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Performance of Australian airports
Do not delete this return as it gives space between the box and what precedes it.
	Key points

	· Benchmarking identifies airports’ relative performance. Benchmarking indicators can inform airport management about relative performance against similar overseas and Australian airports.
· Benchmarking can also be used by regulators to foster ‘yardstick competition’ — although such efforts, for airports, have not been successful.
· To be useful, airports should be benchmarked against a sample of Australian and overseas airports that share similar characteristics. 
· There are numerous impediments to effective benchmarking. These include differences across airports, data limitations and competing methodologies. 
· Unless benchmarking is constructed and interpreted carefully, there is a risk that inaccurate policy inferences will be drawn from unreliable estimates.
· These caveats aside, benchmarking studies suggest that, relative to their overseas counterparts, Australian airports have achieved:
· relatively low aeronautical and non-aeronautical revenue per passenger

· relatively low total costs, operating costs and staff costs

· relatively high profits

· average to above average capital expenditure per passenger and return on capital employed.
· Taking all indicators into account, Australian airports appear to perform well relative to their overseas counterparts.

· Australian airports have demonstrated increasing productivity over the post‑privatisation period from 2002 to 2007. In addition, where there have been changes in the efficiency of Australian airports, these changes have been positive.  

	

	


Benchmarking an airport against comparable overseas and Australian airports is a useful way of appraising an airport’s performance. It can demonstrate the performance of Australian airports relative to a sample of their counterparts and  provides insight into the factors that drive both absolute and relative performance. 
This chapter provides an overview of benchmarking in the airport sector, discusses the scope to use benchmarking and presents the findings of studies on the relative performance of Australian airports. 
4.1
Benchmarking in the airport sector

For the purposes of this inquiry, benchmarking refers to examining airport performance relative to a similar airport, group of airports or index of airport performance. Many aspects of airport performance can be benchmarked. The most common are price, customer satisfaction, quality of service, unit cost and productivity or efficiency. 

The use of benchmarking in the airport sector has increased throughout the world since the early 1990s (Graham 2005). The commercialisation of airport operations has led to a recognition that benchmarking can indicate not only how an airport has performed relative to its counterparts, but also what factors have affected performance and whether the airport has met its own internal performance targets. In this way, airports use benchmarking as a managerial tool to inform decisions and, ultimately, improve performance.
Collaborative benchmarking studies — which entail voluntary participation in a collective project — have also become common in the airport sector. Prominent examples include the Air Transport Research Society (ATRS) Airport Benchmarking Report (ATRS 2010) and the Airports Council International (ACI) Airport Service Quality survey (ACI 2010). The results of projects such as these may be used by airports for managerial and promotional purposes, but also, more broadly, as tools for industry-wide improvement.
Effective benchmarking in the airport sector is complicated by several issues. Primarily, across airports, ‘apples-to-apples’ comparisons are difficult to engineer and, in their absence, interpretations are challenging (Morrison 2008). MAp Airports Limited (MAp) indicated that benchmarking across its own portfolio posed substantial challenges.
 With respect to its portfolio of airport investments, MAp stated:

There can be pitfalls with attempting to benchmark overall performance across different airports. For example, MAp, which has had a number of airports in its portfolio at various times, found it difficult to compare their overall performance. Inevitably broad indicators/measures mask the ‘devil in the detail’. MAp found that there were often location-, geographic- or configuration-specific reasons, unrelated to airport efficiency per se, that could lead to wide variations in costs across its airports. Benchmarking was most useful in identifying specific activities for detailed investigation. This was compounded by the joint product problem. For example, an airport might provide sufficient check-in desks and baggage infrastructure, but an airline might use the desks inefficiently and/or have poor baggage handling practices, and this will be reflected in an airport's measured performance indicator. Martyn Booth, MAp Airports Limited, pers. comm., (19 July 2011).
As well, comparisons across airports are complicated by differences in the quality of available data and the presence of competing methodologies (see appendix C).
Choice of sample
Effective benchmarking involves ‘apples-to-apples’ comparisons, so it is often the case that studies are undertaken within a single jurisdiction or regulatory system. Although this choice of sample does allow the performance of the airports to be analysed; it provides no information on how the regime in which the airports operate performs relative to other airports or regulatory regimes throughout the world.

This is the case with the benchmarking included in the Australian Consumer and Competition Commission (ACCC)’s Airport monitoring report (ACCC 2011a). This report outlines how Adelaide, Brisbane, Melbourne, Perth and Sydney airports have performed relative to each other across a range of metrics such as aeronautical revenue per passenger and overall quality of service. However, there is no indication of how these airports performed in an international context. 
That an airport is ranked first in a sample of five Australian airports does not preclude the possibility that it is underperforming by global standards. Similarly, even if an airport is ranked last in a sample of five, when placed in a international context, it may be shown to have performed well. 
Since the ACCC’s method of benchmarking Australia’s price monitored airports against each other provides no information on the international context, it can only be considered partially indicative of the performance of Australia’s airports.
4.2
Benchmarking and regulation
The potential role of benchmarking within a regulatory framework is the subject of a growing body of research. This research  has largely found that, as long as certain issues remain unresolved, the usefulness of benchmarking as part of any regulatory process may be limited (see Graham 2005; Liebert 2011 and Morrison 2008).
Nevertheless, benchmarking may be useful for regulatory purposes on two levels, as:

· an indicator of comparative performance of airports within a particular regulatory regime

· a mechanism for determining airport charges (box 4.1).
Do not delete this return as it gives space between the box and what precedes it.
	Box 4.1
Benchmarking as an integrated regulatory instrument

	In principle, a regulator could use benchmarking to foster ‘yardstick competition’ — sometimes linked to incentives. For airports, this would involve setting prices based on average prices or cost levels identified through benchmarking. 
The Commission has previously noted that this has been tried for some urban water utilities both in Australia and overseas. In this context, yardstick regulation can be a:  

… means to use competition to achieve more efficient outcomes in a regulated monopoly environment [sic] through incentive regulation whereby the performance of similar businesses are compared and better performing businesses permitted to retain part of their cost reductions. (PC 2008, p. 110) 
While the use of yardstick competition has become standard in several regulated industries, particularly in Britain, it has been sparingly applied to airports (Liebert 2011). The single prominent example of yardstick competition in the airport regulatory process — by the Dublin Airport Authority in 2001 — attracted considerable criticism and was ultimately abandoned (Reinhold et al. 2010). 

	

	


Professors Forsyth and Niemeier (sub. 6. p. 9) argued that benchmarking three aspects of domestic airport performance is necessary to properly evaluate the regulatory regime. They specifically recommended undertaking benchmarking of:
· productivity (whether services are being produced at minimum cost)
· prices and profits (and whether the airports are making use of market power by allowing costs to rise while protecting their profit margins)
· quality.
While the benchmarking of prices and quality demonstrates how an airport has performed relative to comparable airports or an industry standard, the benchmarking of efficiency may estimate both airport efficiency and the effects of the regulatory regime on airport efficiency. Forsyth and Niemeier elaborated:
… [t]here are several ways in which benchmarking can be used to improve the regulatory environment for airports. Two distinct but related ways are:

· As a way of assessing if the general approach to regulation (such as light handed regulation) is consistent with, and promoting efficiency; and
· As a way of assessing how efficient specific airports are, and whether services could be provided at lower cost. (sub. 6, p. 8)

Although Forsyth and Niemeier did not state how benchmarking studies that focus on efficiency inform the regulatory process, there are several potential ways to achieve this. One application would involve using estimates of efficiency to determine whether specific airports had operated at levels that were not ‘scale and mix’ efficient, in order to profit from higher prices (O’Donnell 2008). Another would be to identify whether aspects of the regulatory environment were associated with increased inefficiency across the sector and whether, as a result, the efficiency of airports around Australia might be improved by changes in the regulatory regime.
The Department of Infrastructure and Transport argued for the benchmarking of Australian airports against comparable overseas airports. It stated:

An analysis of airport performance with comparable international benchmark airports would be a useful addition to the price monitoring analysis that the ACCC performs each year for our major airports. There are two main reasons for this:

· the ACCC monitoring is limited in that there are only 5 monitored Australian airports and comparisons are necessarily limited as well; and

· commentators have pointed out that while price monitoring may assess whether prices reasonably reflect costs, it does not assess whether airports are under investing. (sub. 43, p. 11)

While acknowledging the difficulties involved in effective benchmarking, the department concluded that comparing the outcomes of Australian airports against comparable overseas airports with regard to prices, costs, capital expenditures and other measures over a period of several years may offer valuable information to the ACCC and help to contextualise the performance of Australian airports. 
Virgin Australia Airlines (sub. DR126, p. 9) agreed that benchmarking measures ‘should be adopted for use in assessing airport operating costs and charges so that trends can be monitored’, but went on to caution that:
… while the performance measures may provide an indication of the airports’ overall economic performance as an investment, it does not provide conclusive evidence as to whether an airport, in the context of its own particular circumstances, is taking advantage of its monopoly power to earn monopoly rents. (sub. DR126, p. 10)

The Commission agrees that additional information that can help illuminate and contextualise the performance of the five Australian price and quality monitored airports within a sample of comparable overseas airports would be worthwhile, especially if the current limitations to effective benchmarking can be addressed. 
4.3
Performance of Australian airports
Airport charges
Australian airports’ performance with regard to airport charges — comprising both landing and terminal charges — for three types of aircraft has been reasonable according to a recent study (ATRS 2010). When compared to a sample of 55 Asia Pacific and European airports, charges at Adelaide, Brisbane, Melbourne, Perth and Sydney airports range from well below to well above the average price (figures 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3).
For the Boeing 747-400, Sydney is the most expensive of the Australian airports, with estimated airport charges 57 per cent above the average of its Asia Pacific and European counterparts (figure 4.1). Brisbane airport is also relatively expensive, and exceeds the average by around 24 per cent. In contrast, airport charges at Melbourne and Adelaide airports are lower than the average of the sampled overseas airports by 16 and 19 per cent respectively. Perth airport is the least expensive in Australia for this aircraft type, with charges around 40 per cent below the overseas sample average. 

The results are similar for the Boeing 767-400 (figure 4.2). Airport charges at Sydney airport are 61 per cent above the average of its overseas counterparts while Brisbane airport is approximately 27 per cent more expensive than the sample average. The other Australian airports are all below the sample average — Melbourne airport by 14 per cent, Adelaide airport by 20 per cent, and Perth airport by 39 per cent. 

Figure 4.1
Airport Charges for Boeing 747-400, 2009
Select Australian and overseas airportsa
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a(Airport charges in $US 2008. Airport charges adjusted for purchasing power parity (PPP).
Source: Air Transport Research Society (2010) from Australian Airports Association (sub. 18).
Figure 4.2
Airport Charges for Boeing 767-400, 2009
Select Australian and overseas airportsa
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a( Airport charges in $US 2008. Airport charges adjusted for purchasing power parity (PPP).
Source: Air Transport Research Society (2010) from Australian Airports Association (sub. 18).
Figure 4.3
Airport Charges for Airbus 320-100, 2009
Select Australian and overseas airportsa
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a( Airport charges in $US 2008. Airport charges adjusted for purchasing power parity (PPP).
Source: Air Transport Research Society (2010) from Australian Airports Association (sub. 18).
Similarly, for the Airbus 320-100, Sydney and Brisbane airports exceed the sample group average by 69 and 34 per cent respectively, while Melbourne airport (10 per cent) and Adelaide airport (24 per cent) are less expensive than the average of their overseas counterparts. Again, Perth airport is the least expensive — 36 per cent less expensive than the sample average.

In appraising the ATRS study, the Australian Airports Association noted that ‘Australian airport charges are broadly aligned with the charges at other international airports’ (sub. 18, p. 65).
The Department of Infrastructure and Transport concurred ‘… Australian airports are providing at least a satisfactory to good service in international terms and at reasonable levels of charging.’ (sub. 43, p. 14)
However, other participants drew different conclusions. For example, Virgin Australia Airlines noted that:

… it appears that Sydney at least is charging significantly above the average of the sample group of overseas counterparts used (ie 57-69 per cent above the average). (sub. DR126, p. 9)
Regional Express Holdings Limited similarly observed:

… Australian airports are well above the average with Sydney being a star performer. (sub. DR93, p. 12)

A study undertaken by the International Air Transport Association (IATA) showed that Sydney and Melbourne airports performed reasonably when they are benchmarked against other airports of comparable size (IATA 2010). When their airport charges per turnaround for three types of aircraft were compared to 11 other airports which handle between 23.5 million and 43.5 million passengers per year, Sydney had the fifth highest while Melbourne had the second lowest (figure 4.4).
According to this study, charges at Sydney airport are between 9 and 11 per cent higher than the average of its overseas counterparts across the three sampled aircraft. Charges at Melbourne, on the other hand, are between 24 and 30 per cent below the average of the same sample. 
Although, against a sample of 13 comparably sized airports, airport charges at Sydney are estimated to be above average, the Australian Airports Association argued that ‘there is certainly no indication that any Australian airport represents an ‘outlier’ in terms of the level of charges that it is setting’ (sub. 18, p. 65).

Figure 4.4
Airport charges per turnaround, 2010
For airports with between 23.5 and 43.5 million passengers per yeara
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a(Average is for all 13 airports. 
Source: Airport, Air Traffic Control and Fuel Charges Monitor (2010) from International Air Transport Association (IATA) (sub. 9).
On balance, Australian airports, as a group, are not setting airport charges at the extreme of the spectrum when compared to the samples of overseas airports in the ATRS and IATA studies. It should be noted that the charges presented in the IATA study are aggregate charges per aircraft turnaround. Disaggregating these figures into per passenger terms offers an estimate of the revenue an airport receives from facilitating the movement of a traveller.
Aeronautical revenue per passenger 

Aeronautical revenue per passenger is considered a proxy for the level of aeronautical charges (ACCC 2010a). It is the per passenger amount the airport earns through the supply of air services to airlines. Analysis in the submission of the Australian Airports Association demonstrated the performance of Australian airports in terms of aeronautical revenue per passenger against a sample of 97 airports from the Asia Pacific, Europe and North America (sub.  18). This analysis demonstrated that, in 2008, Brisbane, Melbourne, Perth and Sydney airports earned lower aeronautical revenues per passenger, well within the range described by their international counterparts (table 4.5).
In 2008, all of Australia’s price monitored airports earned less aeronautical revenue per passenger than the average of their overseas counterparts. Brisbane airport earned the least revenue among the Australian airports at just over US $4.00 for each passenger movement. This was 53 per cent lower than the sample average. Sydney, Perth and Melbourne airports earned 25, 38 and 44 per cent less than the overseas average respectively. Adelaide airport earned just over US $7.50 of revenue per passenger, representing over 12 per cent less than the sample average.
In the case of figures 4.1, 4.2, 4.3 and 4.5, the Australian Airports Association made a purchasing power parity (PPP) adjustment (box 4.2) in order to account for the fact that the real purchasing power of different currencies may vary at a certain point in time, depending on macroeconomic conditions.

While the Commission accepts that purchasing power parity adjustments are necessary, it nevertheless investigated the effect of these adjustments on aeronautical revenue per passenger. When compared with figure 4.5, unadjusted aeronautical revenues per passenger for Australian airports as a group are higher, and further from the low end of the distribution (figure 4.6). In effect, they shift towards the left, but the shift is not particularly marked. However, they still remain within the range defined by their overseas counterparts. 
Do not delete this return as it gives space between the box and what precedes it.
	Box 4.2
Purchasing power parity (PPP)

	The purchasing power parity (PPP) concept states that, in the absence of transaction costs and barriers to trade, identical goods or services will have the same price in different markets when converted to a common currency. In the markets for air services, where PPP holds, it follows that similar air services should trade at similar prices at airports throughout the world. 

In practice, this does not occur. In a general sense, PPP may fail to hold when the general price level in a country relative to another country shifts and the exchange rate is not able to adjust to compensate. 
If PPP does not hold, then similar goods or services may trade at different prices in different markets. In the context of air services, as a result of the macroeconomic forces that affect price levels and exchange rates (such as global demand for commodities), and independent of the pricing policy of an airport, the same amount of money (once converted into a common currency) may not purchase the same quantity of air services across a sample of countries. A PPP adjustment corrects for this. 

	

	


A study included in the Melbourne Airport submission (sub. 29) analyses changes in the aeronautical revenues per passenger of Adelaide, Melbourne, Perth and Sydney airports relative to the average of a sample of 12 overseas airports of comparable size. Between 2002 and 2009, and with the exception of Sydney in 2009, the four Australian airports earned less aeronautical revenue per passenger than the average of their counterparts (figure 4.7).

Figure 4.5
Aeronautical revenue per passenger, 2008 — PPP adjusted

Select Australian and overseas airportsa
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a( Airport charges in $US 2008. Airport charges adjusted for purchasing power parity (PPP).
Source: Air Transport Research Society (2010) from Australian Airports Association (sub. 18).
Figure 4.6
Aeronautical revenue per passenger, 2008 — PPP unadjusted

Select Australian and overseas airportsa
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a( Airport charges in $US 2008. Airport charges not adjusted for purchasing power parity (PPP).
Source: Air Transport Research Society (2010) from Australian Airports Association (sub. 18).

Between 2002 and 2006, Brisbane airport earned the least aeronautical revenue of the Australian airports. In most years, this represented approximately 50 per cent less than the sample average in each of those years. From 2007 to 2009, Melbourne airport earned the least aeronautical revenue of the Australian airports at around 40 per cent less than the sample average. In every year, Sydney airport earned the most aeronautical revenue of Australia’s airports. In 2002, Sydney earned 28 per cent less than the sample average. In 2009, Sydney’s earnings exceeded the sample average by 6 per cent. 

Figure 4.7
Aeronautical revenue per passenger, 2002 to 2009

Select Australian and overseas airportsa,b,c
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a( Average includes 12 overseas airports. b Statutory Drawing Rights (SDRs) represent a common currency unit based on the trade weighted values of a group of major currencies. c Data for some airports is reported on a financial year basis, while for other airports data has been reported on a calendar year basis. No adjustment has been made for this.

Source: Leigh Fisher Performance and Charges Benchmarking Study (2011) from Melbourne Airport (sub. 29, attachment 1).
Costs

Airports, as with businesses in general, can improve their profitability by constraining costs. The Department of Infrastructure and Transport (sub. 43) indicated that Brisbane, Melbourne, Perth and Sydney airports all had costs per passenger that were substantially lower than the average cost of a sample of 34 airports from Asia Pacific, Europe and North America (figure 4.8). Adelaide airport is not included in the analysis.
Figure 4.8
Costs per passenger, 2008-09
Select Australian and overseas airportsa
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a(Average includes 34 airports. According to Jacobs Consultancy, data for some airports is reported on a financial year basis, while for other airports data has been reported on a calendar year basis. No adjustment has been made for this.
Source: Jacobs Consulting Airport Performance Indicators (2010) from Department of Infrastructure and Transport (sub. 43).
Total costs per passenger

As a group, Australian airports had relatively low total costs per passenger. While the average for the overseas sample was over $16.40, total costs per passenger at Sydney airport — the highest of the Australian airports — was just under $10.00 in Australian dollar terms. Brisbane and Perth airports incurred total costs of around $8.30 and $8.60 per passenger respectively. Melbourne airport had the lowest total costs of the four Australian airports, and more than 60 per cent lower than the average of the overseas sample.
Operating costs per passenger

Operating costs are costs other than staff or financing costs incurred in the operation of the airport. As with total costs per passenger, the four Australian airports kept operating costs below the overseas sample average. Perth airport had the highest operating costs — at just under $5.20 — but this still compared favourably to the sample group’s average. Operating costs at Brisbane airport were just under $4.40 while both Melbourne and Sydney airports achieved operating costs of less than $3.50 per passenger.
Staff costs per passenger

Staff costs are the labour costs incurred in the course of airport operations. Staff costs per passenger at Australian airports, as a group, were considerably lower than the sample average of $4.20 per passenger after conversion to Australian dollars. Staff costs at Perth airport — the highest of the four Australian airports — just exceeded $1.90. By comparison, Brisbane and Sydney airports incurred staff costs of just over $0.90 and $1.10 per passenger respectively, while Melbourne airport had staff costs per passenger of just over $0.75.
Profit

Analysis provided by the Department of Infrastructure and Transport (sub. 43) shows that in 2008, Brisbane, Melbourne, Perth and Sydney airports were all relatively profitable when compared with 34 overseas airports (figure 4.9). 

Figure 4.9
Operating profit per passenger, 2008-09
Select Australian and overseas airportsa
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a(Average includes 34 overseas airports. According to Leigh Fisher, data for some airports is reported on a financial year basis, while for other airports data has been reported on a calendar year basis. No adjustment has been made for this.
Source: Jacobs Consulting Airport Performance Indicators (2010). from Department of Infrastructure and Transport (sub. 43).
Compared to the overseas sample group average profit per passenger of just under $7.40 in terms of Australian dollars, Brisbane and Melbourne airports earned around $9.50 and $9.80 per passenger respectively. Perth airport exceeded the sample group average by over 40 per cent while Sydney airport was the most profitable Australian airport over the period with a profit of over $12.40 per passenger — exceeding the sample group by almost 70 per cent.
Investment

Benchmarking studies generally examine two aspects of an airport’s investment performance. The first is the level of investment (commonly measured by capital expenditure per passenger) while the second is the return on capital (measured by the return on capital employed). These two measures are not independent. Changes in the level of investment can affect the return on capital. As a result, investment outcomes are best analysed over a longer time period. This has not been possible in this instance. A complete discussion of investment in the airport sector is included in chapter 6. 

Capital expenditure per passenger 
The Department of Infrastructure and Transport (sub. 43) analysed the investment outcomes of Brisbane, Melbourne, Perth and Sydney airports against a sample of 50 overseas airports (figure 4.10). With regard to capital expenditure per passenger, Brisbane, Perth and Sydney airports compared favourably with an average of their overseas counterparts (Jacobs Consulting 2010). 
Of the airports studied, Brisbane airport had the highest capital expenditure per passenger at over $17.00 per passenger. This level exceeded the overseas sample group by close to 60 per cent. In the same year, Perth and Sydney airports both invested approximately $11.50 per passenger on capital, about five per cent more than the overseas sample group. By contrast, Melbourne airport invested just under $8.70 per passenger on capital over the same period — about 20 per cent less than the sample average. 

Return on capital employed

In terms of return on capital employed, the results for Australian airports varied. Perth and Melbourne airports outperformed the sample group average by a considerable margin, while Brisbane and Sydney airports earned a return below that of the sample group (Jacobs Consulting 2010).

Of the four Australian airports, Perth airport earned the highest return on capital. Its return to capital exceeded the average of 50 overseas airports by just under 70 per cent. Melbourne airport also exceeded the sample group average — by just over 30 per cent — whereas Brisbane and Sydney airports earned 17 per cent and 8 per cent less than the average respectively.
Figure 4.10
Investment outcomes, 2008-09

Select Australian and overseas airports a
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a(Average includes 50 overseas airports.

Source: Jacobs Consulting Airport Performance Indicators (2010) from Department of Infrastructure and Transport (sub. 43).
Productivity and efficiency

A recent study by Assaf (2011) assesses the extent of productivity, efficiency, scale and technological changes at 13 Australian airports from 2002 to 2007. The study demonstrated that, with few exceptions, Australian airports exhibited increasing productivity over the post‑privatisation period. Efficiency levels have also remained constant or increased and where technological change has occurred, it has been positive. This implies that the development of new products or new production techniques has enhanced the airports’ ability to add value. 
This broadly supports Melbourne Airport’s argument that the profitability of Australian airports can be at least partially attributed to cost efficiency rather than excessive charging:

… Australian airports are generally the most efficient in cost and staff productivity terms and derive the lowest levels of revenue from their airline users. (sub. 29, p. 109)
In response to the Draft Report, after noting that high productivity is desirable, Virgin Australia Airlines argued that it:

… does not necessarily mean that airports are not making monopoly rents, and hence creating welfare losses. High productivity does not demonstrate that airports pricing conduct is in compliance with the Aeronautical Pricing Principles. (sub DR126, p. 10)

Productivity and efficiency studies can identify the drivers of relative performance. In this way, these studies may highlight where productivity and efficiency improvements may be made. However, given that this study was undertaken with limited data describing the environment in which each of the airports operated, it has not been able to quantify the impact of the regulatory environment on airport productivity and efficiency. So, even though this study supports the argument that productivity at Australian airports has improved in the post-privatisation period, it provides no indication as to how regulatory policy can support future improvements. A complete summary of recent efficiency and productivity studies is provided in appendix C. 
4.4
Conclusion

There are many difficulties in effective benchmarking that arise from differences across airports, data limitations and competing methodologies. These issues are discussed in detail in appendix C. Even benchmarking studies that offer relatively straightforward measures may differ in method and subsequently offer different results. These differences can, to a degree, be ameliorated by increasing the sample size or ensuring an appropriate choice of sample. However, in general, these differences mean that the results of benchmarking studies are limited to their context and require careful interpretation.
Nonetheless, when examined collectively, results from a range of studies across a range of measures illustrate a consistent picture of Australian airports performance in an international context. According to these studies (ATRS 2010; IATA 2011; Jacobs Consultancy 2010), Australian airports, relative to airports in other countries, exhibit:

· from below average to above average airport charges

· relatively low aeronautical revenue per passenger

· relatively low costs per passenger

· relatively high profits

· average to above average capital expenditure per passenger and return on capital employed.

Assaf (2011) suggests that the productivity of Australian airports has increased over the post-privatisation period from 2002 to 2007. In addition, where there have been changes in efficiency at Australian airports, they have been positive. However, as noted above, careful interpretation of the findings of these studies is required.
Finding 4.1
Australian airports’ aeronautical charges, revenues, costs, profits and investment outcomes remain within the performance range of their overseas counterparts. Within this group, Australian airports have achieved:

·  relatively low aeronautical and non-aeronautical revenue per passenger
· relatively low total costs, operating costs and staff costs
· relatively high profits 

· average to above average capital expenditure per passenger and return on capital employed. 
Finding 4.2
The productivity of Australian airports has improved, while any changes in efficiency or technology have been positive over the post-privatisation period. These indicators suggest that, despite earning below average revenues per passenger, Australian airports are able to profit from cost reductions.
�	MAp had significant airport investments at: Bristol; Birmingham; Sydney; Rome Fiumicino; Rome Ciampino; Brussels; and Copenhagen Airports. MAp has also had smaller investments in airports in Japan and Mexico, and has evaluated potential investments in many other airports in Europe, the United States of America, Asia and Australia (sub. 22). 
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