated infrastructure was used to service a specific development or location rather than being shared among the broader community

· where the upgrades to infrastructure in well-established areas provide comparable benefits to users, it would, in principle, be better funded out of borrowings and recovered through rates or taxes

· the application of a user pays approach to the upgrade of major infrastructure, where the benefits are not equally shared, is less straightforward as it requires apportioning of the benefits of any investment between those accessing the development relative to other broader community users (PC 2004).

Based on these principles, the Commission supports, in some cases, federally‑leased airports making contributions to off-airport infrastructure where there is a clear and direct link establishing that its need arises from non-aeronautical development on airports. 

The Commission notes that the current practice of case-by-case negotiation by airports for infrastructure contributions outside airport boundaries appears to be working reasonably well, albeit not without complaints from some local and state governments. In this regard, the five major airports in Australia have shown a willingness to negotiate and agree to provide substantial contributions to local infrastructure, in addition to paying ex-gratia rate equivalent payments, while not receiving council services on airport land. 

Safeguards to ensure future infrastructure contributions
The Commission is of the view that commercial necessity and recent regulatory changes will ensure that airports continue to liaise, discuss and negotiate the level of infrastructure contributions required from the airport on a case-by-case basis. 

Airports have strong commercial incentives to fund infrastructure outside the airport. Without efficient land transport access to an airport, the airport’s business, both aeronautical or non-aeronautical, will be hampered. Canberra Airport acknowledged the commercial importance of road access when deciding to fund a proportion of the road upgrade surrounding the airport: 

We were sick of it getting put off and … it needed to happen, it was overdue and commercial pressure on our side said we should just offer it up and make it happen and take control. (trans., p. 57) 

Furthermore, recent legislative changes require airports seeking approval for major developments to consider the impact on the ground transport arrangements and potentially make provisions to accommodate any changes from that development. At the same time, state/territory and local governments and the community have the opportunity to provide the airport with comments on the development proposal, including ground transport operations. Airports are engaged in consultation with the various levels of government through the Planning Coordination Forums, and the community through Community Aviation Consultation Groups. 

Information from the consultation process is provided to the Department of Infrastructure and Transport and considered when assessing a draft major development plan (MDP). If differences in opinion remain in relation to the adequacy of ground transport arrangements, and the Department considers that safeguards in the Act have not been met, it can reject the draft MDP. In this situation, an airport would not be able to proceed with the proposed development, unless it alters the proposed development to mitigate the transport effects or it negotiates with the local authorities to alleviate the transport impact. This provides a regulatory ‘lever’ for the Australian Government to ensure the effective operation of land transport to and around airports. 
The Commission is of the view that these recent regulatory changes provide sufficient safeguards to ensure airports adequately account for land transport arrangements, and provide financial contributions for infrastructure (where there is a direct link to on-airport non-aeronautical development). However, the effectiveness of these legislative arrangements should be included in the review recommended to commence in 2015 (recommendation 12.1). 
�	And since 2007, Commonwealth planning laws, which apply to designated areas in ACT, ceased to apply to the Canberra Airport (s 112A). 
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