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Back Ground

The Alliance for a Clean Environment consists of an Alliance of community groups, working with volunteer professionals to assess and comment on policies, licences and to assist in broad issues of social justice. The Alliance has worked with individuals and community groups who have concerns about inappropriate developments on Airport land (Section 2) and aircraft noise impacts (Section 10) and at Perth Airport. We forward comments in these two strategic areas, hoping they will be considered in the final compilation of the Aviation Strategy (policy document and framework) that will stand for the next 20 years. 

A fundamental problem exists with the Airport Act, is that it requires the lessee to only consult or refer to the Federal Minister for Environment for clearance or approvals of development on airport land.  The State and Local Authorities are powerless to limit, reject or in any way determine an outcome, as State and Local Government Laws do not apply to nor have influence over Federal land. In particular where subject activity on Airport land causes undesirable / unacceptable impacts on adjoining/ nearby State and Local Government controlled land

Section 2 – Airport Infra structure – Planning for Responsible Development

  For planning to be responsible, accountable and protective to the adjacent ‘community’, there are important changes required to the Federal Airports Act 1996.

  Weaknesses in the Airports Act of 1996 were recently highlighted in 3 cases-

 1) The Asphalt plant at Hazlemere (1996),

  This was the first non-aviation development on Perth Airport land. However, the community was not consulted, the development was not consistent with the adjacent land uses under the local Town Planning scheme zonings. The development has negatively impacted on adjacent residential properties.

2) BGC Brickworks (2005)

 This Master Development Plan (MDP) had inadequate community consultation, there were many weaknesses in the documentation including:- failure to acknowledge local wind conditions; failure to adequately consider infra structure costs to the community (roads, increased traffic movements); failure to consider off- airport site air quality and health impacts,  in its study of emissions; failure to adopt a conservative approach in considering salt/fluoride in clay. 

Further, there was no avenue for review or appeal of the MDP prior to the Ministerial decision and therefore no means of correcting or reassessing data.

 There are no defined processes for monitoring, regulating or controlling emissions. 

The Federal Environment agency does not have the staffing, training, expertise or appropriate legislative Environmental Regulations or Pollutive Emissions Standards/ Limits to adequately regulate non- aviation activities. Licensing with legally enforceable environmental Conditions of License is an essential pre requisite for an Airports Act IF there is intent to regulate environmental conditions of aviation and non- aviation activities.   

(Airports Act p1 ‘Building and Construction at Airports’ states – “Generally State and Territory Laws in respect of building approvals and planning have no effect at leased Federal Airports”.

3) Prosecution of WAC by Department of Indigenous Affairs  for destruction of  significant sites ( 2007)

The WAC contravened Section 17 of the State Aboriginal Heritage Act (1972) in destroying recognized  significant Aboriginal sites The WAC failed to consult with Aboriginal Elders or go through any transparent planning process when developing plans for Woolworths and other warehouse  facilities to the South of the Airport. There was no Federal regulatory mechanism to prosecute, regulate or control the proponents.

( Airports Act p3 ‘Environment Management at Airports’ states “Operators are required to advise the airport operator and AEO if they discover an object, species or ecological community”.) 

These development and events highlighted serious omissions and weaknesses in the Airports Act.

To strengthen the Airport Act the following 10 changes are recommended for inclusion ;

· Federal Airport land must fall within the jurisdiction of State environmental, planning and health departments to ensure consistency in licensing, monitoring of emissions regulation and control or at least mirror image the fore stated. (Note the lack of legal enforceability and of non -compliance penalty in the Memorandum Of Understanding (MOU) at Perth Airport).

· Master Development Plans (MDP) must be consistent with Airport Master Plans and Local and State Planning Schemes.

· The need for consultation to encompass the notion of procedural fairness and accountability in the planning process (proponents may need guidelines to ensure local communities have adequate access to information or MDPs).

· The need for a further process, forum for consultation, or document review- once public comments have been submitted to an Airport lessee and prior to the Ministerial decision, is an omission that community groups would like to see rectified.

· The need to provide opportunities for (community) appeal on extension to or changes in licensing conditions or development expansions. 

· Proponent with plans for a development on Airport Land, with potential for adverse emissions (eg. noise, dust, gas, water) should be required to conduct Health Risk, Air/ Water Quality / Traffic Movement Studies and consider existing health impacts on the surrounding communities. Indeed the appropriateness of such an industry may be unsuitable in the first instance.

· The Act must clearly define a process for monitoring, regulating and controlling emissions in a transparent way- probably through delegated authority to relevant state departments. 

· Provide for appropriate consultation on non -aviation land uses, as reduced infrastructure and regulatory frameworks may provide unfair commercial advantage for businesses on Airport land and damage local government planning schemes.

· Infrastructure plans at airports must to be developed in consultation with State and Local Authorities as the community bears the cost of increased traffic movements and road or rail requirements.

· There is need to incorporate protection and recognition of significant bushland areas on Airport land and provide appropriate regulatory mechanisms to protect or take action against non compliance and damage to such lands.

Statutory recognition of these above points would go a long way to ensure Airport Lessees  become ‘good neighbours’.

Section 10 - Noise Impacts & The Need to Recognise Noise as a a Burden on Health (WHO 2008).

The Noise Impacts- Section 10  in the Draft document (Green Paper) is seen by this community group as a weak response and one that fails to acknowledge Noise as a real health issue or health burden.

 Noise and Health

 Noise should not be considered as just a trigger for complaints, (with its parallel  solution is then how to handle the complaints), but a pollutant, an emission that at high levels is recognised to be a significant cause of health problems. The management of health problems is a National  and State issue. Not all persons suffering ill health from noise will be complainants, but all persons suffering from ill health will be a cost to the community, State and Nation.

  Roles and Responsibilities Noise and Health .

  It is imperative that this Draft document recognizes Noise as a Health Issue so that the policies that are developed can work towards relevant solutions and realistic acknowledgement of responsibilities. For example, it is not adequate to simply note the number and times noise complaints may be documented from a school. The real issue is that a school in an area of high noise exposure, may have students that are cognitively disadvantaged by high noise (Munich Airport Study 
.) or worse, they are suffering physically from elevated blood pressure and other physiological difficulties
. The responsibility is to prevent the health impact not just record the complaint.

 There appears a real reticence or lack of knowledge amongst many State and LGA planners and administrators who consistently fail to acknowledge the health issues in relation to noise exposure. We are fortunate in WA to have an acoustic expert within the ranks of the DEC. However, there is no section or expertise in the Department of Health to investigate noise impacts on health. No Department of Health representative sits on planning groups discussing aircraft noise impacts. This is despite recent overseas research finding conclusive evidence of the relationship of an incremental high noise to a range of health effects including; cardio vascular response, sleep disturbance, learning difficulties, and performance and communication difficulties
. (ICBEN & 2008).

 Recently the City of Swan (WA) when approving two developments in areas exposed to exceptionally high aircraft noise, and noting the opposition of the Department of Environment and Conservation (DEC) and their Minister, then stated,

  ‘The DEC is not in a position to advise on appropriate densities and the strategic

   need for these” 

 They chose to ignore the advice from the DEC, that residential buildings in ANEF contours 25-30 and 30-35, were not only contrary to the Australian Standards 2021 but could lead to possible adverse health impacts. The State Planning Commission similarly ignored the advice and approved the developments on strategic planning grounds

. 

The history and development of this above proposal provides good argument about why Noise and Health have to be considered together in Federal Aviation Policies, to provide overarching statements of responsibilities to those planning in the vicinity of Airports.

This community has also argued about the need to consider cumulative effects of emissions. There is a need to consider aircraft noise together with industrial, road, and rail noise. At present it is not in the financial interests of Local Government or developers to consider the real cost of inappropriate development near airports. Those opposing ANEF contours would appear to be the renegade LGAs and the developers who may be able to profit from a “Caveat on the Title and to Hell with Contours and Standards” approach.

  Community Consultation/Complaints and Noise.

In WA the WAC has started from a position of less than remarkable community engagement in many areas of consultation (eg developments such as the Asphalt Plant, BGC Brickworks, damage to aboriginal sites). However, they have are to be commended on their Perth Airport Noise Management Committee. A number of constructive measures have been developed as a result, including a brochure on health and Aircraft noise, and discussions on Full Length Full Thrust Take Offs (FLFT) instead of Intersection Departures (ID) to assist protect the health of severely aircraft noise effected residents and residential school.

 There is need for Federal, State and LGAs to ensure they have staff or resources with adequate knowledge for aircraft noise and health effects and a willingness to honestly inform. The Noise Brochure compiled by DEC and to be produced by the WAC is a big step forward in this respect.

 There is need to establish a direct line to the airports for Emission and Ground Running complaints – a response the next day is inadequate and unable to address/ control /limit an unreasonable exposure(be it noise or fumes). Unlike a single aircraft event these emissions may last for an hour or more.

 The Guildford Community has for years being trying to locate the noise monitor from a relatively low noise location to an area of high aricraft noise. The current Air Services Australia (ASA) noise reports are meaningless graphs and figures because they do not reveal the true magnitude of the noise problem in this locality.

 Regulations needed to control Airlines  for using non compliant aircraft

 Community groups would like to see a statutory position requiring all airlines using Australian airspace to update to the most efficient aircraft using noise up to date  amelioration measures (without an exception clause for cargo planes).

Recognition of Compliant and Non Compliant airlines
 Airlines should be rewarded or positively encouraged to use noise abatement methods( eg in Perth FLFT takeoffs as opposed to ID). Similarly exposure of non-

compliant  or noisy airline fleets to the media would probably provide incentive to upgrade in Australian airspace (Name and Shame Policy). 

 Compensation  and Insulation Packages

As the airport and aviation industry expands so to do the persons affected by aircraft noise. In cities like Perth there are a limited number of properties so affected. The town of Guildford  has about 1/4-1/3 of homes, are in areas deemed unsuitable for residential development (AS2021). The town was on the Federal Register of the National Estate (now Heritage Inventory). The responsibilities of the WAC cease at its boundary. It is essential that the Federal Government takes a pro-active role in insulation, double glazing and other compensation costs for the heritage listed and other properties exposed to unreasonably high noise levels).

There is a proceedural unfairness and a social injustice, in that persons are unable to take action against the Federal Government (under the Airports Act) for damage- personal or to property.

 It would be appropriate to have this section expanded  in the White Paper into a section on Noise Management in addition to Curfews  and include broader discussion on the underlying reasons for n methods of noise amelioration, responsibilities and cost sharing. 

 The role of Air Services Australia is interesting and possibly one of conflict in that they are the only government body to whom noise affected residents can turn and yet they also represent efficiency and safety at airports. Perhaps there is a need to examine their role further in the White Paper.

r

Curfews Night Noise and Health

 Recent Research (ICBEN 2008) has shown the importance of a quiet period in the last few hours of sleep. This may provide grounds for discussion in Perth and other non- curfew airports about the need for a partial curfew, and/or the introduction of Insulation Packages

 This Green Paper is very weak in discussing any expansion of the role and purpose of curfews. If sleep and health protection is needed in one community with high noise levels, then it is similarly required in others with similar issues.

The White Paper will need to examine the purpose of curfews and their application, not just a justification at a couple of airports and dismissal of other areas on economic grounds (see comments above).

It is hoped these comments will be duly considered in the writing of the White Paper on the new Aviation Policy.

� Evans G.W., Hygge S. and Bullinger M.Chronic Noise and Psychological  Stress in  Psychological Sciences Vol.6 Nov 1995 p333-338


 


�   Cohn S.,Evans G.W., Krantz D.S, Stokols D., Physiological, Motivational, and Cognitive Effects of Aircraft Noise on Children: moving from laboratory to field in American Journal of Psychology Vol. 35 March 1980.


 


� Basner M. Muller A. and Automatically detected  Cardiac Arousal. in Proceedings – Sleep Abstract 9th International Conference on Noise as a Public Health Issue .ICBEN 2008





� Minutes City of Swan Ordinary Meeting 22.3.2006 Item 3.4





