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Introduction
The District Council of Ceduna is a small regional Council in the Far West of South Australia and operates the Ceduna Airport. The Airport is services by daily flights from Adelaide conducted by Regional Express (REX).  

Executive Summary and Overview

The District Council of Ceduna fully supports the Minister's initiative to develop a National Aviation Industry Policy.

To ensure that Government and industry can work co-operatively and effectively together, a National Aviation Industry Policy must:

· recognise the present and likely future role of the aviation industry in Australia's broader economic development, particularly during the current worldwide economic environment of uncertainty; 

· make due allowance for the vastly different roles that are played, and needs that are served, by capital city, regional, rural and remote airports and air services; 

· lay out a concrete action plan to quantify the social and economic significance that aviation plays in support of communities throughout remote, rural and regional Australia; 

· reflect a high degree of sensitivity to the reality that only some of Australia's airports can operate profitably as stand-alone business entities and that large numbers of remote and rural airports must be cross-subsidised by their local government owners if they are to operate the facilities required to meet the local community needs; 

· recognise there are a number of privately-owned and operated airfields across Australia that receive no financial support whatsoever from any level of government, and yet they continue to provide essential air access for vital community services, such as air ambulance, fire-fighting, police and search and rescue; 

· because of the above factors, do not adopt an inflexible 'one size fits all' approach to the imposition of regulatory burdens on airports, but instead foster the development of an operational environment that is based on detailed evidence and individual assessments of needs and affordability and that is not merely 'perception-based'; 

· recognise that commercial on-airport non-aeronautical or aeronautical-related developments are essential for airport operators to have the financial capacity to make the substantial aeronautical infrastructure investments required to support present and future demands for airport services; 

· commit the Government to the provision of adequate funding for any security initiatives it imposes on airports and airlines; 

· actively address the foreseeable skills shortfalls in the aviation industry at all levels – not just airlines – and in all areas, but particularly in remote, rural and regional Australia; 

· commit the Commonwealth to working co-operatively with State, Territory and Local Governments and their Road Transport Authorities to develop a much more active and integrated approach to road access to airports and planning in surrounding areas that preserves airport growth potential and flight paths and that gives proper recognition to the growth;
· commit to replacing the outdated ANEF system with a new system for assessing and managing aircraft noise in relation to background noise by using measurable units which can be readily understood by communities and all three tiers of Government involved in land use planning around all airports; 

· extend airline security screening to include cargo, but otherwise revisit and reconsider, on an individual location-by-location risk assessment basis, the appropriateness and continued need for other security initiatives introduced since September 11.
There are significant issues affecting the continuation of air services for many communities throughout Australia, and particularly regional, rural and remote communities. In the first instance, we believe that, to guide its future decision-making, the Government should actually identify and quantify the social and economic significance that aviation plays in support of all communities throughout regional, rural and remote Australia. 

CHAPTER 1 – AVIATION SAFETY 

The District Council of Ceduna fully supports the proposition that safety must be the number one priority for the Australian aviation industry and the Government. While other objectives might assume high significance, such as the active encouragement of infrastructure investment and employment growth, none of these can ever be allowed to prevail to the detriment of safety. 

We also agree that, despite Australia's enviable reputation for aviation safety, there is no room for complacency, particularly given the enormous growth in aviation activity and the increasing financial pressures under which airlines now operate. Because of this, increasingly effective aviation regulators are necessary. 

CHAPTER 2 – AVIATION SECURITY

The District Council of Ceduna seeks an assurance in the White Paper that aviation security policy reviews and consequent determinations will be conducted and made only on the basis of current risk assessments and cognisant of the threat information provided by other Commonwealth agencies with the resources and expertise to provide such advice. 

The District Council of Ceduna believes that the following particular issues must be taken into consideration when reviewing and setting aviation security policy applicable in regional and rural Australia: 

· Small labour pools in regional and remote areas make it extremely difficult to cover screening and other security staffing; 

· The costs associated with security initiatives at regional and rural airports impact disproportionately when compared to major centre airports. 

The District Council of Ceduna perceives that aviation security in Australia is currently regulated on the basis of a 'one size fits all' model. However, the security risk assessment at a capital city airport is simply not applicable to a small airport with limited RPT services and considerable distance from critical infrastructure. 
The continued imposition of 'perception-based' as distinct from actual 'risk-based' regulation is inappropriate and unreasonably expensive. A commonsense approach with appropriate risk assessment mechanisms taking into account not only perceived risk but likelihood and consequence is what is required for security arrangements at all airports. 

District Council of Ceduna urges the Commonwealth to avoid a 'one size fits all' approach to enhanced security arrangements at regional and rural airports and to be responsive to further initiatives for a subsidised support framework for the introduction of any additional security initiatives at such airports. 

Triggers for a requirement to provide screening
Following participation in National Aviation Policy Statement Consultation for Aviation Security in Adelaide the following points were presented

· The growing issue of the potential for new model aircraft to be used as a weapon against a ground target, or as a target for destruction itself, has become problematic with the rise of budget carriers using larger turbo prop powered aircraft between regional and major airports. 

· Iconic or highly populated buildings are attractive targets due to capacity for media exposure and emotional impact.

· Kinetic Energy is a crucial factor in an aircrafts potential for damage.

· Resulting fire can bring down a building regardless of damage from the impact.

· The choice of target, considered iconic or capable of producing a high death toll are in the large majority located in major cities. Currently, turbo propeller aircraft are screened when flying out of, not into major airports.

· Passenger capacity has no relationship with fuel load across aircraft types.

· Speed, combined with weight, can contribute to an aircraft’s ability to inflict catastrophic damage.

· Cruising speed has no relationship to the weight of the aircraft. 

· The varying weights and speeds of aircraft create vast differences in kinetic energy at impact.

The following observations are made:
1. A model where Maximum Take Off Weight (MTOW) is used as a trigger to require a level of security screening is supported as this will provide consistency between RPT, Charter and Cargo operations.
2. There may need to be a number of triggers for various levels of security screening based on different MTOW’s and their departure and arrival ports.

3. Having MTOW as a trigger however only satisfies the risk component of a risk assessment and unless site specific factors are taken into account the likelihood and consequence assessment of the recognised risk assessment process are not considered.  This leads to an assessment that is ‘on size fits all’ which is inappropriate for regional, rural and remote airports.

4. The proximity of targets, considered iconic or capable of producing a high death toll are in the large majority located in major cities, not in regional and even lesser in rural and remote locations (given some exceptions) and therefore efforts to protect these possible targets need to focus on the likelihood of an aircraft being used as a weapon from each airport.
5. Consideration need to be given to the level of security required for one-of and irregular charter operations by aircraft with a MTOW over a security trigger point, into an airport with established security measures below the levels normally required for that aircraft.  This will also need to consider VIP visits and disaster / relief operations.
Screening Authority Models
Again in the National Aviation Policy Statement Consultation for Aviation Security in Adelaide the following points were presented

· The cost of aviation security requirements - some participants have argued for different security standards at different airports.

· A regional screening authority model could be based upon firms bidding for regional airport business or, regional airports combining or establishing an entity for the purpose

· The single screening authority would take a very directive role in the management of service provider contracts and quality systems improvement, but does not directly employ screening staff.

· The screening authority would determine how the provision of screening was conducted. However, it would still be responsible, for the development of standard operating procedures and the purchase of equipment for all screening service providers. 

· Is there any support for a Single Screening Authority? If so, are there any preferences for how it would be structured and which type of service delivery is preferred?
Following robust discussion and further reflection, the provision of screening services is, in our view, best delivered on a state by state basis, by a single private provider screening authority who is engaged under standard contract, administered by each state government, to provide all required services to each of the states security designated airports. This model would provide the following benefits:
1. Assuming a tender process is used and tenders recalled on an established cycle competition would be maintained nationally, in the provision of security services by private providers.

2. Use of a nationally consistent contract would ensure consistency of service as required at each airport.

3. Human resources would be able to be maintained in each state to satisfy normal fluctuations in staff availability.
Cost of Screening
Again in the National Aviation Policy Statement Consultation for Aviation Security in Adelaide the following points and statistics were presented 
· Smaller regional airports have claimed the cost to them of screening is inequitable;

· Regional and remote airports have also argued that the current pricing structure makes it harder to attract passengers to regional Australia and to attract airlines to use regional airports as hubs

· Consultations to date have revealed support for some mechanism to equalise screening costs among airports, whether through network pricing or subsidisation;

· Little detail was provided in submissions or through consultations as to how such a scheme could operate in an Australian context; and

· Submissions did not address the central issues of who should pay for cost equalisation and whether or not there should be one price across all screened airports.

	Category
	Departing Passengers  % of Total
	Passenger Screening Costs             % of Total
	Screening Cost Multiple
	SCM Adjusted to x 1

	1 - CBD Major
	64.5%
	50.3%
	0.78
	1.00

	2 - CBD Minor
	12.9%
	14.1%
	1.09
	1.40

	3 - Large Regional
	13.4%
	14.8%
	1.10
	1.40

	4 - Medium Regional
	6.6%
	11.1%
	1.68
	2.15

	5 - Small Regional
	1.8%
	5.3%
	2.94
	3.77

	6 - Remote Regional
	0.8%
	4.3%
	5.38
	6.90


· Costs per passenger are lowest for airport categories with high passenger numbers, where the cost of providing security screening services can be spread across a larger number of passengers.  

· The higher costs at regional airports are seen as driven by both equipment and labour costs. 

· Many regional airports are impacted by higher contract labour rates, particularly in the Northern Territory and north-west Western Australia, where hourly rates can be 50-80 per cent higher than those paid at major CBD airports.  

· 9% of passengers screened in Australia comprise 20% of total screening costs

· Categories 5 and 6, which account for 10% of screening costs, screen less than 3% of passengers. 

· Australia’s five major airports account for 77% of passengers and the 11 designated airports account for 91% of passengers. 

· The remaining 33 regional airports account for 9% of all passenger traffic in Australia. 

· Airports with low passenger numbers have lower income streams unless they charge higher fees. As passenger and baggage screening at Australian airports is currently paid by location specific pricing, these costs are passed on to the airlines using the screening services.  

· Is aviation security screening a cost of business or is it special?

· If screening is special, why is it so?

· Who should pay for aviation security screening?

· Which categories of airports should be considered for cost equalisation or cost relief of aviation security screening?

· Does competition under the current Australian aviation security screening regime engender efficiencies in screening operations, and if so, how and to what extent?

· Network pricing models generally operate by sharing costs equally across a network. A uniform charge is applied; the funds are pooled and then re-distributed according to a pre-determined rationale. 

· Options exist to apply a network pricing to all or part of a network and to charge all or part of a network in order to generate funds for re-distribution.

· Are there other drivers for network pricing?

· In considering network pricing, should it apply to all airports or selected airports only?

· Who should pay for a network pricing initiative?
· Government Funding of Capex to meet the capital costs associated with mandated security requirements (such as infrastructure and screening equipment), with the airports remaining responsible for the operating costs (such as the labour component)
· Which option for subsidy or cost sharing is preferable and why?

· Which airports should be considered for subsidy or cost sharing initiatives?

· What mechanism or mechanisms could be used to determine and agree passenger screening costs for individual airports?
In the consideration of who pays for the provision of security services at airports the following points are relevant:
· Whilst an aircraft has been identified as a possible weapon and large aircraft identified as possible targets the information provided suggests that infrastructure, considered iconic or capable of producing a high death toll are the targets that we are attempting to protect. Why then is all the cost of protecting these targets required to be borne by the airports and airlines?
· Who has the most to loose in the event that an aircraft was used as a weapon? We suggest that the nation as a whole would suffer significant social and financial impacts from such an event and the largest impact would be on all airlines and major airports. Why then should regional, rural and remote airports be required to cover the high costs of providing security in these locations when by comparison we have possibly insignificant targets and a lot less to loose.
A cross subsidy pricing arrangement is supported by the District Council of Ceduna and we proposes that the average cost of providing security at category 2 & 3 airports should set the bench mark of the average cost of providing security to any security designated airport.  
Based on this, category 1 airports would cross subsidise category 4, 5 & 6 airports so that all airports payed the same per passenger fees. Due to the large volume of passengers at the category 1 airports (64.5%) and the low number of passengers at category 4, 5 & 6 airports (9.2%) and category 2 & 3 airports remaining the same, the impact on the industry would be very minor and the viability of the smaller airports would be protected in relation to security costs.

CHAPTER 4 – DOMESTIC AND REGIONAL AVIATION

Airports are just one of the intermodal links that support the transportation task of the nation and yet airports and aviation is burdened with far more regulation and therefore cost than any other form of transport and has to carry this burden with largely no assistance from government. Governments must ensure funding programs that have traditionally provided for road and rail are extended to allow applications from airports.
The continuation of the Remote Air Services Subsidy Scheme, Remote Aerodrome Safety Program and the Enroute Charges Scheme are all essential to protect the viability and safety of air services to remote locations.

CHAPTER 8 – AVIATION INFRASTRUCTURE 

Efficient and effective air travel is essential for: 

· Australia's economic participation and growth in the world economy; 

· the Australian tourism industry; and 

· the Australia's social wellbeing generally, but particularly in its regional, rural and remote communities. 

Airport aviation infrastructure requires large scale investment on which an economic return not realised for many years, if at all. Many of Australia's regional, rural and remote airports cannot be sustained on aeronautical revenue streams and require major cross-subsidisation by their local government owners.
Whilst we support that the future of the operation of an airport must be assured into the future, with sound forward planning being an essential component, there still remains significant areas of airport land that could and we believe should be developed for use by industries that are not inconsistent with surrounding land use and could gain a benefit from or provide a benefit to airport and airline operations.
· there is an extremely wide range of potential uses of non-aeronautical use of airport land that would not be inconsistent with later use of the same land for aeronautical purposes should the need arise in the future; 

· it is not only inefficient as a matter of economic principle to require land to lie unused against the potentially remote possibility that it might later be required at some indeterminate future time to meet increased demand for aeronautical services, but doing so deprives the airport of the opportunity in the meantime to generate through non-aeronautical development the financial capacity to invest in aeronautical infrastructure on other airport land; 

· airports are major transport interchanges and many businesses actively seek to be co-located;  and 

· non-aeronautical development at airports can promote increased aviation traffic by, for example, encouraging business air travel for meetings held at on-airport conference facilities that might not otherwise occur but for ready access to those facilities. 

· quite apart from its contribution to whole-of economy growth, tourism and particularly regional, rural and remote social wellbeing, airport development activity itself provides a major source of employment not only during the development phase but also throughout its subsequent operational life. 

On the other side of the fence it is imperative that land use planning around airports is controlled to ensure the airports capacity is not restricted and has an adverse impact on airport operations. There must be a mandatory referral mechanism established for all planning amendment reviews to be referred to the relevant State Government Aviation body for assessment of the impacts of proposed Development Plan amendments on nearby airports. 

Following on from this there must be provisions included in all Development Plans that development that may impact airport operations be mandatorily referred to the affected airport for assessment and an ability for an airport owner, through the State Government Planning Agency, to require alteration or refusal of developments, that the airport can demonstrate, will have a adverse impact on airport operations.
The District Council of Ceduna wishes to reiterate the need to develop a better system of analysing modern aircraft noise in the context of existing environments and relating that noise to land use planning. The current use of ANEFs and AS 2021 is thoroughly outdated and should be replaced by an Australian-developed system which recognises the trend for low noise emitting aircraft and existing background noise situations around airports. 
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