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sites and in fact, per head of local population there were many more submiss;ons from
the Wilton area.

Many more submissions were received opposing the siting of the airport them supporting
it, particularly in relation to Badgerys Creek.

Issues causing the most concern in the Badgerys Creek area were the effect on property
values, the effects of aircraft noise, effects on lifestyle and the lack of compensation
for those affected but whose property would not be acquired.

At Wilton the main issues were preservation of the environment, preservation of water
quality in the catchment area and the effects on the mining industry.

Many other important issues of less general concern were raised in relation to each site.

No new significant issue was raised which adversely affects the assessment of the
proposals.

Response to submissions

Some comments related to areas which had been adequately covered in the Draft EIS and
the response needed only to direct the reader to the relevant section. Where a
misunderstanding was evident some clarification and amplification of the wording of the
Draft EIS, and in some cases additional material, have been included. Many comments
are more in the nature of objections to particular elements of the proposals rather than
criticisms of the Draft EIS and have simply been recorded as such. All errors brought to
light have been corrected in Appendix 2 Corrigenda.

Following analysis, the submissions were reviewed by the Environmental Reference
Group which includes representatives of the Commonwealth Department of Arts,
Heritage and Environment and the NSW Department of Environment and Planning. This
group confirmed the view of the Department of Aviation that no additional field work or
analytic work was required to respond adequately to all concerns raised in public
submissions.

A meeting was also held with the Department of Defence to consider further the effects
of the proposals on Defence facilities.

No issue has arisen from any source which has necessitated any change to the proposed at
either site. The proposals will therefore go forward as detailed in the Draft EIS.

It should however be borne in mind that two possibilities exist for future changes to the
proposal at Badgerys Creek.

One is the possibility of minor change to the runway alignments at the detailed design
stage, as discussed on page 200 of the Draft EIS. This would not affect the acquisition
boundary.

The other is the possibility of the acquisition of additional land in the noise-affected
areas at some time in the future if such action were to become Government policy.
However, this does not form a part of the present proposal.

Conclusion

The Department of Aviation considers that the Final EIS, consisting of the Draft EIS and
this Supplement, provides an adequate treatment of all issues relating to the Second
Sydney Airport Site Selection decision. The Final EIS also gives some indication of the
views of those likely to be directly affected as well as those within the wider community
who have a strong interest in the decision.
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The other four submissions (including one from a protest organization) complimented the
authors, using such words as 'well compiled’, '‘comprehensive’, 'impressive' and 'factual
material of high standard".

This Draft EIS was unusual in two respects. While ostensibly about site selection and
acquisition, it also had to cover, as far as this was relevant, the impacts of later
development at the chosen site. It thus dealt with hypothetical events a long way in the
future and inevitably suffered to some extent from a lack of certainty.

The other unusual feature was that the document had to cover two equally possible
proposals rather than one. This led to increased length and a certain amount of
repetition.

The authors were well aware of these difficulties and attempted to provide as accurate
and comprehensive a coverage as possible within the constraints of reasonable size and
cost. The Department of Aviation believes that this objective has been largely met, a
view shared by both the Commonwealth Department of Arts, Heritage and Environment
and the NSW Department of Environment and Planning.

Call for public inquiry

Three submissions (222.009, 311.001 and 459.013) requested that a public inquiry be held
to resolve the issue of the airport site.

The Department of Aviation is of the opinion that all aspects of the question have been
well aired in the Draft EIS and in the public discussion which has accompanied it and that
nothing is to be gained by public inquiry. Such a move would, very properly, bring strong
public criticism of further delay.

Need for review

Goulburn City Council took issue with various criteria used and conclusions reached, by
the Consultant and the Department (459*027). In addition it asked what opportunities
existed to review the Study, and particularly the ranking of Goulburn; and therefore
presumably all potential outlying sites for which Goulburn served as the type.

The Goulburn City Council complained that there was insufficient time given the public
to consider questions such as airport role and site selection factors; that in fact the
study process failed to satisfy the Minister's joint press statement that the public would
be invited to comment. AIll these matters were included in the Draft EIS in detail
thereby affording the public a ten-week period to comment on all aspects of the study
process, not just the statement of environmental effects for the short-listed sites.

The decision process being followed is set out in the Preface to the Draft EIS. Unless
there was strong, well based and persuasive argument contained in public submissions on
the Draft EIS that the study was grossly deficient or arrived at conclusions unsupported
by material set out in the Draft EIS, the study conclusions will stand for consideration by
Government.
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Alternative assumptions should have been adopted

Submissions on this issue generally discussed one of the arguments set out below.
However, two comments (338.089 and 385.001) were more general, briefly discussing
some or all of these arguments, even including the control of growth at Kingsford-Smith
Airport by introducing peak pricing (see Section 1.3 of the Draft EIS).

Growth in general aviation and commuter traffic has been stimulated by:

the once only effect of intrastate airlines shedding low growth routes to
commuters;

effective subsidy through low cost recovery (202.005, 233.026, 264.004 and
391.005);

International traffic growth has a historical change in emphasis away from Sydney
toward Melbourne;

and aircraft movements will be further reduced by triangulation (264.054 and
389.008)

Progressive use of larger aircraft is not included in the forecasts (61.001, 233.027,
233.028, 340.007, 389.005);

Alternative modes such as high speed rail not taken into account (222.010 and
289.002);

Fuel and fare increases will reduce growth further 223.008 (proforma).

The regression analyses used in the forecasting isolate and take account of once only
shifts in the pattern of airport use due for example to the transfer from intrastate
airlines to commuters of some low density routes. This shift would therefore not
incorrectly bias forward projections of commuter movements.

Alternative 'pricing' structures applicable to the use of Kingsford-Smith Airport would
affect the forecasts. The extent of such effect is hard to predict and would depend very
much on the type and application of pricing change. Several submissions claim that the
general aviation and commuter growth foreshadowed in the forecasts is based on
historical cost recovery practices, and if altered, these categories would have to pay
more to use Kingsford-Smith Airport and their movement Ilevels would be
correspondingly less. These submissions quote or employ the Bosch Inquiry findings that
only roughly 15% of the costs of general aviation and commuter operations at Kingsford-
Smith Airport are recovered. It is also true, however, that Bosch found the method of
allocating costs to this sector of the industry questionable, and recommended that this
receive special attention. The Bosch findings are now being reviewed.

The Draft EIS makes it clear that the forecasts are based on the assumption that the
present socio-economic and aviation industry environments persist, recognizing that
significant changes to this environment would necessitate a review of the forecasts.
General aviation and commuter operations are anticipated to be sensitive to pricing and
any change in pricing policy could defer the time at which a second Sydney airport would
be developed. However, protection of the site is required in the short term to assure its
availability and remove constraints on development of other potential sites.
Development of the selected site would be sensitive to the possibility of these changes
and how they might affect the distribution of potential use of either the second Sydney
airport or Kingsford-Smith Airport.

Although the Bureau of Transport Economics is quoted as having identified a historical
trend of international patronage away from Sydney toward Melbourne, the reference is
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Many submissions missed this point, attempting to demonstrate why further development
at Kingsford-Smith was more cost effective than development of a second airport.

The site selection was judged necessary in the knowledge that except under very low or
highly restrained growth, Kingsford-Smith would not have sufficient capacity to
accommodate all future growth; and because of considerable doubt about the long term
prospects for very extensive developments such as widely spaced parallel runway
development or traffic exclusion practices, even though the latter may be necessary in
the short term. These are ultimately matters of judgement rather than proof.

Five submissions agreed or accepted that Kingsford-Smith in all probability would not be
capable of accommodating all future growth (16.003, 66.009, 308.002, 359.007 and
449.003).

Develop Kingsford-Smith Airport first

A number of submissions stressed or implied that Kingsford-Smith should be developed to
its maximum potential before any development of a second airport took place (60.003,
196.007, 233.031, 264.005, 287.002, 294.003, 391.011, 396.019, 433.008, 457.002 and
457.023).

These submissions deliberately or unintentionally implied a preference for a development
sequence rather tham, as discussed above, a belief that Kingsford-Smith could be
developed or modified to accommodate all future growth.

Draft EIS inadequate on Kingsford-Smith Airport

A number of submissions raised a criticism that the effects of aircraft operations at
Kingsford-Smith had not been adequately addressed (223.010 (proforma), 253.004,
308.003, 338.031, 389.019, 391.002, 405.004, 432.032 and 459.028).

One or two submissions raised this point in opposition to any further development of
Kingsford-Smith. Most, however, implied that the noise problem around Kingsford-Smith
was the reason for the second airport site selection. Some of these proposed
compensation and special land use reorganization and restriction as preferable to, and
more effective in terms of total social costs them, second airport development.

Another point of view, raised by the Wollongong City Council, envisaged development of
a second Sydney airport providing benefits in the. form of noise relief for residents near
Kingsford-Smith Airport.

Most of these submissions missed the point of Section 1.3 which was that the second
airport is a necessary long term planning provision against the possibility of shortfall in
capacity at Kingsford-Smith. There is no discussion in the Draft EIS of the second
Sydney airport being used for noise relief at Kingsford-Smith. In fact the discussion
through the relevant sections of the Draft EIS emphasizes the belief that Kingsford-
Smith will remain the primary airport and will continue to be used for the foreseeable
future to the limits of its capability.

Money better spent on other things

Two submissions (196.009 and 368.005) indicated that other things should have a higher
priority for Government funds than airports. Issues mentioned were air and water
pollution, social welfare and education.

The allocation of priorities in the spending of Government funds is a matter for
Government decision as part of the annual budgetary process. The issues raised in the
submissions are important social concerns and do receive large amounts of Government
support. However, the Government also has a responsibility for aviation. Any money
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A related question raised in another submission was the need for a further general
aviation airport to be established in the Sydney region. If current general aviation
airports are redeveloped in the future and/or the capacity of Schofields airport is
increased by allowing increased use by general aviation operators, it is unlikely that a
new general aviation airport in the Sydney region would be needed until well into the
next century. This issue is discussed in more detail in the Sydney Region General
Aviation Study Report.

The effects of the second Sydney airport proposal on Bankstown were also raised in
several of the submissions. The daily traffic flows at Bankstown are currently higher
than those at Kingsford-Smith Airport. This is achieved by the use of operating
procedures at Bankstown which do not require controlled separation between aircraft.
Bankstown also has a parallel runway system which increases traffic flows. If commuter
and heavy general aviation operations from Kingsford-Smith Airport were introduced
into Bankstown, the overall capacity of the airport would fall dramatically because of
the need to introduce controlled separation. This reduction in capacity would produce a
cascade effect in which existing users of Bankstown would be forced to relocate to other
airports.

Use of Department of Defence aerodromes

Six of the submissions received related to the possible use of Department of Defence
airport facilities which exist within the Sydney region. These submissions made six
separate comments (108.003, 195.006, 202.008, 348.001, 361.030 and 422.017).

All the comments on this topic referred to the possible use of Department of Defence
airports and facilities as an alternative to a second Sydney airport or the effects of
increased use of these airports.

Currently, the Department of Defence has advised that, with the exception of
Schofields, all their airport facilities within the Sydney region and the Holsworthy Army
Base are heavily committed and will not be available in the foreseeable future for any
form of civil aircraft use. Furthermore, none of these sites met the selection criteria of
Chapter 4. The possible use of Schofields is a matter for negotiation, particularly with
respect to the possible noise problem associated with the HMAS Nirimba apprentice
training school and the need to use Richmond airport restricted airspace. The use of
Schofields for general aviation operations has been considered in detail in the Sydney
Region General Aviation Study.

Implications of a second Sydney airport on the general aviation industry and facilities

The submission of the General Aviation Association made four separate comments on the
possible implications of a second Sydney airport on the general aviation industry and
facilities within the Sydney region (396.003, 396.011, 396.017 and 396.018). These can be
reduced to three issues:

there is no current demand to develop a second Sydney airport as a general aviation
aerodrome;

a general aviation aerodrome on a second Sydney airport site would have major cost
recovery implications for the general aviation industry;

airspace restrictions would have a major impact on general aviation in the Sydney
region with the development of a second Sydney airport.

The submission argued that there was no current demand to develop a general aviation
aerodrome at the second Sydney airport site, and that the establishment of a close
spaced parallel runway at Kingsford-Smith Airport would ensure adequate capacity for
the Sydney region until at least 1995. This statement may be correct but if additional
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24

Eighteen submissions commented on the role of the second airport. The comments were
divided as follows:

claims that second airports do not work;

criticisms and suggestions on the role of a second Sydney airport;
effect on tourism;

effects on residents around Kingsford-Smith Airport.

These are discussed below.
# % " "% & A

Six submissions (205.028, 233.033, 264.006, 319-006, 328.017 and 334.007) claimed that
overseas experience shows that second airports are generally underutilized and
particularly so if remote from the city they serve.

It is undoubtedly true that some second airports overseas have been less successful in
attracting patronage than their planners had hoped. However, Table 2.3 of the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement lists nine cities which have two or three major airports
in which the second airports carry substantial amounts of traffic. In some cities second
airports operate very successfully and are in fact essential to the provision of
satisfactory services. To claim that second airports do not work is far too general a
statement.

What can be learned from overseas is that some second airports, although not attracting
the expected traffic levels, nevertheless make a very useful contribution to the airport
system in the metropolitan centre they serve. It is therefore only true to say a second
airport is underutilized if its traffic is less than some predetermined traffic levels.
Should the airport reach 2 million annual passengers it may, by some criteria, be
considered underutilized; nevertheless it would be as well used as Adelaide or Perth is
today. What is important is that without a second airport, major metropolitan centres
with congested airport facilities have limited prospects of providing a full range of
future air transport opportunities.

If long range planning indicates that a second airport is likely to be required eventually,
it is essential that the site be chosen and acquired as early as possible so that both
airport planning and regional planning can proceed without undue uncertainty.

"# % /% /"

Eight submissions (229-004, 233.021, 243.003, 274.038, 338.033, 396.002, 433.004 and
449.004) were critical of the lack of specific role definition. One suggested a second
Sydney airport would be limited to, or would never grow beyond, a general aviation
facility and one went so far as to suggest it could never be more than an emergency
field. Many made specific suggestions about what role the airport might play.
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Nine submissions raised the issue of the timing of development of a second Sydney
airport. These were grouped under three headings:

When will construction commence?
How long until it is operating at capacity?
Cost recovery.

#" ""B

Six submissions commented on the timing of construction (65.025, 205.029, 319.005,
338.090, 359.002 and 376.011). One submission made the point that although some of the
uncertainty surrounding a second Sydney airport will be resolved by selection of a site,
for the residents of the chosen area the uncertainty of timing will remain.

One submission requested priority funding for the second Sydney airport to permit an
immediate start on construction, one pointed out that the timing of development would
be likely to depend on the choice of site, with a more distant and hence less attractive
site developed later, and another claimed that if Wilton were chosen the second Sydney
airport would never be built.

There has been no Government decision on major airport developments in Sydney. Based
on the Department of Aviation's forecasts of demand and capacity and assuming
unchanged policies on Kingsford-Smith Airport access and development it appears that a
second Sydney airport could be required before the end of the century. Given an
immediate start, it could not be operating for major traffic much before 1995. The
Draft EIS recognizes that the timing of construction would probably be later for a more
distant site.

& "# "# % /% [ "

Two submissions (comments 246.012 and 361.019) related to this issue. One submission
stated that Wilton would not attract patronage for a long time, a claim supported by the
Draft EIS (page 65). The other comment referred to the time it might take before the
airport was operating at full capacity.

It is important to recognize the difference between the expected future of the proposal
and its possible future for planning purposes. The Draft EIS states (page 64) that the
level of traffic at the second Sydney airport would initially be fairly low, possibly
between 2 and 5 million passengers per annum. It would also be expected to grow slowly.
However, for the purposes of planning the facilities required and hence the amount of
land to be acquired and for assessment of the 'worst case' environment impact, a figure
of 13 million passengers per annum was chosen.

This does not mean that the Department of Aviation expects the airport necessarily to
reach this level of operations. On the contrary, this figure was chosen for the 'worst
case' because it was considered most unlikely to be exceeded.

N

One submission, comment 433.009, pointed out the difficulty for the airlines if they were
to be charged interest on the cost of acquiring the site.

This is a matter for determination by the Government. Cost recovery, as it relates to
the general aviation industry is discussed in Section 1.4 of this Supplement.
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the need for selection of a site for a second Sydney airport. The remaining three
comments were:

why has development around possible sites been permitted (368.004)?
the decision is fifteen years too late (460.005);

Wilton would be the world's most remote airport - not viable on international
experience (338.038).

With reference to past development being permitted around possible sites it can be
imagined that in the absence of a decision on a site there would have been immense
practical difficulties inherent in any decision by the NSW Government to limit
development around the eighteen metropolitan sites which have been candidates at one
time or another in the past sixteen years (see Figure 3.1 in the Draft EIS). Subsequent to
the short-listing of Badgerys Creek and Wilton, directions were issued by the NSW
Minister for Planning and Environment to ensure that matters contained in the Draft EIS
would be taken into account in determining development applications. This is an interim
measure and will be reviewed when a decision is made on the site selected for an airport.

Had a decision been taken on a site fifteen years earlier, the uncertainty and controversy
associated with subsequent attempts to select a site would have been avoided.

By comparison with international examples Wilton, if selected as the second airport site,
would be further from the centre of the city it served. The Draft EIS acknowledges that
because of this distance, the choice of Wilton would necessarily imply acceptance of
some constraints on its role and manner of development (page 546). In comparison to
less distant sites, Wilton's role would be more restricted to serving:

those travellers most willing to trade increased access time for lower air fares
(mainly leisure travellers);

those least disadvantaged by the remote location (mainly visitors to, and residents
living in, the south of the city).

It follows from these constraints that the time at which development of a second Sydney
airport at Wilton would become viable would be later than for a closer site.
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Subsequent to the provision of a recommendation the Consultant documented the site
selection process and results in detail. This documentation forms Chapters 3, 4, 5 and 6
of the Draft EIS.

The data collection methods used in the site selection process are set out on pages 93
and 94 of the Draft EIS. Field work was undertaken wherever possible and relevant;
otherwise desk research was used. Airport planning consultants visited the site
throughout July, August and September 1984, and the fauna and flora field studies were
commenced at the beginning of August, 1984.

Some environmental studies did not require field inspections at the site ranking stage of
the study. These included the anthropological, archaeological, European heritage and
agricultural studies. These studies utilized materials such as heritage and archaeological
registers, maps and aerial photographs, and contact with appropriate local groups such as
the Local Aboriginal Land Councils, heritage groups, the Metropolitan Water Sewerage
and Drainage Board and other appropriate contacts.

However, the Draft EIS recognized that the level of detail in data collected at the site
selection stage differed from that subsequently collected for the evaluation of Wilton
and Badgerys Creek (see last paragraph on page 94 of the Draft EIS).
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discussions of alternatives with the Metropolitan Water Sewerage and Drainage
Board resulted in a statement of conditions which would attach to an airport sited
substantially within the catchment. These conditions could be satisfied as outlined

in the Draft EIS.

It should also be noted that the site encompassing the village area encroached upon the
Metropolitan Catchment although to a lesser extent.

1?) $

No submission commented on this section of the Draft EIS.
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or economic justification exists for such a system, the availability of funding, and the
timing of implementation, were considered to be too great to allow site selection to be
made on the basis of this proposed.

g "' "B

One submission commented (311.009) that the location of the second Sydney airport at a
decentralized growth centre would provide a stimulus to employment and economic
activity in that centre. This was recognized in the preparation of the Draft EIS, but this
objective was subsidiary to the major objective of the study, the reservation of a site
which would effectively serve the aviation needs of Sydney. The outlying sites were not
considered to satisfy this major objective because of their access difficulties.

The Goulburn City Council submission (comment 459.033) raised a number of arguments
aimed at supporting the view that the Goulburn option was disadvantaged and raised a
number of matters of particular concern to the council. These were:

inflated access times because of the failure to consider the Dr Wild rapid rail
proposal;

identification of the optimum site and role of the Goulburn option, and site
operational factors particularly wind coverage and site flexibility;

capital costs of site preparation and road access.

The Goulburn City Council indicated that Dr Wild's proposal for a high speed rail service
between Sydney and Melbourne promotes Goulburn but not Wilton or any intervening site
because this proposal envisages no stops between Ingleburn and Goulburn. The Goulburn
City Council questions whether the Consultant contacted Dr Wild on this matter.
Dr Wild was not contacted since he was overseas at the time, but contact was made with
CSIRO who had access both to his proposal and to details of the Trans-rapid Maglev
System. The team considered other concepts of high speed travel to the city centre,

other than the proposed put forward by the Goulburn City Council. These were
impractical, for reasons set out on p 131 of the Draft EIS. Undoubtedly any high speed
rail system, if it were built, would service a major airport at Wilton. It is also worth

noting that the study team's scepticism about the high speed rail proposals was shared by
the Federal Department of Transport, the State Government and the Consultant. It
represents a most uncertain basis on which to select an airport site.

The Goulburn City Council goes on to indicate by how much the assessed access time, on
which Goulburn is ranked so badly, would decrease if a high speed rail system were
introduced. A similar system operating to Wilton or even Badgerys Creek would also
yield reductions in access time. In addition this type of proposition overlooks the cost of
this level of high speed access both in terms of capital costs and fares. The Goulburn
City Council perhaps assumes that since the rail system is to be constructed between
Sydney and Melbourne the marginal capital costs and fares to Goulburn would be very
low or even zero. Again the same arguments apply to other possible sites.

The Goulburn City Council also raised am argument that the role assigned to a second
airport would be minor if Kingsford-Smith Airport remains the dominant business
oriented airport; and Goulburn ranks better with a higher level of activity. This
comment appears to overlook the fact that the ranking was based on 25 million
passengers and 5 million passengers. Goulburn is situated more than 200 kilometres from
the market it would have to serve and suffers a major access disadvantage relative to
the closer and mid distances sites. The Goulburn City Council submission remains the
only submission which seriously challenges this conclusion ignoring the reality of this
disadvantage and promoting reliance on a high speed proposed which could only be
described as preliminary. It should also be remembered that Goulburn was included as a
representative for all possible outlying candidate sites. If the Department and its
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criteria used for selection were density of population, national park reservation,
topographic suitability, and suitable terrain clearance.

Factors on which sites were to be evaluated were defined through a review of
international site selection standards and studies, and of the results of the Department
of Aviation's survey of the attitudes of Sydney residents to airport related issues. The
factors were defined on the basis of comprehensiveness, exclusiveness, objectivity and
appropriateness, and had to represent one or more of five conditions of:

a unique or important environmental resource which could be adversely affected by
airport development;

a critical determinant of airport location;

a constraint of sufficient magnitude either to preclude or to severely restrict
airport development;

an issue likely to arouse public controversy;
a legal or statutory obligation of the proponent.

The highly methodical and overt approach to selection both of sites and factors for
consideration has resulted in an approach to site evaluation the justification of which is
made very clear in the Draft EIS.

There is inevitably a degree of subjectivity in the weighting given to factors and sub-
factors of the site selection matrix because the intention of the weighting is to express
public perceptions of the relative importance of the factors considered. The degree of
severity of impact is reflected in the raw factor score assigned to each factor at each
site.

The weightings given, as outlined in Section 6.6 of the Draft EIS, were the average of the
weights nominated by the principal members of the study team. That this approach was
successful in approximating community opinion is indicated by the fact that the order of
importance of factors derived from the factor weights is consistent with the order
derived from the views expressed in the survey of a sample of the population of the
Sydney metropolitan area carried out by the Department of Aviation in January 1984.

The Goulburn City Council lodged a late submission, comment 459.032, which raised a
variety of questions best related to sensitivity of site ranking, as the thrust of the
questions were aimed at promoting the Goulburn site.
The points raised include:

insufficient weight was given to the noise effects;

the criterion used for site flexibility was poor;

costs should have included compensation for aircraft noise effects;

site selection factors should have included employement, decentralisation and
regional development;

other aspects of the Goulburn site.

The Goulburn City Council attempts to argue that insufficient weighting was given to
noise, for example when compared to the general aviation potential. Not surprisingly
Goulburn ranks high on environmental factors such as noise, and low on accessibility
factors such as potential to attract a general aviation market. The Goulburn City
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Sites situated at a greater distance:
were less accessible to potential air travellers;

would affect fewer people through site acquisition and noise impacts associated with
airport development;

involved lesser interaction with existing airspace arrangements;
involved less site acqusition cost.

The distance related characteristics of the ten sites reflect a basic choice to be made
between types of sites, and therefore it was appropriate to consider the best ranking site
from each of the two most feasible distance categories. That these two sites also
emerged as the two best ranking sites from the site ranking exercise conducted without
grouping on the basis of distance from Sydney confirms the logic of their selection.

6.8 SITES FOR EVALUATION IN AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Ten submissions made twelve separate comments regarding the selection of the two
proposed sites at Wilton and Badgerys Creek for evaluation in am environmental impact
statement. The comments addressed three main issues:

comments on short-listed sites;
other alternatives;
comments on the process of selection.

These items are discussed below.
Comments on short-listed sites

Four submissions made four separate comments (278.001, 305.002, 361.035 and 459.010)
relating to various aspects of the two short-listed sites.

Comments made include that the selection of either proposed site would have the
potential for unacceptable interference with military operations, that neither short-
listed site provides the beneficial effects to an outlying growth centre that am outlying
site such as Goulburn could have provided, that Wilton is unacceptable on enviornmental
grounds, and that Badgerys Creek is unacceptable on the grounds of quality of life and
economic costs to residents.

All of these aspects were considered in the evaluation of the ten nominated sites leading
to the short-listing of the proposed Badgerys Creek and Wilton sites.

Interference with military operations is considered both under 'Airspace arrangements’
and under 'Variable capital costs', which considers the cost of relocation of
Commonwealth facilities. Beneficial effects to an outlying centre, together with low
environmental and social disruption impacts, are seen as one of the advantages of the
nominated Goulburn site, though not of sufficient magnitude to override its severe
access problems. Finally, low social disruption costs, and low natural environmental
costs associated with the proposed Wilton and Badgerys Creek sites respectively, cure
seen as the major advantages of each of the short-listed sites, and the reciprocal high
environmental costs at Wilton and high social costs at Badgerys Creek are acknowledged
in the Draft EIS as the major faults of the two sites.

The consideration of all of these factors is incorporated in the scores received by these
sites in the site ranking matrix, Figure 6.2 of the Draft EIS.
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CHAPTER 8

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSAL AT BADGERYS CREEK

PURPOSE OF THE PRELIMINARY MASTER PLAN

No submissions made comments in relation to this section of the Draft EIS.

8.2 THE PROPOSED AIRPORT SITE

One submission (comment 263.003) indicated concern about the boundary of the proposed
airport in that it excluded properties adversely affected by noise.

The boundary of the airport was drawn to include only the land needed for airport
purposes. Under existing Commonwealth government practice the boundary could not be
extended to include properties not directly required for airport purposes. However,
there is a Parliamentary Select Committee on Aircraft Noise enquiring into, among
other things, the matters raised in the above comment. See also Section 9.2 of this
Supplement.

8.3 PRELIMINARY MASTER PLAN ASSUMPTIONS

Ten submissions raised issues relating to the master planning assumptions. These were
concerned with:

the need for a curfew-free airport;
the possible need to expand the airport at a later date;
usability of airport.

Curfew-free operation

Comments (65.011, 248.004, 264.031, 264.032, 267.002 (proforma), 328.004, and 330.008)
sought an explanation of the need for twenty-four hour operation of the airport or
expressed opposition to such operation. Two submissions (243.002 and 433.005) supported
the need for curfew-free operations.

Airline operations are restricted by the present inflexible curfew at Kingsford-Smith
Airport. This leads to less them optimum utilization of aircraft and increased operating
costs. For example, when an incoming aircraft is delayed to such an extent that it may
not be able to reach Sydney before the curfew it must be held at another airport and the
passengers accommodated overnight. This leads to substantial additional costs for the
airline.

A number of airlines have also expressed interest in night operations and on the basis of
overseas experience it is expected that if the opportunity existed, a significant market
could develop.

In the light of these present and possible future demands it would be short-sighted to
select a site for the second airport where the option for curfew-free operation could not
be reasonably preserved. Because of the importance of the curfew issue very
conservative assumptions were used for the calculation of noise contours with the









future technology enabling Kingsford-Smith Airport and the second Sydney airport to
operate at their full potential.

The airspace arrangements described in the Draft EIS are based on current standards and
procedures and the analysis shows that it would be quite possible for airline, general
aviation and military operations to function satisfactorily with an airport at Badgerys
Creek. The airspace diagrams shown in the Draft EIS depict one way in which this might
be arranged. It is of course inevitable that the addition of another major airport in the
Sydney region would involve some restriction on all current airspace users. Given the
long-term nature of the second Sydney airport development, technological advances may
render these restrictions less severe than appears from the Draft EIS. The document
therefore depicts the 'worst case' which is required to be considered by the Government
when takings its decision.

Loss of training area

Five submissions objected to the loss of flying training areas currently located to the
west of Sydney (234.003, 324.002, 324.003, 396.004, 396.005, 396.006, 457.014 and
458.005). The General Aviation Association rejected the suggestion that training areas
could be relocated south of Camden on the grounds of insufficient area, poor terrain, the
cost of travelling the extra distance and the dangers from increased congestion.

There is some truth in all these criticisms and any area south of Camden would
undoubtedly be less attractive for training purposes than the areas currently used.
However, these disadvantages do not necessarily render the suggested area completely
unacceptable. As stated previously, if aviation traffic in Sydney grows to the extent
that a second major airport is required it is inevitable that restrictions will be necessary
for all airspace users. The details of airspace allocation would be determined by
negotiation before the airport commenced operating. Such negotiations would include
representatives of sports aviation, general aviation, the airlines, the Department of
Defence and the Department of Aviation.

Effects on other aerodromes

Six submissions were concerned with the effects of a Badgerys Creek airport on existing
aerodromes (57.006, 234.002, 234.003, 324.001, 360.003, 360.004, 396.008, 396.009,
396.010 and 422.020).

These submissions were concerned with the effects of a Badgerys Creek airport on
Hoxton Park, Camden, Bankstown and Schofields, due mainly to the increased difficulty
of operating outside controlled airspace.

The effects of a Badgerys Creek airport would be most stongly felt at Hoxton Park and
could lead to closure of that aerodrome. However, the loss of adjacent training areas
and the increased difficulty of access may eventually bring about closure or relocation of
various enterprises now operating at the other aerodromes. The lead time for such
changes would be long and it could be expected that with the general increase in traffic
of all kinds and the increasing sophistication of general aviation aircraft and
technological advances in radars etc., a larger proportion of general aviation aircraft
would be routinely operating within controlled airspace than is the case at present. The
effect of the changes may therefore not be as severe as appears at the present time.

As regards sports aviation, the Department of Aviation would endeavour as far as
possible to ensure that gliding and other activities could continue within a reasonable
distance of Sydney for as long as possible.



Reduced safety

Two submissions (328.013, 396.007 and 396.012) expressed concern over the increased
probability of mid air collision due to the increased number of aircraft in the area, the
proliferation of flight paths and the channelling of non-controlled general aviation into a
narrow corridor.

It is the responsibility of the Department of Aviation to provide rules, procedures and
surveillance which will permit the expected increase in the quantity and complexity of
aviation activity in the Sydney region to operate without a reduction in safety standards.
The Department believes that this requirement does not preclude the establishment of a
major airport at Badgerys Creek.

It should be noted that even with a major airport at Badgerys Creek the complexity of
airspace allocation in the Sydney region would be less than that currently existing around
some overseas cities.

Effect on Kingswood military area

The Department of Defence pointed out (comments 305.003 and 305.005) that the
Kingswood explosives storage facility could not be partly relocated as suggested on page
174 and called for further consultation with the Department of Aviation.

Further discussion has now been held and the Defence point has been accepted. As
stated on page 258, the airport would not greatly affect, nor would it be affected by, the
Kingswood facility.

8.7 AIRCRAFT EMERGENCY PROCEDURES

Ten submissions raised issues related to aircraft accidents and/or the emergency
dumping of fuel in the Badgerys Creek area. Four concerns were raised in relation to
accidents:

the risk to people on the ground from an aircraft crashing in a populated area;
the lack of emergency facilities in the area to cope with a major accident;
the risk of am aircraft crash causing a bushfire;

the risk of water pollution from an aircraft crashing into Prospect Reservoir.

Accident in a populated area

Six submissions (7.015, 64.004, 201.003, 295.007, 330.018 and 457.024) commented on the
risk of accidents in a populated area.

Aviation is one of the safest forms of transport and Australia's record in this respect is
second to none. There are many places in Australia where aircraft regularly make
landing approaches and take-offs over heavily built up areas. In some cases these areas
are much more densely populated than the Badgerys Creek area is or is ever likely to be.
Such aircraft operations are considered routine and are accepted as such by all relevant
authorities and by the community at large.

Lack of emergency facilities

Three submissions (65.032, 250.013 and 330.020) were concerned with the lack of
emergency facilities.

The fact that existing hospital and other emergency facilities in the area might be
considered inadequate has little relevance. Such facilities are provided by the relevant
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it is considered desirable to dump fuel in order to minimize the risk of fire during an
emergency landing.

On the great majority of occasions a choice can be made about where the fuel is dumped,
in which case it is done either at high level, over the sea or over uninhabited land. |In
other than emergency situations the Department of Aviation nominates the location for
fuel dumping. A minimum height of 1,800 m is recommended and fuel is directed to be
dumped at a location that minimizes the environmental consequences.

From the figures for the last nine years of the number of times fuel was dumped by
aircraft associated with Sydney Airport, on average only one in about every 60,000
aircraft movements would be involved in fuel dumping.

The Department of Aviation is not aware of any environmental problems that have been
caused in the past by fuel dumping in Australia or overseas. There is no evidence to
suggest that the existing procedures covering fuel dumping are inadequate, nor are any
problems expected around either Badgerys Creek or Wilton.



CHAPTER 9

THE SOCIO-ECONOMIC ENVIRONMENT AND EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSAL

9.1 ACQUISITION

A large number of submissions were received, including two hundred and thirty-two
proforma submissions, relating to aspects covered in Section 9.1 of the Draft EIS. From
these submissions eighty separate comments were made on various aspects relating to
the possible acquisition of the site at Badgerys Creek.

The comments made in these submissions can be categorized into eight main topics.
These topics axe:

acquisition cost for the Badgerys Creek site;

property and house counts;

acquisition procedures and property administration;

compensation;

planning blight;

effects of the Badgerys Creek airport development on the local area;
relocation difficulties;

acquisition of land for access routes.

Acquisition cost for the Badgerys Creek site

One hundred and thirty-five submissions were received, 117 of which were proforma
submissions, relating to the acquisition cost of the Badgerys Creek site, detailed in
Section 9.1.1 of the Draft EIS. From these submissions a number of comments were
identified as relevant to this topic (7.023, 8.001 (proforma), 63.002, 64.005, 65.027,
68.007, 231.003, 236.005, 237.001, 264.016, 264.019, 279.003, 319.003, 335.006, 336.005,
424.004, 424.005, 424.006, 457.007 and 458.008).

The comments raised in the submissions could be further categorized into the following
issues:

estimated acquisition figure of $31.5 million is much too low - more like $75 million
to $80 million;

the figure used was determined from property values depressed over many years due
to the possibility of an airport development occurring at Badgerys Creek;

the cost of the acquisition of the Badgerys Creek site is not justified.

The figure of $31.5 million used in Section 9.1.1 of the Draft EIS was produced by the
Valuation Branch of the Australian Taxation Office as a budgetary estimate of the realty
cost of the properties within the site. This is the normal costing basis by which
Governments assess various projects. The prime purpose of using this figure was to
establish am order of cost (not including the compensation payments outlined in Paragrah
9.1.1 of the Draft EIS) to be used to give am indication of the level of funding required
and a comparison of the level of cost between the Badgerys Creek and Wilton sites. At
no stage was the figure intended as a formal valuation figure. Such valuations cam only
be obtained when a commitment to purchase has been established and the vaduers are






interest paid on compensation;
number of people affected;
ex gratia payments to local councils.

One submission raised the issue that the Leppington Pastoral Company dairy would be
adversely affected by the site acquisition process. The proposed methods of acquisition
being considered are outlined in the Draft EIS in Sections 9.1.2 and 9.1.3. Each method
allows for the dairy to remain operational prior to the commencement of contruction on
the airport site. The compulsory acquisition option allows for a lease back arrangement
to be established after purchase. The acquisition by agreement method would entail
purchasing the property from the owner only when the owner was ready to sell or when
the land was finally required for development.

A further issue raised was the question of the level of interest the Commonwealth would
pay on the compensation figure if a court decision is required to determine the level of
payment. The Draft EIS in Section 9.1.2 states that the Lands Acquisition Act 1955
provides, in the compulsory acquisition option, for payment of interest on the
compensation amount from the date of acquisition until the date of settlement. The rate
of interest is prescribed in the Act and simply put is similar to interest rates payable on
Commonwealth securities which vary from time to time. Recently the rate has been in
the order of 12% to 14%.

The approximate number of residents affected by the acquisition of the Badgerys Creek
site is nominated in Section 9.1.1 of the Draft EIS as 750. Data from the 1981 Census
supplied by the Australian Bureau of Statistics give an average figure of 3.6 persons per
household for the Badgerys Creek area. This was multiplied by the agreed 207 houses
and rounded to obtain the figure of 750.

The final issue identified under this topic was the question of rates payable to Local
Government following site acquisition. The usual arrangement in cases of this type is
that prior to site development, the acquired properties are offered for lease by the
Commonwealth. As part of the leasing agreement, the Commonwealth will, in
accordance with normal practice, require the lessee to be responsible for the payment of
all Local Government charges attracted by the leased properties. Once airport
development is implemented, the normal ex gratia payments scheme currently operated
by the Department of Aviation would apply to Local Government charges. This issue is
discussed in Section 9-6.6 of the Draft EIS.

Seven submissions were received relating to the amount and forms of compensation
available to affected property owners. Section 9.1.2 of the Draft EIS details the
compensation which is available in accordance with the provisions of the Lands
Acquisition Act 1955. From the seven submissions, eleven comments were identified as
relevant to the compensation issue (264.017, 264.020, 264.022, 264.023, 319.004, 328.005,
329.006, 337.013, 381.003, 460.007, and 460.008).

The comments made in the submissions can be categorized into two main topics:

compensation determination and valuation;
interest payable on compensation.

The compensation process and compensation payable sire discussed in Section 9.1.2 of the
Draft EIS. This section covers the question of relocation and disturbance expenses which
was raised in several of the submissions.

Two submissions also raised doubts about the payment of adequate compensation for

business conducted on properties compulsorily acquired. Basically, the approach taken
under the compulsory acquisition option is to as place dispossessed owners as nearly as
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possible in the same financial position they enjoyed immediately before the acquisition,
taking blight into account if appropriate. Normal disturbance and relocation expenses as
discussed in Section 9.1.2 are also payable. In addition, compensation may also be
negotiated for loss of profits incurred between selling the existing business and
establishing a new business elsewhere, and may also include an element for loss of
goodwill during this re-establishment period. If a larger business or property is
purchased elsewhere by the property owner, the difference in estimated value of a
comparable property and the actual price paid would not be compensated.

Compensation to the University of Sydney for the possible displacement of the Fleurs
Radio Observatory will be a matter for negotiation once a decision to develop the
Badgerys Creek site is taken.

Similar principles to those for business compensation apply to residential property
owners. The actual valuation is determined by Commonwealth valuers during the
acquisition negotiations. Reasonable costs for private independent valuation and legal
advice will be paid by the Commonwealth. All improvements are included in the
valuation, and adjustments to the final valuation for the blighting affect of the airport
proposal will be made if appropriate. Further compensation payments as discussed in
Section 9.1.2 of the Draft EIS are also available to residential property owners.

The points discussed above primarily apply to property or business owners affected by
the compulsory acquisition option. When acquisition by agreement is chosen as the
method for the acquisition of a site, the negotiated price will be the only compensation
available. However, the negotiated price usually includes some allowance for
disturbance plus reasonable legal and valuation fees.

Compensation for increased interest charges which may apply to new home or business
loans would be considered during the property purchase negotiations and each case would
be considered on its merits.

The issue of interest payable on compensation payments has been addressed in the
previous comment response, 'Acquisition process and property administration’.

The principles required to be taken into account for the protection of affected owners
have been clearly established as a result of previous litigation in Awustralia and
elsewhere.

Planning blight

One hundred and twenty-four submissions, including 112 proforma submissions, were
received relating to the depressed land and property values in the area due to the
proposed airport development. Planning blight can be considered as the influence a
major development proposal has on regional property values and businesses.
Section 9-1.4 of the Draft EIS discusses the planning blight issue. From the 124
submissions, a number of comments were identified as relevant to the planning blight
issue (7.022, 65.026, 67.004, 68.004, 219.004, 229.007, 267.003 (proforma), 278.003,
328.018, 330.003, 345.011, 366.003, 376.002, 400.003, 402.004, 405.003 and 458.006).

All comments received addressed the effects of planning blight on property values and
business investment.

Once negotiations have commenced for the sale of a property to the Commonwealth, a
formal valuation of the land plus improvements is undertaken. One aspect of the
valuation work is to investigate whether the valuation figure has been influenced by
planning blight. If it can be shown that this has occurred the valuation figure is adjusted
to compensate the owner for the effect of blight.






Three submissions expressed the concern that many people would be adversely affected
if a decision was taken in the future not to develop the acquired airport site.

Chapter 1 of the Draft EIS discusses the requirement to reserve a second Sydney airport
site for the future airport needs of the Sydney region. Acquisition of the site will be
undertaken in accordance with the procedures discussed in Section 9.1 of the Draft EIS.
Under these provisions, property owners will be offered the opportunity to lease back
their properties if acquired by the Commonwealth (whether compulsorily or by
agreement), or maintain ownership of their properties if the acquisition by agreement
option is chosen. Should a decision be made at a later date not to develop an airport on
the site, owners who are leasing their former properties would be given the option of
repurchasing their properties at a fair price in accordance with Section 53 of the Lands
Acquisition Act 1955. This situation is however highly speculative.

The Wilton Airport Resistance submission suggests that the mobility and mortality of the
population at Badgerys Creek would produce a 50% reduction in population over ten
years if Badgerys Creek were nominated as the second Sydney airport site. However, if
properties are leased back following acquisition, the local population base should be
sustained indefinitely.

# n %II II# noa

Six submissions were received relating to relocation difficulties which may be
experienced by people affected by site acquisition (283.005, 295.004, 328.022, 380.002,
399.002 and 400.002).

Again, as with the previous topic, all of the comments except one were statements of
perceived problems, namely:

difficulties associated with relocating businesses, and in particular, the shortage of
suitable areas which meet specific physical and climatic criteria. These comments
related to businesses such as dog breeding, horse training, poultry farming and plant
nurseries;

relocation will be hard on aged people;

if relocated, acquisition payments would be insufficient to maintain the same
standard of living.

Certain aspects of these points have been discussed in the compensation section of this
Supplement.

The final comment made relates to the number of people from Badgerys Creek who
would need to be relocated due to the proposed airport development. This was discussed
in the Draft EIS in Section 9.1.1.

#> moon % ## " %l

Three submissions each made one comment relating to the further acquisition of land for
airport access purposes (65.003, 222.002 and 391.008).

Both comments criticized the Draft EIS for not addressing the impacts of the need to
acquire further properties for road and rail access to the airport.

The Draft EIS did not address this matter as it is primarily a State Government m atter,
and could not be dealt with in the absence of detailed definition of access proposals for
the Region. This matter therefore had to be deferred, to be taken up in the Macarthur
Regional planning processes now being undertaken.
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9.2 NOISE

Ninety submissions, including eight proformas, raised aspects relating to Section 9.2 of
the Draft EIS. These aspects can be categorized into the following issues:

appointment of an independent consultant to assess aircraft noise effects;
the ANEF system;

objections to various aspects of aircraft noise effects;

effects of alternative runway alignments;

compensation for injurious affection;

purchase of properties within potentially noise-affected areas.

Appointment of an independent consultant to assess aircraft noise effects

Three submissions (276.001, 328.021 and 329.011) argued that an independent assessment
of noise should have been undertaken. In fact, the noise contours were produced by the
subconsultant Greiner Engineering, based on assumptions agreed jointly with the
Department of Aviation. The ANEF system of generating noise contours is an adaptation
of the U.S. Federal Aviation Agency's integrated noise model (version 3.8), the
adaptation being based on the results of the work of the National Acoustics Laboratories.
The estimation of numbers of people and houses affected was undertaken by Kinhill
Stearns using criteria on population percentages moderately or seriously affected from
the National Acoustic Laboratories work. It is unlikely that an independent consultant
could have introduced any different methodology which commands broad acceptability.

The ANEF system

Two submissions raised points about the ANEF system generally (236.007 and 274.010).
The first argued that decibels would be a less misleading measure than ANEF units. The
ANEF unit or contour is not widely understood, and this fact alone has precipitated
repeated criticism. The use of decibels, however, whilst providing a more widely
understood measure of sound intensity, does not take account of such other
considerations as frequency of occurrence and time of occurrence.

Most people would consider one aircraft noise event less annoying than ten at the same
noise level; and aircraft noise at 3 a.m. to be more annoying than at 3 p.m. The ANEF
system is able to take account of these types of variations, and is generally accepted as
a more reliable measure of annoyance than the simple decibel measure.

The second submission was that of the State Government, which agreed that the use of
the ANEF system was appropriate for this purpose.

Many submissions on noise raised points related to the accuracy of the ANEF contours
presented in the Draft EIS.

Fifteen comments implied that the noise affected areas should be considerably larger
than depicted in the Draft EIS owing to the low ambient noise levels surrounding
Badgerys Creek (1.009, 1.010, 7.019, 65.017, 222.008, 264.024, 274.003, 312.002, 328.008,
329.002, 329-009, 330.006, 341.013, 345.006 and 420.002).

In fact, the noise contours themselves are a function of aircraft operations and have no
relationship with ambient noise levels. The objection more accurately relates to the 20
ANEF cut-off for the noise area used for evaluation. The implication is that if 20 ANEF
is a reasonable cut-off for urban environments, something less than 20 ANEF would be
appropriate for rural and semi-rural environments. It is likely that areas surrounding
Badgerys Creek do have lower ambient noise levels than those areas around urban
airports like Sydney and Adelaide. Whether this affects reaction to aircraft noise
exposure or not is however not clear. The National Acoustics Laboratories findings were
used because they represent the most recent and most comprehensive scientifically






Eight submissions made nine comments on the question of wind and temperature
inversions affecting noise propagation (7.008, 7.018, 67.003, 196.005, 274.006, 329.003,
330.012, 341.018 and 386.004). AIll imply that these effects must result in a worse or
more distorted pattern of noise exposure them that outlined in the Draft EIS.

As discussed on page 188 of the Draft EIS the ANEF computation is based on an average
day and temperature, wind, temperature inversions, cloud cover and humidity can all
contribute day-to-day variations in the propagation of noise.

The ANEF system of estimating noise exposure contours, in common with similar noise
exposure systems employed around the world, does not attempt to make allowances for
these sources of variation for two main reasons. Firstly, there is no consistently reliable
method of accounting for variations in each of these factors as they vary over time and
space.

Secondly, the generation of noise contours is only half of the task of estimating aircraft
noise exposure effects. The other half involves assessing how people respond to different
noise exposure levels determined by the ANEF contours.

The investigation of reaction is typically undertaken using social surveys, in which
respondents sure requested to describe their reaction to aircraft noise. Their response is
clearly based not on the experience of a particular survey day but on their accumulated
experience of living in areas exposed to aircraft noise. Consequently their response is an
average rather than instantaneous reaction to aircraft noise.

The ANEF system is therefore an average measure of exposure and response, and it has
been consistently confirmed as the best method for Australia for estimating the effects
of aircraft noise.

Although all the sources of possible variation listed above are common in varying degrees
to all airports around the world, there is no evidence to suggest they significantly affect
average response. This was confirmed in the National Acoustics Laboratories survey,
where for example, areas close to Sydney airport but outside the 20 ANEF contours were
surveyed as control areas. The absence of any particular annoyance due to aircraft noise
in control areas served to confirm the reasonable accuracy of the ANEF system, and the
absence of significant distortion of the ANEF contours due to factors such as those listed
above.

This lack of significant variation can be observed for noise exposure associated with
current operations. The noise exposure areas assessed for Badgerys Creek are worst case
areas, which are unlikely to be attained let alone exceeded. It is therefore extremely
unlikely that the variation which might arise from these effects would result in exposure
in excess of that outlined in the Draft EIS. A noise monitoring system set up after the
airport became operational would confirm this. As is normal practice at major airports,
noise abatement procedures would be developed aimed at minimizing the disturbance due
to aircraft noise.

Nine submissions were general criticisms of the adequacy of the ANEF system (65.022,
274.003, 298.002, 312.003, 330.010, 335.003, 341.002, 392.009 and 422.003.) These
argued that particular effects were inadequately described. Blacktown City Council
pointed out that noise effects at other airports affected one way or another by the
Badgerys Creek proposal had not been included. This comment probably relates most to
Schofields aerodrome, which itself remains relatively unaffected by the Badgerys Creek
proposal. Noise generation by Schofields is much more likely to flow from any relaxation
of current use restrictions by the airport owner than by the Badgerys Creek proposal.
Other comments either suggested the Draft EIS was deliberately vague on the effects of
aircraft noise, or criticized the fact that noise effects evaluation had been restricted to
within the 20 ANEF area.
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Comment 304.005 argued that simulated operations at Badgerys Creek by small and large
aircraft during a temperature inversion should be undertaken to demonstrate noise
levels. However, even if this could be arranged, it would not serve the intended purpose.
Reactions to single events are not likely to accurately represent reaction to habitual
noise exposure, and would probably be affected by the prejudices (for or against) of those
attending the simulation.

A number of submissions claimed that the estimates of people potentially affected by
noise were incorrect (1.012, 7.026, 287.003, 329.012, 457.027).

These claims seem to be based largely on a misunderstanding of the method used. The
estimates were obtained by assuming that all land within the ANEF contours would be
subdivided to the maximum extent permitted by present zoning restrictions and that all
such subdivisions would be populated to the average degree. Existing subdivisions below
the present zoning restrictions were allowed for. The estimate is therefore considerably
higher than the present population of the area and could only be an underestimate if it is
assumed that the present zoning restrictions will be relaxed in the future: an unlikely
occurrence if Badgerys Creek is chosen as the airport site.

One submission (256.006) noted that many of the people listed as potentially noise-
affected would have moved into the area subsequent to the announcement of the airport
site.

Objections to aircraft noise

A large number of comments simply objected to the potential consequences of aircraft
noise (1.006, 1.018, 16.004, 60.005, 65.024, 65.029, 68.006, 69.002, 72.002, 81.001, 81.006,
196.010, 199.002, 199.006, 201.002, 219.002, 236.004,248.005,250.011, 252.002, 253.008,
254.002, 277.002, 279-001, 279-002, 282.002, 295.002,295.003,304.002, 321.002, 323.003,
328.007, 330.004, 330.009, 330.011, 330.021, 366.002,366.004,369.002, 381.002, 387.002,
387.003, 388.002, 397.002, 398.003, 400.004, 402.002,406.002,419.002, 426.004,450.002,
and 458.003). Most were unconcerned with the ANEF system in particular but simply
commented that aircraft noise would affect their lifestyle. Two commented that
aircraft noise would affect tourism and recreation around Badgerys Creek.

A number of others made the specific complaint that many who have moved into the
area within the last few years will be affected (1.002, 71.006, 352.002 (proforma),
353.003 (proforma) and 405.002). Clearly it is true that aircraft noise would affect
lifestyle. Most of Section 9-2 is dedicated to explaining and assessing the incidence and
nature of these effects. No distinctions were made, nor could be made, about the length
of residence of those affected.

Four submissions (71.002, 250.003, 328.009 and 380.004 ) asserted that people affected by
aircraft noise would suffer hearing damage and stress related health problems. The
Department of Health, in its submission to the House of Representatives Standing
Committee on Aircraft Noise stated that the possible effects of aircraft noise on
physical and mental health remains an unsolved question but it appears possible that
although not a cause, aircraft noise acts on those already stressed. A good deal of
specific research is needed before more definite conclusions cam be reached. Clearly the
effects are neither great nor widespread, or they would be far more evident. Although
hearing protection is worn by airport workers exposed to high noise levels over extended
periods of time there is no evidence of hearing damage to residents outside the airport
boundary.

One submission raised the question of health effects from airport radars. However,
there are no known public health risks from this source.

One submission pointed out that there would be no compensation for any such
consequences.
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In establishing its policy on this matter, the Government would no doubt be guided by the
findings of the Parliamentary Select Committee on Aircraft Noise. Until it is known
which findings of this Committee are adopted by Government, they cannot be applied to
the properties affected by the second Sydney airport proposal.

It is expected that the report of the findings of the Parliamentary Select Committee on
Aircraft Noise will be tabled in Parliament later this year.

9.3 ARCHAEOLOGY

Two submissions were received that discussed archaeological aspects of the Badgerys
Creek site. These submissions raised two separate issues:

the extent of the area surveyed for Aboriginal sites;
the recording of archaeological sites and the preservation of any finds in museums.

These issues are discussed below.
Extent of area of survey

One submission (264.026) commented on the extent of the area studied for both
Aboriginal and European sites of significance.

The comment suggests that the significance of the land to the Aboriginal people was
considered only within the site area. Sections 9*3.1 and 9.3.2 of the Draft EIS discuss the
archaeological investigation of the proposed site and its environs. As outlined in Section
9.3.1 archaeological value was considered on a regional as well as a local basis, by means
of a review of previous studies that have been undertaken, and discussion with
Gandangara Local Aboriginal Land Council and twenty-nine Aboriginal residents of the
area, and the Draft EIS notes seventeen sites within a 10 km radius of Badgerys Creek.
Original survey work was, however, confined to the site itself and the method of
selection of sampling locations and results of the survey are given in Section 9.3.2.
Section 9.3.3 points out that further investigation would be required to assess associated
effects arising from induced development or from the location of new road or rail access
routes. These investigations would occur when the final site had been selected and the
locations of these facilities determined.

European heritage value likewise was assessed by field survey only within the proposed
site boundary, but heritage registers were inspected for any significant sites within the
25 ANEF corridor, and archival research and discussion with heritage groups and local
people was conducted to locate any potentially sensitive sites both around and within the
proposed site. Assessment of European heritage is discussed in Section 9-5 of the Draft
EIS. As for Aboriginal heritage value, further assessment at the stage of planning of
associated facilities would be required to assess any effects arising from induced
development or the location of new road or rail access routes.

Recording and display of artefacts

Two submissions (264.034 and 457.020) commented on the possible display of any
artefacts located on the proposed site.

All Aboriginal sites in New South Wales are protected by the National Parks and Wildlife
Service under the National Parks and Wildlife Act, 1974. Permission must be sought
from the Service before any site can be destroyed, and the advice of the Service and the
Gandangara Local Aboriginal Land Council regarding preservation of any site or
artefacts and display of any artefacts would be sought by the Department of Aviation.
The Department of Aviation at present proposes to undertake no further archaeological
work, in view of the relatively low sensitivity of the proposed site. However, should any
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number of jobs created;
regional economic effects and effects on local facilities;
economic analysis of the Draft EIS.

These issues are discussed below.
Time lag in employment effects

Three submissions made three separate comments (65.010, 264.009 and 345.013)
regarding the time that would elapse between acquisition of the proposed site and
generation of any employment.

These comments point out that site acquisition would create no jobs and that there may
be a considerable time lag before the construction and operation stages which would
generate employment.

This is acknowledged in the Draft EIS. Section 9.6.4 describes the effect of site
acquisition as a possible displacement of some existing economic activity, although the
leasing arrangements proposed should ensure that any such loss would be minimal.
Sections 9-6.5 and 9*6.6 describe the employment and economic generating effects that
would be anticipated at construction and operation stages, but point out the difficulty of
accurately specifying the effects of construction at a date not yet determined. During
the lag period between acquisition and construction, the Commonwealth proposes to
manage land acquired for productive use, as far as possible. The Commonwealth's
preferred course of action would be to lease land back to original owners, or where this
arrangement was not feasible, to lease through the invitation of public tenders. This
arrangement should maintain the present economic role and employment generation of
the site area at a level almost equivalent to that now existing.

Number of jobs created

Eleven submissions made fourteen separate comments (4.003, 7.020, 65.009, 199*003,
264.011, 264.013, 274.027, 290.010, 328.015, 341.003, 341.006, 341.007, 391.009 and
422.005) relating to the number of jobs that would be created by airport development,
should the proposed Badgerys Creek site be selected.

A slight majority of these comments queried the estimated maximum employment levels
expected to be generated by airport development. The method of estimation is detailed
in the Draft EIS, including any assumptions made about level of operation of the
proposed airport and assumptions relating to the regional economy. It is also stated that
the estimates made for airport associated and induced employment, and multiplier or
flow-on employment are maximum levels. This is a result of the use of the same 'worst-
case' for analysis of economic effects as had been used for evaluation of all other
environmental factors in preparing the Draft EIS.

Most of the remaining comments relating to job creation pointed out that employment
gains through airport construction and operation may be offset to some extent by
employment losses in the local area resulting from site acquisition, and in the Kingsford-
Smith area through the possible relocation of some airport associated activity. As
outlined in Section 9.1 of the Draft EIS, the Commonwealth proposes to manage the
acquired site area for existing productive use as far as is possible, thereby maintaining
close to the present levels of employment generated by this land. However, Section
9.6.4 of the Draft EIS acknowledges that there may be some loss of production on the
land acquired and that any such loss would be accompanied by negative flow-on effects
in the local region.

Possible loss of employment at Kingsford-Smith Airport is not specifically discussed in
the Draft EIS. This is because a second airport is seen as supplementing the capacity of
Kingsford-Smith Airport rather them being in competition. Section 2.4 of the Draft EIS
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These issues are discussed below.
Loss of prime agricultural land within the airport site

Nine of the submissions received expressed concern at the loss of agricultural land.
There were eleven separate comments (68.005, 68.008, 253.005, 253.006, 274.021,
290.004, 295.005, 328.010, 329.005, 345.005 and 457.015).

Concern was expressed at the loss of prime agricultural land, especially land so well
situated with regard to markets, trotting tracks, broiler processing and with particular
physical characteristics such as frost freedom and level terrain. Associated with the
above was concern about the consequent loss of agricultural production and the need for
adequate compensation for affected landholders.

It is the policy of the NSW Department of Agriculture that prime agricultural land (80%
of the site area is so classified) be retained for agriculture. However, this has not
prevented the gradual loss of agricultural land in the western Sydney area to other uses
such as urban development, rural residential and small hobby farms in response to
economic pressures.

The land affected by the proposed airport development, though very well located for
various activities, is not unique and land use in the area would change over time under
the pressure of market forces. This process of change has been demonstrated time and
time again as farms on the fringe of cities are sub-divided for housing and industrial
development. Farmers cure induced to sell out due to economic pressure and the prospect
of substantial capital gain and subsequently either leave the land altogether or move
elsewhere to renew their farming activities. If they leave the industry, their place would
very often be taken by other producers in other districts.

Land would increase in value owing to urban pressures, unless its use is restricted by
planning controls and eventually, even with intensification, farming activities of almost
any kind would become uneconomic. Rural residential and small hobby farm use would
then be a logical usage as increased ownership and other overhead costs outweigh
location, freight, processing and marketing advantages. This has been confirmed in
studies carried out for the Macarthur Regional Environmental Study currently in
preparation.

The effect of airport construction at Badgerys Creek would be to reduce the availability
of suitable sites for the existing activities and speed up the process of change. The
precise effects would however be very dependent on the timing of airport construction,
that is, on the extent to which change had occurred before construction. Mere
acquisition of the site for airport purposes should have little effect and some agricultural
activities could continue to exist adjacent to the airport within the noise affected area
even after it becomes operational.

Dairying has been in decline for many years in the Sydney region and there is now am
additional threat of industry deregulation with competition from efficient New Zealand
and Victorian producers. Over the years dairies have either relocated or obtained
replacement production from dairies in other districts operating on cheaper land.
Similarly vegetable production is also likely to decline as a Regional Environmental
Study survey showed that only 25% of producers' children expected to continue the farm
business. Likewise 70% of poultry producers indicated they would sell if they received a
good price and 60% of these would leave the industry permanently.

Loss of agricultural production
Nine of the submissions received expressed concern at the loss of agricultural

production. There were ten separate comments raised (1.015, 3.002, 65.006, 274.022,
274.025, 330.016, 338.088, 376.008, 451.003 and 460.006).
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One comment criticized Figure 9.8.2 for giving the misleading impression that all
properties surrounding the site are of 40 ha minimum size.

This figure shows the zoning of the area although some properties have been sub-divided
into smaller blocks. AIll work which involved counting properties took account of the
actual numbers of properties.

Disruption of rural character of the area

A number of submissions made comments (65.021, 66.010, 68.002, 248.001, 282.001,
295.008, 314.003, 321.004, 345.014, 398.002, 399.003 and 422.022) expressing concern at
the disruption of the quiet rural lifestyle of Badgerys Creek and the rural industry of the
area that would occur should the proposed site be selected.

The present rural atmosphere of the Badgerys Creek area is likely to alter with or
without airport development, depending upon the development guidelines laid down in the
Macarthur Regional Environmental Study currently in preparation by the Department of
Environment and Planning and the Draft Regional Environmental Plan that will follow.
The extent to which airport development, should the proposed Badgerys Creek site be
selected, would influence the character of the locality apart from in the immediate site
surrounds would also depend to a large extent on the land use zonings devised by the
Department of Environment and Planning to complement airport development.
Construction of the airport would, however, as outlined in Section 9.8.4 of the Draft EIS,
encourage residential development by reason of the airport's employment opportunities
and associated infrastructure improvements, and would also encourage some commercial
and industrial development.

Disruption of community facilities and public institutions

A number of submissions made comments (53.001, 53.002, 53.003, 244.002, 250.012,
274.124, 274.125, 290.006, 295.006, 305.004, 305.005, 457.022 and 458.004) relating to
the effect airport development might have on the operation of facilities within the
Badgerys Creek area.

These comments discussed: the possibility that the Fleurs Radio Observatory would
become inoperable should an airport facility with radar and communications equipment
commence operations in the area; the location of an airport at the proposed Badgerys
Creek site possibly requiring the relocation of Kingswood Ammunition Storage and
Maintenance Facility; and general concern at the possible adverse effects on research
and technical facilities.

Section 9.8.5 of the Draft EIS deals with the effects that airport operation, should it be
sited at the proposed Badgerys Creek site, could have on facilities in the area. It is
acknowledged that the Fleurs Radio Observatory would be rendered inoperable by the
presence of an airport, but the Kingswood Ammunition Storage and Maintenance Facility
is not expected to be substantially affected by airport operations. Possible effects on
other facilities are given.

Urban growth needs of Sydney

A number of submissions made comments (274.016, 274.024, 319.002, 328.003, 328.019,
329.004, 422.006, 422.024, 432.003, 432.034 and 432.038) relating to the possible
requirement for land at Badgerys Creek for urban expansion. The comments pointed out
that should the proposed Badgerys Creek site be selected for airport development, a
large area of land would no longer be available for future urban use.

Sections 9*8.2 and 9.8.3 of the Draft EIS discuss the anticipated future urban
development of Sydney in the medium and long term.
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EIS consider the broad guidelines for building form, planting and screening that would be
utilized in detailed design. Guidelines for screening and rehabilitation during construct-
ion are also discussed in Section 10.6.4. The Department of Aviation would ensure that
detailed landscape planning was carried out at the detailed design stage.

The scale of reshaping that would occur is set in context by the description of local and
regional landscape features given in Section 10.6.1 of the Draft EIS.

10.2 DRAINAGE AND WATER QUALITY

Thirteen submissions were received on drainage and water quality aspects of Section 10.2
of the Draft EIS. The comments can be categorized into the following main issues as
addressed below:

effects on water quality;
effects on hydrology.

Water quality

The submissions on water quality effects have been divided into aspects of:
tank and farm dam water quality (16.005, 65.033, 229.003 and 345.010);
pollution of reservoirs (1.016, 290.003, 301.003 and 341.001);

range of general water quality issues including groundwater contamination, non-
compliance with regulations, pollution of South Creek and the Hawkesbury-Nepean
system, non-addressing of water quality issues, level of detail, and costing of
protection (196.006, 222.006, 222.011, 274.045, 274.050, 274.053, 274.055, 274.057,
337.026 and 422.023).

Tank and farm dam water quality

Under normal conditions airport operations would only contribute a small percentage of
overall airborne contaminants in the region. It is expected that the ‘rainout' of the
contaminants to enter tanks and farm dams would be minimal. Emergency fuel dumping
could, under extreme conditions, lead to some contamination of tanks or farm dams but
the likelihood of these procedures occurring is very small. When they do, fuel is usually
dumped over non-sensitive areas and at an elevation which would ensure the fuel is
vaporized before it reaches the ground (see Section 8.7).

Pollution of reservoirs

Comments relating to pollution of reservoirs were concerned with general pollution from
normal aircraft operation and also with emergency fuel dumping. As with the tank and
farm dam water quality (see above) normal aircraft operation would have only very
minimal effect on the water quality. The diffusion of aircraft emissions in the
atmosphere is such that the concentration of chemical products from atmospheric
reactions involving those emissions which would be found in rainfall or fallout would be
very small.

In 1982, the then Department of Transport arranged for an analysis of water samples
taken from household water tanks in areas under flight paths close to Adelaide Airport
following complaints about pollution of water by unburnt aviation fuel. The analysis,
undertaken by Australian Mineral Development Laboratories, showed that there were no
detectable pollutants in the water samples which could be identified as being of aviation
origin. It can reasonably be concluded that normal aircraft operations do not lead to
pollution of water supplies.
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The data presented were supplied by the Bureau of Meteorology and advice at the time
was that p.m. data for Badgerys Creek were not available.

The Draft EIS refers to transport both up and down (page 294 of the Draft EIS) of
pollutants in the mixing layer in lapse conditions and provides what is considered to be a
clear explanation of the processes at work.

Effects of motor vehicles on air quality

Three submissions made four comments (65.005, 274.062, 337.010 and 337,032) regarding
the effects of motor vehicles on air quality. Submissions on this subject claimed that the
Draft EIS omitted motor vehicle effects on Sydney's air pollution levels and that total
emission levels derived from motor vehicle emission trends are meaningless.

The Draft EIS argues that although vehicle kilometres adjacent to Badgerys Creek would
increase due to the airport, their emissions would not necessarily be additional to air
pollutant levels occurring in the absence of a second airport. The Draft EIS on page 299
says 'the airport would not necessarily add significantly to either figure (total vehicles
and average vehicle kilometres in the year 2000), any more than would major new
regional shopping centres, recreation centres, and other such major traffic generating
projects built between now and 2000." Thus in Table 10.3.4 in the Draft EIS the
estimated net addition to annual emissions comes from non-vehicular emissions, i.e.
aircraft and airport related services.

The contribution of motor vehicle emissions to Sydney's pollutant levels is complicated
by the wide distribution of motor vehicles. Airport related vehicle movements would
distribute throughout Sydney although about 50% would be within 40 km of the airport.

The other matter raised, concerned the total emission levels for the year 2000. This
submission stated that year 2000 figures have been calculated using 1980 figures without
extrapolation and that they are not referenced to a standard and are therefore
meaningless.

The figures come from a paper discussing future trends in emissions, there being no
official pollution forecasts. In order to arrive at total emission figures for 2000 the
assumption was made that relative contributions from all sources remained the same as
in 1980. Waith figures for forecast motor vehicle emissions to 2000 available it was then
possible to forecast total emission levels. Other assumptions were made as stated on
page 296 of the Draft EIS.

Regarding the lack of information on how the year 2000 figures can relate to accepted
standards these figures were derived from proportional changes in motor vehicle
emissions, 1976 to 2000. These proportional changes can also relate to concentrations
shown for each pollutant in the Table 10.3.1 in the Draft EIS so that it is possible to
extrapolate concentrations to the year 2000 levels and compare these levels to
established standards as shown in the table.

Amelioration measures, monitoring programmes and safeguards

Three submissions (comments 218.003, 337.036 and 341.010) expressed concern about
monitoring programmes.

Airport related motor vehicles and airport ground vehicles would, like all motor vehicles,
be subject to the State Pollution Control Commission's vigorous programme designed to
reduce motor vehicle pollutants. The Commission constantly monitors air pollution
levels to ensure that its policies are taking effect.

Section 10.3.6 of the Draft EIS indicates the reasons why standards for jet engine
emissions are standardized and why Australia cannot impose more stringent controls.
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Rail distances and times were estimated by the State Rail Authority.

Two submissions criticized the lack of information in the Draft EIS on the origin and
destination of airport users and the user population profile.

As outlined in the Draft EIS (page 311) a distribution of passenger origins/destinations
was estimated based on the present distribution (as revealed by Department of Aviation
surveys) and the forecast Sydney population distribution for the year 2011 (supplied by
the NSW Department of Environment and Planning). As the actual future distribution
would be heavily dependent on the airport role, sensitivity tests were conducted with
alternative distributions.

Rail access

Six submissions raised issues related to the provision of rail service to an airport at
Badgerys Creek (66.007, 274.066, 274.067, 274.068, 274.069, 328.020, 341.023, 359-006,
359-011 and 422.008). Three of these supported the provision of a rail service while the
State Government claimed there would be insufficient demand to justify such provision.
One claimed that a rail service was needed between the city and Kingsford-Smith
Airport.

Section 10.4.5 of the Draft EIS provides estimates of rail patronage and it is accepted
that, particularly in the early years of the airport's operation, a rail service may not be
economic on its own. It is possible, however, that it could be seen as desirable on
environmental grounds or as an alternative to major road upgrading. This would be more
likely if an airport link could be developed in conjunction with some other rail
development, as is the case at Wilton. This now seems less likely, however, for Badgerys
Creek as the State Government's submission notes that the Werrington-Glenlee freight
railway which was previously under consideration has been deemed not necessary in the
foreseeable future.

Any decision to provide a rail service to an airport at Badgerys Creek would need to take
into account both the airport-related factors and the effects on the Metropolitan
Railway system as a whole.

The State submission disputes the claim that additional potential capacity exists on the
Main Western Line between Strathfield and Sydney but accepts that this does not
materially affect the comparison between Badgerys Creek and Wilton. However, these
considerations led the State Rail Authority to prefer the Glenfield route to the St Marys
route for any railway constructed to Badgerys Creek.

One submission claimed that the cost of the railway had been underestimated. The cost
estimates were based on unit costs provided by the State Rail Authority and are
considered sufficiently accurate for the purposes of site comparison. More detailed
costing would of course be necessary if railway construction were being seriously
contemplated.

The provision of a rail service between the city and Kingsford-Smith Airport does not
form part of the subject of this EIS.

10.5 INFRASTRUCTURE AND ENERGY CONSUMPTION

Twelve submissions were received querying aspects relating to Section 10.5 of the Draft
EIS. These ten submissions included twelve separate comments dealing with a range of

issues which can be categorized as follows:

transport of fuel
water supply
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discussed in Chapter 9 of the Draft EIS. The Department of Environment and Planning is
also undertaking a Regional Environmental Study of the Macarthur Region. This study
among other things would examine the future urban and rural development potential of
the region.

Assessment of landscape quality

One submission (65.008) queried the assessment of landscape quality given in the Draft
EIS, considering that the visual quality of the Badgerys Creek arga had been
underestimated. The landscape quality of the proposed site was assessed according to
the method used by the NSW Department of Environment and Planning. It is a modified
version of that used by the United States Department of Agriculture's Forest Service and
as such is amongst the most accepted and systematic methods available. Assessment is
based on accepted community preferences of the visual quality of landform features,
with allowance made for their spatial arrangement and other factors (see Section 10.6 of
the Draft EIS). The Draft EIS acknowledges that individual perceptions may differ from
the community preferences used in the assessment, but the major advantage of the
landscape assessment method is its systematic approach which would ensure that the
same relative degree of assessment of visual quality would occur at all sites assessed.
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CHAPTER 11

THE BIOLOGICAL ENVIRONMENT AND EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSAL
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Omissions from the fauna survey

Two submissions (65.036 and 274.085) considered that the fauna survey conducted at the
proposed site had some shortcomings.

One comment was that certain species of fauna known to occur in the area had not been
detected. It is inevitable in any fauna survey that during the survey period some species
will not be active in the locality or will simply not be sighted or trapped. These species
can then only be listed as known from earlier studies, where their occurrence has been
recorded previously or from local knowledge.

On the basis of the local knowledge revealed in this submission the following have been
added to the list of fauna:

Table 11.1 Additional fauna sighted in Badgerys Creek area

Scientific name Common name
Birds
Pelecanus conspicillatus Pelican
Poephila bichenovii Double bar finches
Poephila guttata Zebra finch
Reptiles
Chelodina longicollis Long-necked tortoise
Pseudechis porphyriacus Red-bellied black snake
Tiliqua scincoides Blue-tonged lizard

The second comment noted that no aquatic fauna survey had been undertaken as part of
the evaluation of the Badgerys Creek and Wilton sites. The Department of Aviation
acknowledges the omission of a survey of aquatic fauna. However, in view of the
methods proposed by the Department to maintain water quality and stream flow regimes
in receiving waters, the omission of an aquatic fauna survey is not seen as materially
affecting either the enviornmental evaluation or the final selection of a site.
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS MADE IN SUBMISSION DRAFT EIS
SECTION
Government contracts should specify minimum number of local 14.6

labour to be employed in construction

Would significantly contribute to economic base of 14.6
Illawarra-Macarthur regions and create employment

Great community support for airport at Wilton 17. 1
Disagrees with Draft EIS regarding quality of coal 15. 1
Extraction of coal discussed 15. 1
Fewer people would be affected by noise 17.2
Fewer people would be displaced 17.2
Effects on agriculture would be negligible 17.2
For summary of comments, see submission no. 267, Clark, J *
For summary of comments, see submission no. 267, Clark, J *
For summary of comments, see submission no. 352, Andrich, R *
Opposes airport at Wilton 17. 1
Botanical section of Draft EIS very thorough 16. 1
Wilton site has three times®™ the floral diversity of Badgerys 16. 1
Creek and contains a rare species of fern (Blechnum ambiguum)

For summary of comments, see submission no. 8, Lave, L *
Opposes airport at Badgerys Creek 17. 1
For summary of comments, see submission no. 267, Clark, J #
Badgerys Creek unsuitable site because of number of people 17.2
displaced or adversely affected

People already living within 25 ANEF contour cannot exercise 9.2
choice

Effects on hospitals and schools already established within 9.2
20-25 ANEF contours

If area allowed to develop naturally, long-term employment 9.8
opportunities would be just as great

For summary of comments, see submission no. 267, Clark, J *
Critical of service provided by Community Access Bus 18.9
All residences situated within zone of unacceptable noise 9.2
should be acquired

Dubious whether costs of acquisition of affected properties 9.1
were presented honestly

For summary of comments, see submission no. 8, Lave, L *
For summary of comments, see submission no. 8, Lave, L *
For summary of comments, see submission no. 267, Clark, J *
Views of Department of Defence not fully reflected in Draft EIS PREFACE
Selection of either,site would have potential for unacceptable 6.8

interference with military operations

Negotiations necessary on airspace before Defence could agree 8.6
to siting or layout in either case

Bringelly Remote Receiver station would need relocation before APPENDIX B
airport construction commenced at Badgerys Creek

Kingswdod explosives storage facility could not be partly 8.6
relocated

If relocation of Kingswood is necessary, cost would be $250 APPENDIX B
million

Siting of navigational aids around Badgerys Creek not addressed 8.5

in relation to Kingswood

Urgent consultation required between Department of Aviation and 18. 4
Department of Defence
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Gow, Dr LP
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Gow, Dr LP
Gow, Dr LP
Gow, Dr LP
Gow, Dr LP
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Gow, Dr LP
Gow, Dr LP
Gow, Dr LP

ADDRESS

Goulburn

Wilton

COMMENT NO
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459.033

428.001

428.002

428.003

428.004

428.005

428.006

428.007

428.008

205.001

205.002

205.003

205.004

205.005

205.006

205.007

205.008

205.009

205.010

205.011

205.012

205.013

205.014

205.015

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS MADE IN SUBMISSION

Number of people affected by noise queried - also method of
assessment of noise nuisance

Questions justification for the criterion used
(Figure 3.2), that any potential
radius of the Sydney GFO

in short-listing
site should be within an 80 km

There is no
layouts

indication of the procedures used to identify

Asks what opportunities exist to review the site selection
study

Is role of second Sydney airport to reduce noise effects at
Kingsford-Smith Airport?

Low wind usability will affect role of second Sydney airport

Low wind usability will affect role of second Sydney airport

Why would passenger movements at Kingsford-Smith Airport be
limited to 11 to 12 million?
Queries many aspects of site ranking methodology and results

Raises a number of points concerning the
Goulburn,

issue of access to
and other aspects of the Goulburn site

Objects to failton site

Suggests reconsideration of MANS study recommendations for
Kingsford-Smith Airport and Badgerys Creek

Loss of water quality is main objection - considers that water
treatment works unlikely to remove majority of dissolved
contami nants

Land acquisition cost does not include cost of water treatment

works

Wilton is important as natural bushland - its high ecological
value established

Wilton is important at natural bushland - its high ecological

value established

Coal reserve under proposed site could be worth billions of
dollars

Access to Badgerys Creek is better,
Badgerys Creek as preferred site

and Draft EIS ranking shows

Opposed to airport at Wilton

Disputes need for second Sydney airport, as total air movements
at Kingsford-Smith Airport have been declining since 1980
Better solution to redirect commuter and General Aviation to
any of smaller airports in Sydney Basin

States that no report on Wilton had yet been prepared for the
Minister by the Consultants when he announced that Wilton and
Badgerys Creek were the short-listed sites

States that the Consultants had not visited the Wilton site
prior to its short-listing

Public information programme unsatisfactory,
Bus not at Wilton when commuters could attend

Community Access

Officers manning Community Access Bus unhelpful

Acquisition of Wilton site would create only ninety jobs, and
even those not for another ten years
in Wilton area

Disputes that quality of coal is poor

More information needed on forest clearance in water catchment
area to meet airport associated needs
More details required on fuel storage, and safety measures to

prevent ignition from bush-fires

Would the development of associated
clearing of the catchment area?

industry require further

Draft EIS did not adequately address issue of distance to
Wilton. Airline travellers, airport staff and flight crews,
would experience big financial and time constraints

Choice of Wilton as site would sterilise valuable coal
reserves, resulting in the waste of natural resources and a
decrease in employment prospects in region

Very high environmental
at Wilton

cost to Australia of locating airport
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AUTHOR(S) OF
SUBMISSION

Hawkesbury/Ne
pean/Georges
Rivers AAC/Don
Fox Planning

Hawkesbury/Ne
pean/Georges
Rivers AAC/Don
Fox Planning

Hawkesbury/Ne
pean/Georges
Rivers AAC/Don
Fox Planning

Hawkesbury/Ne
pean/Georges
Rivers AAC/Don
Fox Planning

Hawkesbury/Ne
pean/Georges
Rivers AAC/Don
Fox Planning

Hawkesbury/Ne
pean/Georges
Rivers AAC/Don
Fox Planning

Hawkesbury/Ne
pean/Georges
Rivers AAC/Don
Fox Planning

Hawkesbury/Ne
pean/Georges
Rivers AAC/Don
Fox Planning

Hawkesbury/Ne
pean/Georges
Rivers AAC/Don
Fox Planning

Hawkesbury/Ne
pean/Georges
Rivers AAC/Don
Fox Planning

Hawkesbury/Ne
pean/Georges
Rivers AAC/Don
Fox Planning

Hawkesbury/Ne
pean/Georges
Rivers AAC/Don
Fox Planning

Hawkesbury/Ne
pean/Georges
Rivers AAC/Don
Fox Planning

Hawkesbury/Ne
pean/Georges
Rivers AAC/Don
Fox Planning

Hawkesbury/Ne
pean/Georges
Rivers AAC/Don
Fox Planning

Hawkesbury/Ne
pean/Georges
Rivers AAC/Don
Fox Planning

Hawkesbury/Ne
pean/Georges
Rivers AAC/Don
Fox Planning

Hawkesbury/Ne
pean/Georges
Rivers AAC/Don
Fox Planning

Hawkesbury/Ne
pean/Georges
Rivers AAC/Don
Fox Planning

Hawkesbury/Ne
pean/Georges
Rivers AAC/Don
Fox Planning

Hawkesbury/Ne
pean/Georges
Rivers AAC/Don
Fox Planning

Hawkesbury/Ne
pean/Georges
Rivers AAC/Don
Fox Planning

ADDRESS

COMMENT NO

264.009

264.010

264.011

264.012

264.013

264.014

264.015

264.016

264.017

264.018

264.019

264.020

264.021

264.022

264.023

264.024

264.025

264.026

264.027

264.028

264.029

264.030

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS MADE IN SUBMISSION

No jobs would tua created if site merely acquired

No jobs would be created it site merely acquired

Jobs would be lost from Kingsford-Smith Airport surrounds, if
some airport and airport associated industries were to leave

Jobs would be lost from Kingsford-Smith Airport surrounds, if
some airport and airport associated industries were to leave

Jobs would be lost when businesses within the acquisition area

for the second Sydney airport closed down

Jobs would be lost when businesses within the acquisition area

for the second Sydney airport closed down

Acquisition area should be larger to allow for expansion of
ai rport

Property would be.acquired at values depressed by years of
uncertainty

Acquisition payments should reflect current market values in
comparable areas not affected by uncertainty connected with
second Sydney airport

Areas severely affected by noise should be acquired

Acquisition costs have been underestimated

No compensation for planning blight

No compensation for planning blight

over the

Acquisition payment would di ish, in real
course of time taken for settling all claims

terms,

Concerned about expenses currently not allowable in
compensation claims

ANEF contours were based on studies of communities already
living in noisy ambient conditions

ANEF contours were based on studies of communities already
living in noisy ambient conditions

Aboriginal
itself

and European heritage was considered only for site

ANEF contours did not take account of site-specific topographic

features

ANEF contours did not take account of site-specific topographic

features

Draft EIS gives insufficient weighting to impact of night-time

noi se

Draft EIS gives insufficient weighting to impact of night-time

noi se
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AUTHOR (S) OF
SUBMISSION

Hoare,

Hoare, RJT

Hoare, RJT % CA

Hoare, RJT & CA

Hoare, RJT &

Hoare, RJT &% CA

Hoare, RJT X CA

Hoare, RJT &

Hoare, RJT & CA

Hoare, RJT % CA

Hoare, RJT &

Hoare, RJT & CA

Hoare, RJT & CA

Hoare,
Hoare,
Hogan, H

Hogan, H

Hogan, H

Hogan, H

Hogan, H

Holmes, G
Holmes, G

Holmes, G

Holmes, G
Holmes, G
Holmes, G
Holmes, G
Holmes, G
Homfeld, B
Hood, B
Hood, J
Hood, T

Horsley Park
Protection
Co-operative
Ltd

Horsley Park
Protection
Co-operative
Ltd

Horsley Park
Protection
Co-operative
Ltd

RJT k CA

RIT k CA

RIT = CA

ADDRESS

Bringelly

Mount
Ri vervi ew

Horsley
Park

Horsley
Park

Horsley
Park

Horsley
Park

Horsley
Park

COMMENT NO

233.021

233.022

233.023

233.024

233.025

233.026

233.027

233.028

233.029

233.030

233.031

233.032

233.033

233.034
233.035
399.001

399.002

399.003

399.004

399.005

248.001

248.002

248.003

248.004

248.005

248.006

248.007

248.008

114.000

134.000

136.000

137.000

7.001

7.002

7.003

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS MADE IN SUBMISSION

Airport complementary to Kingsford-Smith Airport would only
need short runways, and hence could be located in area closer
to Sydney, such as Holsworthy, Richmond or Schofields

Airport complementary to Kingsford-Smith Airport would only
need short runways, and hence could be located in area closer
to Sydney, such as Holsworthy, Richmond or Schofields

Draft EI5 should have included some discussion of the search
for a third London airport
Wilton is too far out to become a viable airport

Query Draft EIS projections for annual
little confidence placed in forecasting

aircraft movements -

Growth figures considered artificial,
operated in subsidized environment

as commuter services are

Predictions of growth fail
aircraft technology,

to take into account progress in
allowing bigger passenger loads

Use of smaller aircraft will not increase number of movements,
only cost effectiveness of aircraft

Remoteness of Wilton site-would ensure
proportion of Sydney market

it received only small

Any improvement

in road system would only amplify discrepancy
in travel

times between Badgerys Creek and Wilton

Existing airports should first be utilized more fully. Using
Wilton simply to supplement Kingsford-Smith Airport would be
like having a parallel runway but 90 km away

Smaller airport complementary to Kingsford-Smith Airport could
be closer to Sydney

Questionable whether second Sydney airport at Wilton would ever
receive even 107. of the traffic of Kingsford-Smi th Airport

More information reguested on fuel storage

Refute the air traffic forecasts for Kingsford-Smith Airport
Objects to airport in western region of Sydney

Is concerned that acquisition payments may be
relocate at same living standard

insufficient to

Local and State Government
house purchase,
Badgerys Creek

information was consulted prior to
but both sources proved incorrect concerning

Choice of second Sydney airport site has been a cynical
political decision that will impose the hardship and injustice
of land resumption on many

Sydney Region Outline Plan (1968) did not show present
short-listed sites as among feasible ones for second Sydney
ai rport

Airport at Badgerys Creek would adversely affect lifestyle

Would increase air pollution
western region

in Sydney, especially in the

Would increase general flow of vehicular traffic in the area
Experience of living in Chiswick gives rise to concern over

twenty-four hour operation of airport

Twenty-five per cent of all
area,

flights would pass over his general
creating considerable noise

Wilton would be the better site for second Sydney airport on
the basis of lower land acquisition costs

Wilton would be the better site for second Sydney airport
because it would affect fewer people

Wilton would be the better site for second Sydney airport
because less agricultural land would be lost

For summary of comments, see submission no. 267, Clark, J
For summary of comments, see submission no. 8, Lave, L
For summary of comments, see submission no. 8, Lave, L
For summary of comments, see submission no. 8, Lave, L

Opposed to airport at Badgerys Creek
Agrees with wisdom of acquiring

land for future airport needs

Compliments Department of Aviation on very comprehensive study
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Jenkins, R

o

Jenkins,

Jenkins, R

Jenkins, R

Jenkins, R

Johnson, T

Jglinston, E

Johnston, F

Johnston, BA

Kelemen, A

Kerfoot, H
Kerfoot, H
Kerfoot, H
Kerr, BA
r.

Kerr, BA
Kerr, BA

Kervroeden, J

Kervroeden, J

Kilpatric, C

Kirk, Young,
Ki "konyogo-
Kuwebwa, Oh,
Tsang < Judge

Kirk, Young,
Ki konyogo-
Kuwebwa, Oh,
Tsang < Judge

Kirk, Young,
Ki konyogo-
Kuwebwa, Oh,
Tsang % Judge

Kirk, Young,
Ki konyogo-
Kuwebwa, Oh,
Tsang & Judge

Kirk, Young,
Ki konyogo-
Kuwebwa, Oh,
Tsang % Judge

Kirk, Young,
Ki konyogo-
Kuwebwa, Oh,
Tsang % Judge

Kirk, Young,
Ki konyogo-
fcuwebwa, Oh,
Tsang  Judge

Kirk, Young,
Ki konyogo-
Kuwebwa, Oh,
Tsang % Judge

kirk, Young,
Ki konyogo-
KUwebwa, Oh,
Tsang  Judge

Kirk, Young,
Ki konyogo-
KQwebwa, Oh,
Tsang & Judge

Kuwebwa, Oh,
Tsang k Judge

Kirk, Young,
Ki konyogo-
Kuwebwa, Oh,
Tsang % Judge

ADDRESS

Fai rfield

Horsley
Park

Horsley
Park

Horsley
Par k

Address
not
suppli ed

Horsley
Park

Wetherill
Park

Wilton

Ki ngswood

Sydney

COMMENT NO

271.005

271.006

271.007

271.008

271.009

347.000

194.000

193.000

91.000

262.000

298.000

298.001

298.002

218.001

218.002

218.003

302.001

302.002

28.000

337.001

337.002

337.003

337.004

337.005

337.006

337.007

337.008

337.009

337.010

337.011

337.012

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS MADE IN SUBMISSION

Airport and
ruin rural

inevitable population growth following it would
lifestyle

Distance from Sydney would add on intolerable increase in
travelling time and expense, for passengers and cargo

Connecting flights impossible to organise with present road and

rail system

Coal reserve is investment in the future

Increased cost of airport due to construction in a mine
subsidence area

For summary of comments, see submission no. 267, Clark, J
For summary of comments, see submission no. 8, Lave, L
For summary of comments, see submission no. 8, Lave, L
For summary of comments, see submission no. 267, Clark, J

For summary of comments, see submission nos 223,
270, Wilson, B, 271, Jenkins, R,

Greenup, N,
and 273, Wilson, T

For summary of comments,
submission no. 8, Lave, L

in addition to those below, see

Opposes airport at Badgerys Creek

Effects of noise in 20 ANEF contour not believed,
greater disturbance than indicated

expects

Objects to siting airport at Badgerys Creek

Concern for air quality at Badgerys Creek - effect of sea
breeze and calms - ideal conditions for temperature inversions,
and would be aggravated by night operations

No specific measures for ameliorating air quality have been
stated in Draft Efs

Considers use of catchment area for Wilton airport as criminal
and a political decision

Suggests that Draft EIS has glossed over many environmental
factors

For summary of comments, see submission no. 8, Lave, L
Forecasts questionable - authors argue that extrapolation of
trend lines without change in variables is not rigorous enough

Runway capacity work too simple

Do not agree with argument that second runway at
Kingsford-Smith Airport would only defer need for second Sydney
ai rport

Statement that General
for expansion

Aviation aerodromes have little scope
is not substantiated

The alternative sites are not fundamentally different

Site ranking matrix methodology does not cover all the
vari ables

in matrix method - state that
means of selecting Wilton and Badgerys

Discuss various deficiencies
matrix 1is principal
Creek

Matrix weighting not justified in Draft EIS - inconsistent and

subjective

Question validity of dividing sites into closer and

mi d-di stance

Heavy vehicle emissions on access routes and effects of smell
on surrounding land uses not considered

Heavy vehicle emissions on access routes and effects of smell
on surrounding land uses not considered

Dust pollution during construction not mentioned
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AUTHOR(S) OF
SUBMISSION

Kyriakos,

Laird,
Laird,
Laird,
Laird,

Laird,

Laird,

Laird,

Lave, L

Lave, L
Lave, L
Lave, L

Lave, L

Leach,
Leach,

Leach,

Leach,
Leach,

Leach,

Lebusqu

PG

PG

PG

PG

PG

PG

PG

A
A

A

A

A

A

e,

Lebusque,

Lebusqu

e,

Lebusque,

Lebusque,

Lebusque,

Lebusque,

Lee, D

Leen, L

Leisure

Tourist
Leisure
Tourist
Lewin,

Lewin,

Lewin,

Lewin,

Lewis,

Coast
Assoc

Coast
Assoc

LR

LR

LR

LR

Liverpool

Counci 1

E

M

City

ADDRESS

St Johns
Park

Kei ravilie

Horsley
Park

Wilton

Badgerys
Creek

Horsley
Park

Badgerys
Creek

Wollongong

Mount
Drui tt

Pheasants
Nest

Li verpool

COMMENT NO

196.005
196.006

196.007

196.008

196.009
196.010

445.000

334.001

334.002

334.003

334.004

334.005

334.006

334.007

8.001

8.002
8.003
8.004

8.005

277.001
277.002

277.003

277.004
277.005

277.006

283.001

283.002

283.003

283.004

283.005

283.006

283.007

77.000

125.000

58.001

58.002

201.001

201.002

201.003

201.004

228.000

458.001

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS MADE IN SUBMISSION

Noise propagation affected by weather conditions and hills
Regulations covering water quality might not be adhered to

Existing airport, if modified, would be adequate if population
remains at reasonable level

Second airport is expected to bring in overseas money, but it
would not give much benefit to man in the street

Money would be better spent on improving air and water quality
Health and television reception are affected by radar

For summary of comments, see submission no. 267, Clark, J

Objects to airport at Wilton

Draft EIS has not proved need for second airport

Considers Kingsford-Smith Airport should be developed further

New General Aviation airport might be needed

Suggests that savings in travel time and transport costs would
soon account for price difference between Wilton and Badgerys

Creek

Opposes Wollongong Chamber of Commerce®s support for Wilton
site, which would not provide employment in near future

Compares Wilton to situation at Montreal, where little use is
made of Mirabel airport

Cost of acquisition of Badgerys Creek not justified

Accepts need for selection of site for second Sydney airport
In favour of acquiring Wilton site
Kingsford-Smith Airport should be expanded and redesigned

This submission also supports comments made by the Horsley Park
Protection Co-operative Ltd (submission no. 7)

Gravely concerned at proposed siting of airport at Wilton
Lifestyle affected

Most sensible and feasible decision would be to extend and
upgrade Kingsford-Smith Airport

Wilton is too far from Sydney
Wilton is too valuable environmentally for use as airport site

Implies choice of Wilton would involve loss of valuable coal
and associated employment

Opposed to airport at Badgerys Creek

Draft EIS does not mention that three cemeteries are located
within airport site

Community Access Bus was not available at times when people
returning fV-om work at a late hour could attend

Compensation should be available to businesses in area already
suffering

Relocation hard on older people

Community Access Bus should have been manned also by officers
from Department of Local Government and Administrative Services

Should be some compensation for descendants of district"s
pioneers, for loss of family heritage
For summary of comments, see submission no. 267, Clark, J

For summary of comments, see submission no. 267, Clark, J

Supports airport at Wilton

Would have beneficial effect on local economy, attracting
employment and tourism

Opposed to airport at Badgerys Creek

Noise would affect populated areas of western Sydney, despite
measures to minimise it

Hazardous to operate aircraft over large populated areas

Preferable to look for site elsewhere, or to extend
Kingsford-Smith Airport

For summary of comments, see submission nos 223, Greenup, N,
270, Wilson, B, 271, Jenkins, R, and 273, Wilson, T

Is opposed to an airport at Badgerys Creek, and endorses the
submissions made by the Hawkesbury/Nepean/Georges River
Anti-Airport Committee and the Badgerys Creek Anti-Airport
Group
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AUTHOR(S) OF
SUBMISSION

Moss, RH

Moss, RH

Munro, b
Munro, D
Munro. D

NSW Polic* Aero
Club

NSW Police Aero
Club

NSW Police Aero
Club

NSW Police Aero
Club

NSW Police Aero
Club

Name S address
illeg ble

Name illegible

Name illegible

Name illegible

Nash, RA

Nathamel . V

National Parks
Association of
NSW

National Parks

Association of

National Parks
Association of
NSW

National Parks

Association of

NSW

National Parks

Association of

New South Wales
National Parks

Association of

New South Wales
Newstead, WA

Ni kolovski, J

Noble, B

Novokovic, M

O"Brien, E
O"Brien, E
O"Brien, E
O"Brien, E
O"Brien, E
O"Brien, E
O"Brien, E
O"Brien, T
O"Brien, T
Oehm, GJ

Oehm, GJ

Oehm, GJ

ADDRESS

Si lverdale

Ho::ton
Park

Horsley
Park

Merrylands

Horsley
Park

Bossley
Park

St Johns
Park

Wollongong

Bargo

St Johns
Park

Kemps
Creek

St Johns
Park

Bri ngelly

Bringelly

Figtree

COMMENT NO

278.002

278.003

369.001

369.002

369.003

324.001

324.002

324.003

324.004

324.005

95.000

35.000

166.000

178.000

89.000

436.000

358.001

358.002

423.001

423.002

227.000

438.000

165.000

444 .000

236.001

236.002

236.003

236.004

236.005

236.006

236.007

232.001

232.002

455.001

455.002

455.003

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS MADE IN SUBMISSION

House in 30-35 ANEF contour,
compensatlon

yet apparently there would be no

Airport development would
pass on to children

leave only a devalued property to

Opposes airport at E<adgervs Creek
Objects to noise
Air pollution would be particularly bad at Silverdale

Concerned that many aviation and other activities would cease
or be curtailed, if a second airport were developed

Airport at Badgerys Creek would severely restrict training
areas of Hoxton Park, Camden and Bankstown

Suggested alternatives for existing aerodromes/airspace in the

Badgerys Creek area are not viable

Concern that acquiring land far in advance of construction may
displace people unnecessarily

Towra Point should be examined again as a possible site

For summary of comments, see submission no. 267, Clark, J
For summary of comments, see submission no. 8, Lave, L
For summary of comments, see submission no. B, Lave, L
For summary of comments, see submission no. 8, Lave, L
For summary of comments, see submission no. 267, Clark, J
For summary of comments, see submission no. 267, Clark, J

Too much land from the water catchment area would be used when
all of it is required to serve a growing Sydney population

How is the remaining area going to be protected from pollution

due to fallout, roads, building, urban sprawl?

Such large numbers of flora and fauna would be destroyed, that
it could have serious consequences for endangered species

Such large numbers of flora and fauna would be destroyed, that

it could have serious consequences for endangered species

Opposed to airport at Wilton

Opposed to airport at Wilton due to effect on water catchment
area

For summary of comments, see submission no. 271, Jenkins, R
For summary of comments, see submission no. 267, Clark, J
For summary of comments, see submission no. 8, Lave, L

For summary of comments, see submission no. 267, Clark, J

Strongly objects to selection of Badgerys Creek, site

Enormous amount of building
fifteen years

in Bringelly area during past

MANS report recommendation ignored

Loss of rural values for many thousands of people
Market value of Badgerys Creek site underestimated

Need for compensation of noise-affected areas

Use of ANEF units rather than decibels is misleading
Protests strongly against choice of Badgerys Creek site
Effect of noise at Bringelly - area is natural amphitheatre
Opposes second Sydney airport at Wilton site

Development of airport at Wilton site would be shortsighted in
light of coming fuel crisis, present high unemployment in

mining industry, and limited reserves of high quality coal in
Australi a

Development of airport would damage flora and destroy catchment
area in which further rare species may be located. Potential
richness of flora in this area has not been fully investigated
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AUTHOR(S) OF
SUBMISSION

Wilton Airport
Resi stance

Commi ttee/Gow,
LP & Balia, JR

Wilton Airport
Resistance

Committee/Gow,
LP & Balia, JR

Wilton Airport
Resi stance

Commi ttee/Gow,
LP % Balia, JR

Wilton Airport
Resi stance

Commi ttee/Gow,
LP & Balia, JR

Wilton Airport
Resi stance

Committee/Gow,
LP < Balia, JR

Wilton Airport
Resi stance

Commi ttee/Gow,
LP Balia, JR

Wilton Airport
Resi stance

Committee/Gow,
LP & Balia, JR

Wilton Airport
Resi stance

Commi ttee/Gow,
LP & Balia, JR

Wilton Airport
Resi stance

Commi ttee/Gow,
LP k Balia, JR

Wilton Airport
Resi stance

Commi ttee/Gow,
LP & Balia, JR

Wilton Airport
Resistance

Commi ttee/Gow,
LP & Balia, JR

Wilton Airport
Resi stance

Committee/Gow,
LP & Balia, JR

Wilton Airport
Resi stance

Committee/Gow,
LP %= Balla, JR

Wilton Airport
Resi stance

Commi ttee/Gow,
LP & Balia, JR

Wilton Airport
Resi stance
Commi ttee/Envir
onmental
Management

Wilton Airport
Resi stance
Commi ttee/Envir
onmental
Management

Wilton Airport
Resistance
Commi ttee/Envi r
onmental
Management

Wilton Airport
Resi stance
Commi ttee/Envir
onmental
Management

Wilton Airport
Resi stance
Commi ttee/Envir
onmental
Management

Wilton Airport
Resi stance
Commi ttee/Envir
onmental
Management

ADDRESS COMMENT NO

338.054

338.055

338.056

338.057

338.058

338.059

338.060

338.061

338.062

338.063

338.064

338.065

338.066

338.067

338.068

338.069

338.070

338.071

338.072

338.073

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS MADE IN SUBMISSION

Site would be expensive to operate because of necessity for
precautions against exotic disease organisms entering water
supply

Site would be expensive to operate because of precautions
against exotic disease organisms entering water supply

Site would be expensive to operate because of need to police
against trespass into catchment area

Site would be expensive to operate because of necessity for
precautions against exotic flora invading catchment

Site would be expensive to operate because of necessity for
precautions against exotic fauna invading catchment

Site would be expensive to operate because of necessity for
precautions during periods of high fire danger - area is prone
to bushfires

Site would be expensive to operate because of precautions
needed against bird strike

Aboriginal sites in district not fully explored or documented,
for instance in airport surrounds and infrastructure routes

High incidence of fog, hail and lightning

Unfavourable wind patterns

North-south runway only feasible at great cost

Proposal runs counter to National Conservation Strategy

Conflict with statutory requirements of NSW Government

Would be contrary to Water Board policy

Draft EIS at fault in considering only worst case (heaviest use
of second Sydney airport). Wilton would be far greater
economic liability than Badgerys Creek at low volumes of
traffic

Estimates of noise in Draft EIS very conservative

Draft EIS at fault in not concentrating on the more significant
impacts, applying sensitivity tests - this led to error

short-listing Wilton

No report and almost no on-site work on Wilton before
Minister®s announcement. Analysis in Draft EIS insufficient to
justify elimination of some sites from short-listing.

Wilton site of value to the National Estate - undisturbed
catchments of high scientific value

Errors in short-listing process, most importantly heavier
weighting of social environmental effects than of natural
environmental effects - conservation status of ecological
systems should be considered

833

DRAFT EIS SUPPLEMENT

SECTION

15.2

u
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16. 1

16.2

16. 1
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14.3

15.3

15.3

13.5

15.2

17.2

14.2

PAGE

736

745

736

749

751

749

751

719

739

739

708

640

736

736

757

715

654

645

640

654



6%K

+- 1 )20).

.. 10
/.. QL)
ni-
17 1.

+- 1 )20).
.10
/.. Q)
-
17 0

+-01)20).
.. 10

/.. QL)
n-

17 1.

+,-01)21).
,.10

/.. QL)
n.-

17 1.

+,-01)21).
.. 10

/.. QL)
ni-

17 1.

+,-)20).
.. 10
/.. QL)
N -
17 1.
+,-0)20).
,. 10
/.. Q)
N -
17 1.
+,- 0 )20).
,. 10
/.. QL)
N -
17 L
+,-)20).
,. 10
/.. Q)
N -
17 1.
+,-00)20).
10

QL)
ni -
7 L

-1 )20).
,. 10

/.. QL)
nto-

17 L
-0 )20).
,. 10

/. QL)
n-

17 L

+,-01)2).
10

/.Qn)
n-
7 L

+-01)20).
10

Q)
n -
7 L

+-01)2).
10

/)
n -
7 L

+-1 )20,
10

Q)
n-
7 L

+-01)20).
10

IQn)
n-
7 L

+- 01 )20).
)
/.o QL)
-
170

+-01)20).
.. 10

/.. QL)
ni.-

17 1.

$$'&'3=

$$>&'3%

$$>&'34

$$>&'33

$$>&'3>

$$>&'3<

$$>&">"

$$>&'>(

$$>&">#

$$>&>$

$$>&'>=

$$>&">%

$$>&'>4

$$>&">3

$$>8'>>

$$>&'><

$$>&'<'

$$>&'<(

$$>&'<#

Y% O YON, ). FO-19.)
22-1 1) /)0 L) ).y o

Y M-t 0N,y 2) 0700, ML),
J90 . 9-  O0A,,L O L)L)
01,0 e d F)2D).

20./9.)00 1.1 . 7)1 ) 8*)-

TLROL T 4t @)1 )17 1) 1@ OfL)l-
1,0°)7 ). L9/-:10 )1 .+-M1& 7)1
)89.) ) 1 7) @ .7.*% ;-

0/-7,0- ,2-0. /0 =) 1,.) )7, 19))
o200,

L8 %) ).) L 0" 0- 1 *- 2/ 170.0" L.
oL K21 0) "

YO YA 2L FLO ., 7Y,
117 9.) 22-1

0/-17,0- ,GI2-0. 0 }* =) 1,.) )7, /91.)
)20, 1), &

B L. R0, F)-0 17 219) <1 1 L")
%) )00y 1,00 )

YA 1,0 )) L 117) 20, K
2.1 . +-N& ET7..0. 7)1 )8 - 1)1
0" ,.):

) "D) ) Tt

l- .1/ M.,0 )) ! 117) 20, 8Y9
1100) ) +-01 )

YA )2) . o K M)9- )T -
/10

A . .- 1F020,1F4+-11 7)1
)8..)0.2 7) @ 0/'/,0;,:-,.1

)yxoooon, L n LFEA-1F0- @
- - 1211 -2 241

Y5 L) o - K T0-)-2) 00
o/-: .. 7)1 )8

S, L %) o1t ))& ).7, J,0)
SR @ )20 .- 0" 2 8@2),0,17
2/-01 /) 0 t)y- ; . ton7 . -)7)0)*.
7012 07 10 VLMY LK) -

YO =LY O )09 NT
LRI VAENE

0,- )2t . 7)1 )8L).. @ -1:.9 !
S OA, L VO )OO 2o ) T
NI W N RN Vi D ) W |

Jop P00 K 21 L T1)NT) L) L THL
) 8.1 4l

(%&#

(38&#

(4&#

(&3

(%&%

“&(

(%&8%

@&(

@&(

(a&#

(38&#

(8&(

<&3

(&#

#8&%

<&(

(38&#

3%4

343

3%3

3%(

3((

3=%

3=%

3%(

3#

3%3

3#>

4>%

4=

4$>

44>

3%3



+/-("TIA
") K
/ )0 6
[}

+-("71'7
") K
/)0 &
1)1
+/-(N71'7
") K
/)0 &
1)1
+-("71'7
") K
/)0 B
1)1
+-(N71'7
") K
/ )0 6
1)1
+-("71"7
) K
/)0 &
1)1
+-("71"7
")

/)0 R
11

+/--I"71'7

110,(

+--I"71'7

110,

+--NTT7
110,(

+/--N"717 -,

110,

+/--I"71'7

110,(

+/--I"71'7
/10

N -(

+-(NTI7

+-(NTN7

358" (
3584
3%8"$
448"(

448&"#

448"

448"=

448" %

448"4

44&"3

448&">

448"<

a48'("

448((

$=<&(

$=<&"#

$=<&"$

$=<&"=

$=<&"%

$=<&"4

$=<&"3

=$#&"(

=$#&"#

=$#&"$

=$Hg"=

=$#&"%

=$#&"4

700020 . 7)1 )8
SLAIK 02 K FLLNEUTHY @ L )2)).
J20). 91 Yo ivx L7707 0 1)

LAl ) 2 K LIT2 17)
SO 12,17 )y @ L )2). 1 on 111 ,)2)).

VALl ) - K72 17)
Ty @ . 2. 1 on 111 )2,

LORRYLT)N2). 7000 L. O/t 0L K

)2).@.1@ )2/). %) 91

LR LTUNN2). 7010 L. 010 K

)20).@.1@ )2/). %) 91

SYA) LoFoON 111 )20).9/-
2) ") Jon)y0. % 91

SYA) LKoo 1t1 )20 9-
2) ) Jonyo. %) 91

Y20 0/2)" 1, ) -189,  U*)") -2 1 K
) & .

S Nven. 22y na

Y20 0/2)" 1, ), -18 9. *)") -2 1 K

Y & - - yr2l). 122-0 ) N1

22/). 010 2. F 0N 111 )2/).

22/ 11 [0,. ;-2 1 ;) -1 0,17 4
)y 8E-1

22/ 11 /0,. -2 1. ;) -1 **0.,17 4,
) 8E-1

F2) N7 220). ) +,-01 212/ -

002.:- );-. .87 1/00/1 " 2-11
O/ ) 0K [ ) 91

20. KU, 20000 -

72 r oot )0, #0.0" L

4o/l -1 )0 W) 11D ANTNT L 2 --d9)

0A, .0/ I
21 11 */9@/ **0. 9/- : ;)1:1%0,- /
+--NTIT )

220). -2 LK+

M%-0.:.9 0 L7 L) L0 )20, 1. 1L KO-
0/- .~ : F.)O.

7)1 ) 8 )2). 9/- .)-D -)7 20.1,- )t
79" )

+-/09/- 2 AL OO L, - 12,
2-11 1. 1221).1,.,

19)0/. F OA)IT +-/10/21 . *) ,./1-0f.

/00 ;-1

)20). VO M L)) 9.0 1) )20

(3&(
(&$
<&4

(&=

(%&=

(&=

(8=

(&=

(%&=

(&

(%&=

&3$

<&>

(%&=

(=&

($&4

(8=

&(

(=84

B&(

(6&(

<&>

(=&4

(3&#

($&4

3%4
4#3
4>#

4<4

4<4

4<4

3=#

4<4

4#3

3#%

3%4

3(%

3($

3t

3%4

3>

3##

3%3















'Similarly, a producer might not be able to transfer his quota to a property further away
from Sydney

Page 348
'Part of the Sydney South to Dapto 330 kV steel tower transmission line

should read,

'‘Part of the Avon-Kemps Creek 330 kV steel tower transmission line ...
Page 440

'This seam is considered uneconomic for mining purposes within the proposed site.'
should read,

'This seam is considered uneconomic for mining purposes within the East Bargo sector of
the proposed site.’

Page 440
The reference to 'Coal Development Area No. 3'
should read

'Area set aside for potential future development' to accord with the revised wording of
Figure 15.1.2 on page 441 (see below - amendments to Figures)

Page 446

... was the preferred choice over all other sites in the Wilton area was because it
overlies an area of poor quality coal and therefore minimizes the potential for coal

sterilization.'

The Premier's Department advises that this statement needs to be qualified by the
following:

for coal sterilization. However, it is not possible to predict the quality of coal
contracts at the turn of the century and it might be desirable to selectively mine the
area to obtain coal for blending to produce a marketable product.’

Page 506

. the Sydney West - Avon 330 kV transmission line'

should read

. the Kemps Creek - Avon 330 kV transmission line.’'

A2.2 AMENDMENTS TO FIGURES

Three submissions made five comments (65.012, 274.092, 274.099, 274.100 and 384.001)
which relate to three figures contained in the Draft EIS.
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Proposed airport site
Metropolitan Catchment
(Section 55, MWS & DB Act, 1924)

Devines Weir Inner Catchment

area
(Section 55, MWS & DB Act, 1924)

Class S - Specially protected
waters

Class P - Protected waters

Class C - Controlled

Figure A2.2

UPPER NEPEAN RIVER
SCHEME-PART OF
SYDNEY’S WATER SUPPLY

SYSTEM
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National Trust of Australia
Urges further environmental studies of both sites before a decision is taken.
Opposes both sites.
Claims Draft EIS contains no assessment of effects on avifauna at either site.

Other points related to historic buildings, land use planning and protection of water
quality covered in previous responses.

Response
The need for further environmental studies is not accepted.
Chapters 11.2 and 16.2 of the Draft EIS contain assessments of the importance of
avifauna at the two sites.
Prospect County Council
Not opposed to either site.
Stresses need for early decision and consultation.

Would be necessary to change route of proposed 132 kV transmission line if Badgerys
Creek chosen.

Response

Consultation would be undertaken with all relevant bodies including Prospect Council as
soon as appropriate after a site decision is known.

Upper Blue Mountains Conservation Society/Lower Blue Mountains Conservation Society
Contains many points on environmental and social issues, several very similar to those
made by the Blue Mountains Anti-Airport Committee (submission no. 330). No new
issues were raised.

Corrimal and District Chamber of Commerce

Supports Wilton.

Illawarra Region of Councils
Supports Wilton.
Supports Wollongong Council's concerns for protection of the water supply,
management of the ecology of the catchment area, protecton of existing jobs and
consideration for the effects on Wilton residents.

Illawarra Regional Information Service

Supports Wilton.
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ANEF Australian Noise Exposure Forecast

CSPR two closely spaced parallel runways with a cross-wind runway

d day(s)

dB decibel(s)

DSE dry sheep equivalent

DWSPR two double widely spaced parallel runways with a pair of cross-wind
runways

EIS Environmental Impact Statement

h hour(s)

ha hectare(s)

L litre(s)

m metre(s)

MANS Major Airport Needs of Sydney

MJ megajoule(s)

MM Modified Mercallie scale (followed by roman numeral)

Mt megatonne(s)

MV megavolt(s)

MWS&DB Metropolitan Water Sewerage and Drainage Board

NA not applicable

NEF Noise Exposure Forecast

pphm parts per hundred million

ppm parts per million

R right

RPT regular public transport (scheduled airline and commuter services)

S.A.N. L. T. Y Sydney's Airport Needs in the Year 2000
SR single runway

WSPR two widely spaced parallel runways with a cross-wind runway
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