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2009 Green Paper submission: Noise impacts of pilot training   

My major concern and experience is the impact of aircraft noise on public health from foreign pilot training based at Parafield Airport, north of Adelaide CBD. This situation also exists at other secondary airports such as Jandakot in Western Australia, Bankstown and Moorabbin. 

Throughout the past decade, adverse environmental and health representations have been made to all tiers of Government with no resolution. Our local environment continues to deteriorate as Parafield Airport management push for their preposterous goal of over 450,000 flight movements per year in residential areas. There were 121,026 flight movements in 1998-1999 – now there are almost 300,000 per annum. The forecast of 215,945 movements in 2024-25 has already been exceeded. Residents have no protection against the growing noise exposure which was condoned as acceptable by the former Government. The situation is worsening due to inaccurate statistics provided in development master plans given to Dept of Transport, and the increase in helicopter training around Parafield since mid 2007.

Figure 5.1 on page 134 of the National Aviation Green Paper shows that training accounted for 25% of Australian general aviation hours in 2007. There are a number of airports where training is the main activity and pilot training represents 90 - 95% at Parafield. This Airport is in the centre of Salisbury city to the north of Adelaide CBD and surrounded by residential areas.
Page 136 of the Green paper notes that ‘Recent growth in commercial airline activity, particularly in the Asia - Pacific region, has generated growth opportunities for aviation training businesses.’ Flight Training Group, the operator of Flight Training Adelaide is later described as an example of a successful aviation-related services exporter. This may be the opinion of CEO of this business, however people who have signed petitions, written to MP’s, newspapers, councils and put in thousands of noise complaints strongly disagree. I am trying to finalise this submission after being subjected to almost sixteen hours of droning non stop aircraft noise on Tuesday 24th February. Publishing and highlighting such narrow minded statements suggests the Green Paper is prepared by self interest aviation and biased opinion while ignoring the many complaints from residents over several years. This so called success of FTG should not be at the expense of residents who are exposed to unreasonable levels of aircraft noise, ongoing harassment, and social deterioration of suburbs by reckless unessential pollution.

The Government has supported Flight Training Group/ FTA through the Export Market Development Grants (EMDG) scheme so is actively encouraging this business to ruin residents’ health and this is unconstitutional and unjust.
I would like to believe that everyone can play a role in shaping Australia’s aviation future through the Green paper and hope that our submissions are incorporated into new effective policies to protect people rather than the aviation industry.
Rubbery figures and inadequate noise data
There are neither ongoing objective noise measurements of training operations at Parafield nor any aircraft noise limits set by regulatory bodies. Certain weather conditions, flight path directions and pilot inexperience often make noise levels intolerable. Regulations for other noisy activities do not apply to aviation due to an exemption. The aircraft noise caused by Parafield is not related to passenger transport – it is a factory for justifying the issue of foreign pilots’ flight licences. That should have the same noise limitations as any other factory using noisy machinery, even more so, as their pollution covers vast urban residential areas. Flight training should be moved from inner city locations as soon as possible.
Noise exemptions should be removed for pilot training airports. Noise limits and an earlier curfew should be imposed immediately. It is unreasonable to expose residents to loud aircraft noise up to 11pm. 

P
Parafield Airport does not offer unique services and being urban, may be unsuitable for general air transport. Parafield’s contribution to State GDP is negligible if their overall net operational impacts are objectively measured including the degradation of land value, mental and other health effects, and effect on learning abilities.  We experience general aviation occurring often well after midnight after a busy nights’ flight training. Presumably too risky and inconvenient for mass circuit training operations to be interrupted by ‘General Aviation’, which is what Parafield originally was intended for.
Federally owned airports seem to be able to get away with whatever they like. If the training schools had to compensate residents for these impacts I would like to see how quickly they move.  State and local governments should have a role in aircraft noise management, and the airport should not be exempt from local planning laws and regulations. Airports should also have a role in managing noise issues – not only noise emanating from ground level, but also in flight.  
In response to a high level of noise complaints, aircraft noise monitoring was conducted near Parafield Airport from September 2006 to 30 January 2007. Some of the following Information was not included in the noise monitoring Report 1494. (19th October 2006 – 30th January 2007).
Not all operations overflew the monitor based in Parafield Gardens – only 8563 of the total 17088 movements in ODW correlated to noise events. 6651 out of a total of 8563 correlated noise events were linked to an unknown aircraft type. Transponders are regularly set to standby in training aircraft and avoid measurement.
Only 1521 noise events were presented in the 3 month ( #1494) report. Parafield averages over 20,000 flight movements per month. The location of the temporary monitoring facility was at a school and was in a coasting part of the training circuit. The variation of noise between coasting and accelerating aircraft can easily exceed 30 decibels. The Socata Tobago commonly used for training was measured at a high of 80.7 decibels and the Beech 760 at 81.1 decibels. Measurements of the 4072 Grob G-115 movements (another commonly used training aircraft) were not included in the noise report. Not all aircraft types that operated at Parafield were measured by the NFPMS possibly because the aircraft were not sufficiently close to the noise monitor to register a noise event. These included the Grob-115, Eurocopter AS-350, Beech 200 and Robinson R44  Not a very comprehensive report yet it has been used to tell the public that the vast majority of air movements created noise levels that fell within acceptable limits as recommended by Australian Standard AS2021 -2000. I disagree and so do many other residents. Obviously most homes must not be insulated to that standard. Helicopter training (for China) began in mid 2007 and is causing many complaints.
The proposed capacity at Parafield is totally unrealistic for this area and would not be approved in other countries due to noise and pollution regulations. Residents do not want to be exposed to unreasonable noise levels and increased numbers of freight services with no curfew, helicopter training and unmeasured noise levels around training airports. Apart from safety issues, airspace constrained by both Edinburgh and Adelaide Airports will always severely limit the growth of Parafield Airport. 
The noise from pilot training at Parafield and other secondary airports is ruining the health of many residents. Foreign aviation interests continue to have priority over Australian public health. This is clearly detrimental to our national best interest. Major parts of Aviation policy should be developed by people who have awareness about the serious health consequences caused by the imposition of chronic aviation noise over residential areas. This aspect appears to have been totally ignored in the Green paper. 
Strategies and government policies for reducing the impact of aircraft noise on communities

According to a study compiled by the World Health Organisation, ‘Governments should consider the protection of populations from community noise as an integral part of their policy for environmental protection.’ It appears that birds and marine species such as dolphins and whales have more protection from the impact of aircraft noise than the residents who live in the vicinity of an airport. We have recently had more large jets directed over the Northern suburbs without any consultation when they could easily be directed over the ocean. The introduction of additional helicopter training over the northern western suburbs of Adelaide in mid 2007 is another concern. There are plans to increase this type of training at Parafield. Even the helicopter shark patrols along the beach suburbs and coast are intrusive to both residents and those wanting a quiet time at the beach. How effective are air patrols in minimising shark attacks?
Pilot training should not be conducted in the middle of residential areas. Flight paths of larger aircraft should not be changed without consultation and flights should avoid built up areas where possible.
Improving the availability and quality of the information being supplied to potential property purchasers and others affected by aircraft noise.

Currently most potential property purchasers receive no advice of noise exposure. The South Australian State Government refuses to acknowledge there is a problem, as they receive between $20,000-30,000 in various taxes from hundreds of unfortunate families who purchase their first home. Many are forced to move due to the constant unessential aircraft noise pollution, profiting foreign investors encouraged by Austrade and Foreign Affairs. Would the provision of noise information reduce the selling price of our homes? Noise information should be available to those intending to build a new home however some existing homeowners may be disadvantaged when selling. Perhaps the ‘successful’ Flight Training group could pay the difference.
The current noise information is not presented in a form that is easily understood by potential property purchasers. The ANEF does not accurately reflect the horrendous exposure inside flight turning arcs and intersecting flight paths around Parafield Airport. The ANEF also does not reflect what really happens, where actual flight paths are narrow, flying over exactly the same homes, and at times intersect over those same homes from different directions. This causes the same households to complain, and continue to be targeted by Flight Training operators as the airspace is uncontrolled. 
The complex NEF (Noise Exposure Forecast) system is used as the basis of noise forecasts around most airports. Residential development within NEF contours 20 and upwards is undesirable. There is an extra annoyance factor associated with continuous propeller aircraft droning noise. This means that an area traditionally rated as 15 NEF suffers the same annoyance as the same area rated at 20NEF for jet aircraft. This was acknowledged by the Federal Department of Infrastructure Aviation Environmental Director several years ago, yet the extra propeller noise annoyance factor does not seem to be taken into account with Parafields’ Master Plans and ANEF modelling. The ANEF plots do not show the true intensity of flight training pollution. As there is no objective continuous flight training noise monitoring done at Parafield, aviation has enjoyed almost unencumbered growth, at the detriment of over 20,000 homes, where thousands of people are seriously affected by their pollution.  
At 20 ANEF, 50% of residents are moderately affected and 12% will be seriously affected, meaning they will have to move or suffer serious adverse health and mental effects. Airport master plans do not make this clear, and ANEF contours do not quantify actual noise exposure. New building constructions have higher insulation standards than most of the original homes built in suburbs around Parafield from the late nineteen fifties onwards. Under current legislation only homes above 30 ANEF are provided with insulation. This is grossly inadequate. Even allowing 20 ANEF over residential areas for aviation that can be done elsewhere, for profiteers’ & foreign interests’ convenience, is plainly disgusting and has gone on far too long. Not measuring the true flight training pollution has enabled this unconscionable faction to continue. The 25 ANEF contour does not extend very far from the airport because the bulk of operations are by smaller non-jet aircraft including overflights from circuit training. We are denied any form of noise insulation because airport management and the government deny there is a noise problem. The ANEF method is not suitable for smaller aircraft.

In an article titled ‘Going beyond Noise Contours’  Mr David Southgate states,” ANEF contours tend to not pick up aircraft in training circuits; however this repetitive activity is extremely annoying.” I have experienced flights directly overhead every minute for several hours measuring in excess of 80dB at night up to 11pm in a suburban residential area. The ANEF/ANEC diagrams in Parafields’ master plan do not reflect the serious noise problem. The noise model does not take account of the low frequency resonating effect of circuit training aircraft noise which is similar to a continuous drone of fluctuating intensity. There is no ongoing noise monitoring. At times the training noise is unbearable. Flight movements have almost doubled in the last ten years and the western area is exposed to night time flight noise after the closure of one of the runways in the mid nineties. Parafield Airport is primarily used as a training airport. The cadets climb using full power and this adds over thirty decibels to a normal cruising overflight. This does not appear to be reflected in aircraft noise modelling. A high proportion of flight movements involve touch and go operations and surrounding areas are exposed to very high levels of noise when this occurs.

Page 191 of the Aviation Green Paper states that ‘ Another example of improved noise sharing technology is Airservices Australia’s ‘WebTrak’ an internet-based information tool, which provides the public with near real time information of aircraft flight paths and noise profiles’. It captures noise data at eight of Australia’s mainly capital city airports but does not give any useful noise information about the even busier secondary airports such as Bankstown, Jandakot, Moorabbin and Parafield. We hear and see many hundreds of aircraft flying noisily overhead all day. We need to know noise levels at training airports as well, plus have a noise limit or daily noise dose limit.  WebTrak introduces more complexity and argument to cloud the obvious – obnoxious noise and that people do not want to be polluted. Polluted taxpayers’ money is used so that nothing immediately changes, while taxpayers continue to be polluted.

Assessing the current noise enquiry and noise complaint services, and investigating more effective ways to deal with noise complaints.

Flight training at Parafield has generally focussed their flight paths over the same homes, possibly as part of Parafield Airport’s contemptible, “Developing a ‘noise tolerant community”, policy. Try to understand the true implications of this, and force aviation to fairly compensate those they pollute. Noise complaints often come from the same people until they lose their hearing or are encouraged to move by frequent buzzing early in the morning and up to 11pm at night.  
The current noise complaint service has a long recorded message preceding the opportunity to register a complaint. This often discourages distressed complainants registering a complaint. Complainants should be given to an option to bypass this if they have heard the message before.. The noise enquiry unit also captures personal details of complainants, and offers it to ‘interested parties’, including airport operators, without consent. This infringes our rights to privacy. Complainant’s homes have been targeted and harassed by low flying, noisy aircraft as Parafield airspace is effectively a free for all aerial playground.   Residents have been told by NEU staff that the situation is not going to change because Parafield is a training airport and suggest that you move if the noise bothers you that much. The General Aviation Airport operational changes allowing mass flight training were made without consultation with residents long after all suburbs North and West of Parafield Aerodrome were settled. We don’t want our noise complaints dealt with in an arrogant or condescending manner – we want a peaceful healthy environment to live in. There is a time lag of three to four months before the ASA complaint reports are available to the consultative committee and usually no action is taken.
It is difficult to obtain information on how many complaints there are and what has been done to correct the problem. Noise complaint statistics and action taken should be available on the internet.  
Many residents have given up complaining after dealing with the Airservices Australia noise enquiry unit and being referred from one Government agency to another, then back to Airport management.  A survey conducted by Hassell Planning Consultants in 1994 stated that only 5% of interviewed residents complained and gave up because it was ineffective. Their phone survey revealed that approximately 5,150 households containing 15,000 people experienced some level of aircraft noise disturbance. Many of these were located outside of the ANEF contours. There has been a large increase in population numbers since 1994 and I am not aware of any recent surveys. 

Numerous complaints have been made to the noise enquiry unit over several years and no discernable action has been taken by the Parafield Airport Consultative Committee. One complaint was reported over a year ago i.e. the inability to read the wing marking. The last letter is illegible e.g. VH – YT ? This problem has been ignored and some aircraft cannot be identified. Helicopters also cannot be identified by registration numbers, and are of particular nuisance.
It is essential to be able to identify complete aircraft registration numbers for aircraft causing a noise nuisance and action taken. Markings should be clearly visible.
Residents are not able to contribute effectively to debate about management of noise issues affecting their locality. The Parafield Airport Consultative Committee impose restrictive rules on anyone seeking to become a committee member. Community representation criteria and resolution of noise complaints need to be improved.   
 Health and safety?

Little consideration has been given to the long term health and mental effects of residents exposed to repeated overflights by noisy low flying aircraft fuelled with Avgas. Avgas produces particularly high amounts of carbon monoxide and particulates containing lead. Emissions while taxiing, taking off and landing can be significant contributors to air pollution. Due the nature of training flight operations this area would be exposed to greater pollution levels.
Studies by the World Health Organisation have concluded that ‘the potential health effects of  noise include hearing impairment; aural pain; ear discomfort; speech interference; sleep disturbance; cardiovascular effects; performance reduction and annoyance responses. These health effects, in turn, can lead to social handicap; reduced productivity; decreased performance in learning; absenteeism in the workplace and school; increased drug use and accidents.’ Still, we continue to witness almost continuous overflights all day and night over our homes, schools and childcare centres.

A quote from an EPA report states “The local community should not be subjected to lower environmental quality because of the benefit to the whole of the Australian community without compensation”.  Most of the students being trained at Parafield Airport are predominantly from overseas therefore this training does not benefit the whole Australian community and will probably ultimately take jobs away from Australian pilots. We are also denied any compensation for adverse health effects. Try to prove the connection when health studies are not done and there is no continuous noise monitoring or aircraft noise limit set. We consider that essential facts of the noise monitoring exercise in 2006/07 were manipulated and covered up. Accidents and near misses at Parafield are often not reported to the public.
If residents complain then they should be offered noise insulation some other form of compensation.
Our recommendation and plea, is that the international flying school (Flight Training Adelaide) and other flight training groups especially helicopter training based at Parafield should be relocated because this area is clearly unsuitable for large scale pilot training.
Submitted by Jon Andersen, Adelaide    by   e mail
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