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5 April 2024
To: Members of the Senate Inquiry: Impact & Mitigation of Aircraft Noise
Thank you for the opportunity to present a submission.

If I had a side-business that mowed lawns at midnight, followed with chainsaw tree
lopping at 2am, and leaf blowing at 3am and then used a wood chipper at 4am, played
loud rap music to relax at 5am and continued this behaviour every night so as to provide
a valuable service to my paying clients, | would be be the subject of newspaper articles
and quickly prosecuted. But if an airline does effectively the same thing to 10,000
residents, it is suddenly unremarkable, acceptable and even applauded as providing
much needed convenience and ‘connectivity’ to its clients.

While | acknowledge the importance of aviation connectedness to the nation, it's
become clear that the costs of pollution, and productivity and health harms from aircraft
overfly noise have been entirely socialised onto the residents of Brisbane as well as
those in many other cities in Australia.

The casual acceptance by frequent-flyer aviation policy makers of the economically-
based belief that aircraft noise is a necessary inconvenience of progress is depressing.
These are people who do not suffer the consequences of their policies, who have never
lived under a busy flight path, who do not know the extreme distress and hurt caused,
and who do not acknowledge the research on the harms caused by aircraft noise.

Methods to lessen aviation noise do exist but the desire to do so does not. The cost to
abate noise is not the overriding issue that political apologists for aviation claim: there
will be a cost, but the cost of not alleviating the noise is very significant.

For me, the issue is not just about the multiple flights every night which prevent proper
sleep, but about the unfairness and stonewalling | have encountered in trying to make
my voice heard by those who treat citizens as statistics, using euphemisms like ‘social
licence’ and ‘noise impacts’ to camouflage the true nature of the damage that they claim
is somehow necessary for an undefined public good. There is something intensely
irritating and deeply offensive about the intrusiveness of the rumbling whining roaring
crescendo of aircraft noise that interrupts your life.

In almost every other industry, there are regulations preventing harm and noise from
various kinds of machinery: regulations which cover the extent, loudness, frequency and
duration of such noise. However if the noise emanates from an aircraft, no such rules
apply and aircraft noise is effectively completely unregulated in Australia.

Genuine attempts to deal with this problem, including operational restrictions if
necessary, at some local and many large busy international airports demonstrate that
mitigating aircraft noise is possible.

How do the government, airports and airlines imagine that they will be able to delay,
obfuscate, and stonewall residents for the next two decades while they increase flight
traffic and noise by 300%?
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Now pilots claim that AirServices prioritizes noise reductions over their safety. In reality,
AirServices has an impossible conflict of interest and everyone loses with current
strategies, except the airport.

Would it not be better to create proper ESG regulation now, before the damage
becomes even more significant. The cost of acting ethically now will be cheaper than
delaying the reckoning.

Sincerely
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Submission to Senate Inquiry
Rural And Regional Affairs And Transport References Committee For Inquiry And Report By 8 October 2024

Impact & Mitigation of Aircraft Noise

Disclaimer: This is a non-partisan completely independent personal submission designed to help bring relief
to the many Australian citizens whose lives and health are seriously affected by flight path noise. The con-
tents herein are not necessarily sanctioned by any organisation.

INQUIRY TERMS OF REFERENCE

The impact and mitigation of aircraft noise on residents and business in capital cities and re-
gional towns, with particular reference to:

a the effect of aircraft noise on amenity, physical and mental well-being and

b the effect of aircraft noise on small business;

¢ any proposals for the mitigation and limitation of aircraft noise, including flight

curfews, changes to flight paths and alternatives to air travel;

d any barriers to the mitigation and limitation of aircraft noise; and

e any other related matters.
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THE COMMUNITY VOICE

“This has been the most terrible day! Flights just keep coming over since early this morning
non stop. Driving me crazy..... Not well and certainly can’t sleep. Another not peaceful Sat-
urday - it has been relentless all morning.”

“I'had a terrible night with all those planes flying over. They fly so low.”
“I think of the ongoing human cost-it's relentless. | don’t know how they get away with this.”

“I can’t sleep because of the constant aircraft noise and worst of all, I can’t even have a mo-
ment of quiet in my own home because of the ever changing flight paths. I have to go out if |
want peace.

“Prior to the opening of the new runway[we] received an average of 13 flights per day, it now
receives 63 per day, and this figure rises every month.”

“Where other people use the weekend to rest and relax, I'm just feeling worn out and ex-
hausted.”

“This is not something that is merely 'slightly irritating'.....you are depriving people of the
ability to sleep at night in their own homes.”

“...Today | estimate 200 or more aircraft flew past or over the top of my house. It was incess-
ant from 0510, a plane every 2.5 minutes, often less. At certain times we even had incoming
planes going over as outgoing planes were going past about 1-2km away at best. Basically, at
any given time, there was a plane going past for the entire day. 6:40pm and they're still go-
ing.”

“Completely kills the enjoyment of the amenity of our home in this public holiday.”

“Just hate coming home now...no peace and serenity in the home | once loved and worked
hard for.”

“I'm amazed at how anyone can think this is okay.... It's as bad as an ambulance driving down
[the] road every 2 minutes.....They sometimes wake me up through my earplugs at 2am... I'm
going to have to go and see my doctor about sleeping tablets...."

“No sleep-ins ever. It infuriates me. | have lupus and chronic fatigue, and am a single mother
to a young boy. I'm already exhausted. ... This has to stop!”

“BNE is so intent on being a global city at the expense of all the residents. | used to enjoy the
peace and quiet but now it's just a nightmare!”
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“So many flights between 4-6 am this morning .... So loud I couldn’t get back to sleep.”

“Sick of having the same complaints day in and day out being sent to all involved parties and
absolutely nothing being done!”

“l just emailed a complaint to ASA using their online form and a little bit of helpful informa-
tion about how to contact Lifeline and Beyond Blue popped up. A ready admission in my opin-
ion that they know that people who get disrupted sleep due to the incessant night time noise
get kind of depressed and anxious. | for one am very teary and exhausted after no sleep for
two nights.”

“At [State School] the aircraft noise over-head has gotten to a point where it’s almost non-
stop noise. It can be disruptive to the class rooms to the point where you can actually hear
the noise come through. We are also concerned about the pollution.”

“Two minutes into my movie and I've already had to pause it twice because | can’t hear a
thing over the horrendous noise from planes flying over here.”

| now have disrupted sleep almost EVERY night.

I no longer value and enjoy the location I chose and worked hard to make my home. My trust
in requlation and governance has been destroyed by the NPR process. Government has de-
clared corporate profit is king over citizen rights and well-being.

kkkkkk
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SUBMISSION FOCUS

This submission is based on community feedback and research into the causes and effects of
the serious and growing problem of aircraft noise, the failure of current approaches and a po-
tential way forward.

This submission focuses on the aircraft noise issue from the perspective that aircraft noise
harms will not be mitigated with a few quick fix political recommendations (such as reform-
ing the poorly performing government business AirServices).

It requires analysing the fundamental causes of the problem and implementing solutions
that deal with these causes.

Examples to illustrate the key points will primarily be drawn from the Brisbane situation and
the Brisbane community (the most complained about airport in Australia with good reason),
but the problems that these local examples highlight are nationwide, and therefore the key
issues and proposals should be applicable to other airports in Australia.

This submission recognises the importance of aviation to Australia and is not suggesting that
ESG measures should cripple its operation. But this capital-intensive commercial industry sec-
tor is effectively a quasi-monopoly that has so far given no more than lip service to managing
noise harms.

The government needs to implement effective safequards to protect the publicinterest and
ensure sustainable aviation that benefits all sectors of the community, not just aviation cor-
porations, tourists and frequent Flyers.
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FOREWORD

| am personally affected by the operations of Brisbane Airport Corporation since the opening
of the New Parallel Runway (NPR), with often up to 10-12 flights at irreqular intervals
between 10pm and 6am, and many more flights daily depending on the wind direction.

This is a disturbance about which | was never informed and which constitutes a severe and un-
welcome intrusion to me, an intrusion contradicting the unpublished in-house (Environ-
mental Assessment) EA done for the changes in flight paths of the NPR in 2018.

This impact ‘assessment’ found ‘no significant impacts’ thus avoiding further scrutiny of the
changes to flight paths, and was later criticised by the ombudsman as being seriously flawed.

There is no procedure for redressing and calling to account past requlatory infringements, in-
cluding misleading and partial information provided to communities prior to previous major
developments & flight path changes.

Currently, policy makers seem to consider aircraft noise largely in the context of securing ‘so-
cial license’ for aviation expansion. They only ever talk about it in economic terms and com-
pletely neglect the contradictions between expanding one of the most polluting forms of
travel with their alleged focus on improving the environment, or well-being of citizens.

There is little meaningful attempt to actually reduce aviation noise by any action which
might noticeably impact aviation growth, or to even to research noise impacts properly with
a view to understanding or limiting them, or make rational decisions about aviation growth
used a transparently published cost-benefit analysis, instead of relying on industry PR scare
tactics about ‘economic impacts’ and increased airfares.

When a long acting pollutant such as PFAS is found to be a health hazard, politicians find
money to research its remediation. In contrast, for aviation noise impacts, any such urgency
and commitment has so far been absent although it is an arguably an equally significant
health issue, and moreover one which is much more amenable to practical solutions with im-
mediate impact .

This is an example of industry capture in Australia where the public interest is ignored due to
an under-requlated, quasi-monopolistic sector with a loud PR lobby group. There isan ab-
sence of published and inclusive cost benefit studies to justify the assumption that industry’s
expansion plans and calls for government money are economically beneficial or sustainable,
and the lack of acknowledgement of any research or evidence which might conflict with the
empire-building narrative.
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Section 1: THE CURRENT SITUATION (see Appendices 2,3)

*

Aviation is important to the island nation of Australia where long distances and lack of
alternative convenient transport options have made the industry important to the
connectivity and economy of the nation.

Most Australian citizens Fly at least occasionally, and many of them are frequent flyers
travel multiple times monthly.

With the current growth in air traffic and flight path design, hundreds of thousands of
residents suffer increasing noise from aviation activity.

Low altitude residential overfly, often at night, comes from many aviation operators
including commercial airlines, general aviation, emergency services (mostly low flying
helicopters), defence forces, and private and freight operators. The effect of these op-
erations is cumulative.

Aircraft noise, due to its frequency profile, duration and loudness is well researched to
be more annoying and disturbing than other traffic noise of the same loudness.

As flight paths are changed or added (often a result of infrastructure expansions),
many residents who previously did not suffer aircraft noise, and who were not consul-
ted properly about the changes, now find that they also experience noise.

In many cases, residents under or near flight paths are interrupted dozens or hun-
dreds of times a day and many times at night with aircraft noise of 65-75dB (from am-
bient noise of around 35-45dB depending on location). This is more or less equivalent
to having a mower started under your window at irreqular intervals.

This noise level loudness and frequency is above thresholds set by the WHO as being
appropriate to maintain proper health

Many residents cannot sleep properly due to multiple intrusive noise interruptions
from aircraft. This has an obvious and immediate effect on their productivity, health
and general outlook on life, as well as exacerbating many chronic conditions.

The impacts of aircraft noise are not merely an inevitable nuisance or a disturbance:
they are a largely preventable harm

Aircraft noise is well researched detriment to health, productivity and longevity bey-
ond any reasonable doubt.

Government and industry response to the epidemic of aircraft noise harms (eu-
phemistically labelled as ‘disturbances’ or ‘impacts’) is a combination of wilful ignor-
ance and cliches from the utilitarian approach to public health whereby it is accept-
able to cause ‘disturbance’ to some for the economic good.

The public economic good of unrestricted aviation expansion has never been properly
defined and no comprehensive studies or evidence has been publicly presented to sup-
port it other than industry generated impact studies which omit any costs.
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The measures put in place to allegedly deal with the aircraft noise issue are obviously
ineffective to allay the growing problem, which has got steadily worse as traffic levels
increase.

The thousands of citizens who are impacted by aircraft noise are met with stone-
walling or asked to participate in ineffective (and often insulting) social engineering
schemes and consultations.

Citizens are aghast at the thought of the projected 300% air traffic increase along with
the addition of drones and other potential sources of damaging and disturbing noise,
as well as the pollution arising from these activities.

Given the known serious harms of aircraft noise, it would be unethical and potentially
costly to continue the same trajectory of ignoring, improperly requlating and there-
fore socialising these aviation noise harms.

It is vitally necessary to improve the requlatory framework to prevent social conflict
and restore a proper balance of economic growth with the health and other risks of
aviation industry operations.

If this is not done, the costs (of ongoing damages and the inevitable changes that reg-
ulation will require) will continue to increase and the eventually required inevitable
changes will become more disruptive.

CONCLUSION: Aircraft noise is a massive public problem that is under-appreciated, has
been framed as far less damaging than it really is, and is not properly addressed by
policy makers.
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Section 2: SECONDARY (ENABLING ) CAUSES OF THE NOISE IMPACTS

A. AIRPORT INFRASTRUCTURE CLOSE TO CITIES IS ORIENTED FOR EFFICIENCY, NOT NOISE
MITIGATION. IT LARGELY NEGATES CURRENT TIMID APPROACHES TO REDUCE NOISE. (See Ap-
pendix 4)

*

Most of the now high-traffic capital-city airports were built at a time when air traffic
and its associated noise and pollution were orders of magnitude less than at present.
Key design considerations were mostly cost, practical ease of construction and con-
venience of public access rather than the noise impact of likely traffic growth (this oc-
curred in an era of leaded petroleum and shortly after the cessation of aerial DDT
spraying to control mosquitoes)

In some cases, infrastructure ‘improvements’ after privatisation (e.q. Brisbane’s de-
commissioning of the cross-runway and building of the new parallel runway - NPR)
were primarily focused on developing infrastructure for maximum operational con-
venience at minimum cost (effectively socialising noise impacts).

In many cases the regulations for assessing environmental impacts of infrastructure
and flight path changes have been misapplied to the advantage of industry.

This siting of existing airports and orientation of runways has imposed serious opera-
tional constraints on managing flight paths for noise mitigation, but there have been
no proposals to improve infrastructure to help alleviate noise or to increase opera-
tional flexibility.

The situation at many regional airports is now the same as it was in capital cities over
50 years ago: the noise problem in these areas is orders of magnitude less than capital
city airports and requlatory concerns are somewhat different as a result.

As an example of the outcomes of a requlatory vacuum regarding noise, in 2018, Bris-
bane Airport Corporation essentially self-assessed that changes in noise impacts from
the NPR new flight paths were not significant™ based on (a) assumptive modelling and
(b) artificially selected significance criteria.

Arbitrary selection of ‘significance criteria’ resulted in assuming an increase in noisy
events @60dB of less than 25% for areas with existing noise or less than 50 flights
daily for areas without noise at the time was considered ‘not significant’

The report, outsourced to ASA, is methodologically unsound, and was hidden from the
public (FOI required). AirServices concluded ‘no significant impact’ so the runway de-
velopment went ahead without proper scrutiny.

The Ombudsman found significant breaches of good practice and the required assess-
ment report had not even been concluded before the new runway opened.
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Public consultations were virtually unfunded and completely inadequate so the cit-
izens did not get an adequate voice in the process.

In the case of Brisbane, residents were assured that most flights would be over the wa-
ter by the head of BAC, an assertion which was known to be false at the time.
Infrastructure redevelopments continue to ignore the potential to mitigate noise. For
example, Brisbane Airport’s $5bn upgrade allots no money to improving infrastruc-
ture for noise abatement.

CONCLUSION: Although airports close to cities with large populations are not appro-
priately built for effective noise reduction, there is no proposal to improve this infra-
structure for noise mitigation. New airports are still being improperly sited (e.g. West-
ern Sydney against the wishes of many local residents) due to the requlatory vacuum
around putting defined evidence based limits on aircraft noise.

B. THE CONSEQUENCE OF THE AVIATION GROWTH NARRATIVE (See Appendix 5)

+

Privatised industry has shaped a public narrative of the aviation and tourism indus-
tries as central to the economy which is promoted using stakeholder-commissioned
‘benefits-only’ economic impacts studies.

The industry downplays noise ‘impacts’ as an inevitable nuisance.

As a result of the acceptance of this narrative by politicians and also the difficulty of
requlating highly technical and complex aircraft operations, this has meant that requ-
lation of noise from aircraft overfly does not occur for fear of its potential conflicts
with the growth narrative

No politician or bureaucrat wants to cause an aviation incident. There are no thus no
regulations which might be even perceived to interfere with safety or efficiency.
Airports and airlines today can avoid most real costs of mitigating the known social
and medical harms of aircraft noise in their planning and operations due to the requ-
latory vacuum.

Requlatory requirements sometimes include the need for public consultation. But this
engagement is not a genuine public conversation. Because growth objectives prevail,
it is mandated that operational restrictions are excluded from consideration.

There are no clearly defined objectives of any community engagement, which appears
to be mostly oriented to quiet acceptance or false hope - a form of ‘social engineer-

’

ing’.

CONCLUSION: There is a fundamental contradiction in current polices caused by ac-
ceptance of the vital economic need to expand aviation capacity increases, while ig-

10
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noring conflicts with government environmental and health policies. The result is that
there is a ‘don’t want to hear about it’ attitude to noise concerns rather than ration-
ally working out policies to balance both interests.

C. LACK OF PROPER MEASUREMENT OF AIRCRAFT NOISE EXTENT AND LEVELS (Appendix 6)

*

The use of consultants and CIC (black box) models has become institutionalised as a
way to provide a sense of certainty in modelled outcomes, where no such certainty
should exist. Most aviation noise models are highly technical and produced by in-
dustry stakeholders with vested interests in a particular outcome. They are rarely
properly validated with real-world noise monitoring data.

The central role of complex, noise-averaged models of aviation noise means that there
isa momentum behind their continued use, even though they are poorly correlated
with people’s actual experience of and the harms of aircraft noise impacts.

The ear responds to noise changes, rather than the noise averages which are favoured
by modellers in the industry (e.q. Lae) Which poorly reflect the disturbance and harms
of noise. Averaged and ‘cleaned’ noise profiles are not intuitive, easy to check, or even
necessary to understand noise impacts. They are used by industry to downplay the im-
pact of each sinqular ‘noise event’ and they further assume that only audible frequen-
cies are of any significance.

The Australian Noise Exposure Forecast (ANEF) used in Australia to assess noise im-
pacts has been known to be unfit for purpose for decades, but no replacement has
been proposed.

Research has shown that the health and stressful impacts of noise are best measured
through metrics covering the number of single noise events over a certain maximum
loudness in a given period. The number of events and their timing is as important as
the loudness of each one.

A recommended practical and intuitive approach is to assess aircraft noise as follows:
Use Lnax (1 second interval) peak noise level (in dB) of each aircraft noise event in a
particular location to create noise event contours (e.g. N60) where these contours on a
regional or city map show the areas affected by the average or maximum number of
events (e.g. over 60dB) day or night in a specified time period

There are no clear N-contour maps at say 50, 60, 70dB to assess the true extent of
noise impacts in Brisbane. AirServices provides a limited amount of modelled data
based on an ‘average’ aircraft which is difficult to access and moreover fragmented by
weather condition, flight path and day / night times so the overall noise impact of
their operations is very difficult to assess. The data only covers certain residential
areas.

11
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+ Current noise models used in Australia for assessment of impacts do not properly as-
sess impacts of the loudness, frequency and timing of disturbing noise events even in
the audible frequency range. Other biologically active noise frequencies are totally ig-
nored. Like wind turbines, aircraft produce a large amount of barely audible low fre-
quency noise which has been demonstrated to create negative effects on the cardi-
ovascular system and unknown effects on other body functions.

CONCLUSION: The extent and level of aircraft noise impacts is not amenable to proper

assessment due to the lack of appropriate metrics and a comprehensive monitoring
and mapping program for a full assessment of the extent and severity aircraft noise.

12
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Section 3: MAJOR CAUSE: THE CURRENT REGULATORY VACUUM AROUND NOISE ASSESSMENT
OF FLIGHT PATHS (See Appendix 8)

-

Due to the technical nature of aviation, and the political impact of an aircraft ‘incid-
ent’, and the PR of the industry lobby about its economic benefits, government has
adopted a very hands-off approach to the requlation of aviation in most areas other
than safety, flight paths, and competition law.

Only changes to flight paths arising from alterations to runways are the subject of a
Major Development Plan. Otherwise, an alteration to flight paths is effectively unreg-
ulated and able to be made by the commercially-driven airport operator (through the
‘for profit” air traffic services provider, AirServices) without an appropriate level of
community input or consultation.

The EPBC Act requires the proponents of airport developments to prepare an Environ-
mental Impact Assessment (EIS) to determine whether the development will result in
‘significant impact’. BUT there are NO guidelines or definition as to what constitutes
‘significant’. An evidence based definition of these is urgently required.

Noise is modelled using out of date averaging metrics that do not assess its impacts
with any evidence base. Developments or changes are justified using outsourced noise
modelling, which by its nature is a simplification, and the results are ‘adjusted’ using
assumptions that are not publicised. Results are rarely verified against real-world
data.

The responsibility for managing the community impact of aircraft operations is given
to the air traffic control service provider, AirServices Australia (ASA), whose operation
depends almost wholly on fees from airlines, which is crippled by not being able to
suggest any operational restrictions and which lacks any mandate or ability to alter
operations to act in the best interests of affected communities and to ensure safety.
When implementing new or redesigned flight paths, the Act requires AirServices to as-
sess these using a ‘National Operating Standard’ wherein ‘acceptable’is never
defined.

AirServices is thus able to effectively assess a proposed development or flight path
change as ‘Not Significant’ based on its own arbitrary and unjustifiable criteria, and
optionally hold consultations with the community. It does not always choose to refer a
change to the Minister if the change is self-assessed as ‘not significant’.

Arbitrary criteria of significance are applied so that e.q. “an increase of fewer than 50
flights per day” or “under 25% trafficincreases” are assessed as ‘not significant’ for an
arbitrarily chosen noise level e.g. 60dB indoors (assuming an implausible 10dB build-
ing attenuation) without any evidence base for these assumptions.

13
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+ AirServices flight path design principles are ambiguous as to the weighting given to
various criteria e.q. safety, efficiency, emissions, track miles, noise. They appear to
place reducing community and environmental impacts lower than other factors.

+ Safety is the most important consideration, but this is used as justification by the in-
dustry to avoid changes while operational restrictions such as curfews and caps have
been politically excluded.

CONCLUSION: The lack of appropriate noise requlation is due to the fear of its impact
on the narrative of aviation growth and operational convenience. There is a lack of re-
search on the impacts of aircraft noise,or any cost benefit analysis. Governments and
industry operatives can socialise noise harms while pretending to deal with them
through community ‘engagement’, while strenuously resisting any attempts to curb
aviation operations in any manner.

14
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Section 4: MAJOR CAUSE: IGNORING THE TRUE COSTS OF AVIATION NOISE (See Appendix 9)

*

There is a considerable body of published, peer-reviewed research into the harms of
aircraft noise on health, well-being and productivity. These effects are summarised in
Section 5.

There is a need for additional research in the Australian context, but this should not
be an excuse to delay reform. The existing body of research is compelling and any fur-
ther local research would be to establish the additive detriment of aircraft noise on
health, well-being and productivity in addition to other stress such as that from age-
ing, disease (particularly cardiovascular disease), poverty, work etc., and to try to es-
tablish its economic and social consequences in Australia.

Preventing the harms of aviation noise suggests the application of the precautionary
principle, which aims to prevent partially unknown but potentially highly damaging
public outcomes in matters related to environmental and medical consequences.
Noise control requires an understanding of the proper measurement and threshold of
noise harms. A knowledge about harm thresholds in the local context is lacking: This
prevents the full acknowledgement of the extent of harms from aircraft noise.

Noise costs and other direct and indirect subsidies (e.q. almost zero excise duty on
AVGAS, and direct handouts, public-private partnerships, and indirect subsides
through supporting infrastructure etc.) are omitted from political calculus about avi-
ation’s economic impacts: only questionable job growth and industry sponsored eco-
nomic impact studies are cited.

There are no proper studies of BOTH the economic benefits and costs of aviation ex-
pansion to the general economy (let alone from the perspective of sustainability or
ethics).

Reducing aircraft noise is in direct conflict with the goals of privatised airports and
airlines (which include safety, freedom of scheduling, traffic increases, fuel and track
efficiency, and operational convenience).

Industry has no incentives to seriously curb noise as it is currently not an operational
cost (i.e. due to requlatory omissions they can ignore it). Airlines invest in new aircraft
primarily for the fuel efficiency benefits, not for noise reduction purposes it is also
important to note that there is a trade-off between these two aspects of aircraft
design.

Aircraft safety is a Focus of Australian requlations but the definition of aircraft safety,
unlike that for the safety of operation of other types of machinery, is narrowly con-
fined to the aircraft/crew/passengers itself and ignores the potential health and safety
impacts of the machine’s operation on the general public or environment.

15
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A quote from the Minister exemplifies the current attitude to economic growth justi-
fying the acceptance of noise harms (without researching the harms or their

thresholds) : “A safe, efficient, sustainable, productive and competitive aviation sector is critical to
the economy and the standard of living of all Australians.” “What | would say really clearly is that we
are not intending to implement a curfew or a cap on movements at Brisbane Airport. That would
have significant economic consequences for the great State of Queensland and for Brisbane Air-
port......" Minister Catherine King (underlining added)

Most noise from low residential overfly, particularly at night, will continue to damage
citizens as long as industry can socialise the costs of this aspect of their operations,
and no amount of public consultation or minor operational modifications will change
that fact.

Proper sleep is acknowledged as important to both public health and the economy by
the Australian government but aviation noise-related sleep disturbance is omitted
from any calculus and merely considered an unfortunate but necessary ‘nuisance’
byproduct of aviation operations.

The costs of sleep disorders in Australia are estimated at approximately $70bn annu-
ally. If even 1% of sleep disturbance were caused by aircraft noise (the figure is pos-
sibly higher as not all sleep disturbance and harm is of the same intensity as that from
aviation noise), the cost would be over $1bn. This productivity based estimate is al-
most certainly an underestimate of the true medical and productivity costs of aviation
noise (see Appendix 27 for costs in Brisbane which used the methodology from a de-
tailed study of the costs of noise harms at Brussels Airport of 1bn Euros pa)

CONCLUSION: Without acknowledging and then attempting to examine these social
costs through the lenses of economics, medicine and ethics, it is impossible to develop
rational policies which trade off costs and benefits, and attempt to compensate resid-
ents who remain affected after the implementation of evidence-based policies de-
signed to properly address the aviation noise problem.

16
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Section 5: AIRCRAFT NOISE - KNOWN EFFECTS ON CITIZENS (See Appendices 10-17)

*

Aircraft noise has a frequency profile and duration that makes it the most annoying
kind of background interruption, more than train, road or construction noise

The WHO has assessed safe noise levels to be well below the arbitrary noise thresholds
used in planning of aviation impacts in Australia (without any evidence base). NOTE:
Although these noise levels are quoted using different averaged metrics, | am not in
possession of data to make direct comparisons and the existing noise levels in Bris-
bane and other areas near capital city airports are certainly higher than these recom-
mended safe levels).

Even noise levels of 55dB wake a significant proportion of sleeping residents and the
aircraft noise events commonly experienced within 20km of airports are regularly
twice as loud as this level.

Aircraft noise has a known detrimental effect on health (physical and mental), includ-
ing insomnia, heart disease, stroke, dementia and stress - all major public health is-
sues in Australia

Aircraft noise interrupts the sleep cycle even if the noise does not cause awakening.
Interrupted sleep is recognised by the Australian Government as a contributing factor
to a number of serious long-term health impacts (stress, depression, diabetes, heart
disease, stroke, dementia, blood sugar requlation etc.), and is known to seriously re-
duce motivation, judgement and productivity, and increase the risk of accidents.

Even one hour of sleep loss affects judgement and risk perception (linked to losses
and accidents), motivation, productivity, mood and substance abuse. The sleep
deprivation and interruption caused by aircraft noise is multiple events nightly and
this chronic disturbance in sleep patterns and cycles has enormous well-verified health
consequences.

During the day the frequent interruptions interfere with normal conversations and
other activities requiring concentration are disrupted by aircraft noise. This extends to
aircraft noise impacts on children at school. The interruptions of aircraft noise have a
known detrimental effect on children’s learning and on adult concentration, causing
productivity losses

For some citizens aircraft noise requires incurring direct costs of e.g. soundproofing
insulation, moving home etc. Aircraft noise may also cause financial loss due to de-
creased property values as some more sensitive people are forced to move.

Aircraft noise causes loss of amenity and the right to quiet enjoyment indoors and
outside for hundreds of thousands of city residents across Australia. This loss is for the
benefit of a privileged industry and the travellers who do not suffer the losses that
their convenience imposes on other segments of the population.
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+ We do not fully understand the impacts of aircraft noise which extend to the low-fre-
quency spectrum (similar to wind turbines) and the effects of these frequencies on hu-
man health is not properly researched. This is further evidence of the requirement for
the application of the precautionary principle.

CONCLUSION: Public health has its roots in utilitarianism which condones the accept-
ance of some collateral damage provided that the greatest happiness of the greatest
number was ensured. But given what is established about the extent and degree of
personal, social, medical and productivity damage caused by aviation noise, its accept-
ance in the name of assumed economic benefits should be totally unacceptable: good
government should exercise the precautionary principle.
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Section 6: FAILURE OF CURRENT APPROACHES (See Appendix 18)
ICAO’s INTERNATIONAL STANDARD (See Appendices 18-21)

+ [CAO isa UN body that sets international standards in air navigation and operations.
Its goal is to achieve the sustainable growth of the global civil aviation system, with an
emphasis on industry driven growth that downplays the costs of noise impacts.

+ Aircraft Noise is indirectly requlated in Australia through a claimed adherence to the
International Civil Aviation Organisation's so-called “Balanced Approach” to aircraft
noise management.

+ Even this industry-preferential standard is not properly implemented in Australia due
to arbitrary exclusion of certain aspects of the guidelines of the so called Balanced Ap-
proach to manage aircraft noise, which recommends 4 basic procedures (to be applied
in order).

o (a) Reduction of ‘noise at source’ is the claimed reductions of noise due to bet-
ter technology and quieter designs. It is important to note that the apparently
remarkable claimed reductions are quoted in sound energy whereas the ear
hears sound intensity and it will take a decade to achieve even a few decibels
reduction - even if quieter aircraft are used on all routes (highly unlikely since
20 year old planes are still being used at Brisbane airport). The government
certifies aircraft and allegedly considers the noise profile of the aircraft in reg-
ulation but this relies on manufacturer data under ideal conditions close to the
airport and has little bearing on noise under flight paths - it is essentially irrel-
evant.

o (b) Land use planning might mitigate future noise to residents near an airport,
but it is largely irrelevant to existing residences at existing airports from where
the majority of noise complaints originate. In addition, the current requlatory
ambiguity regarding the significance level of noise impacts means that in-
dustry can bend the land use planning requlations in their favour.

o (3) Noise reduction through improved operational procedures is being attemp-
ted at most airports by AirServices Australia. Improving operational procedures
has some potential to reduce noise through measures such as changing flight
paths and glide angles, or implementing operational procedures such as full
runway takeoffs to gain maximum height before leaving the airport (not inter-
section departures), or Simultaneous Opposite Direction Parallel Runway Oper-
ations (SODPROPS) for airports with a parallel runway configuration.
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Unfortunately in Brisbane, due to location and orientation of the airport, the
prevailing winds, CASA’s rather 5knt limit on tailwinds, and conflicts with adja-
cent regional and GA airports, these measures have proved largely ineffective.
Full runway takeoff trials were ineffectively conducted and concluded no bene-
fit although the process was deeply flawed as flight paths were not adjusted ac-
cordingly. The level of noise reduction for most residents would still be only a
few decibels

o (4) Operational restrictions are proposed as the last resort if the other three
measures do not produce the ‘desired’ result. These include measures such as
restricting certain types of aircraft or imposing caps or curfews. These are usu-
ally effective at reducing noise but also impact industry profitability and opera-
tional efficiency so they are recommended by the pro-industry body as a last re-
sort, and only after a cost-benefit analysis (criteria not specified) would support
their use.

ARBITARY BYPASSING CERTAIN REQUIREMENTS IN ICAOs RECOMMENDED APPROACH

The “Balanced Approach” has been only partially and inconsistently applied to aircraft
noise mitigation in Australia for unjustified reasons without clear evidence to support
them. (See Appendix 23,24)

The Minister has ruled out any new operational restrictions (without providing any
evidence of the required cost-benefit analysis or further explanation), in spite of the
fact that other measures have not worked after three years of operational planning
and consultations: In fact, the noise problem is actually getting worse.

AIRSERVICES NOISE ACTION PLAN (See Appendix 1. Appendix 25)

AirServices has been given the role of managing operational improvements (as per
ICAO step 3 of the balanced approach) for noise mitigation in Australia.

AirServices' failure with the ineffective so-called Noise Action Plan for Brisbane (an
important reason for the instigation of this Senate Inquiry) is DIRECTLY related to the
extreme level of noise impacts that were knowingly and misleadingly created over a
very wide area of Brisbane in falsely assessing the impacts of the NPR.

There were obvious operational limitations created by selecting the NPR option in
2007 (pointing directly at the city) as cheapest and operationally efficient (ignoring
noise) due to both the proximity of the original airport to residential areas and the
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well known history of prevailing winds in Brisbane. The SODPROPS misdirection was
always known to be a fabrication to placate any community unease at the now obvious
consequences.

The current suffering of many Brisbane residents has arisen LARGELY due to lack of in-
dependent scrutiny of changes to NPR flight paths which AirServices THEMSELVES had
previously assessed in 2018 as causing a 'not significant' increase in aircraft noise im-
pacts by deliberately using unjustifiable arbitrary significance criteria in their secret-
ive assessment and exploiting gaps in the requlatory framework.

The primary mechanism of the Noise Action Plan is to hold community consultations
with the aim of changing flight paths to mitigate noise impacts, not by reducing over-
all aircraft noise, but by sharing it among different communities. This is a deeply so-
cially divisive noise lottery and, given that noise is known harm, is also deeply uneth-
ical: it is analogous to spreading a polluting toxin to adjacent areas to reduce its tox-
icity (without even measuring thresholds of harm) rather than remediation of the pol-
lution at source.

These community engagement forums allow stakeholders to participate in discussions
about proposed developments which, although they never materialise, seem to have
the goal to convince people to wait in false hope to prevent them taking action before
itis too late.

From ASA Website: “The Noise Action Plan for Brisbane is AirServices Australia’s plan
to reduce the IMPACT of aircraft noise on the communities of the wider Brisbane area.
The plan was developed to address IMPACTS resulting from changes to Brisbane’s air-
space, following the introduction of Brisbane Airport's new parallel runway in July
2020."

Comment: It is ironic that Air Services now believe they need a plan to address their
previously assessed insignificant impacts. This plan contains a plethora of platitudes
about stages and flight paths which is presented in a fragmented and obscure manner.
Apart from being almost impossible to follow without spending hours of study, it has
resulted in no effective noise reduction over the three years of claimed actions includ-
ing extending the effectively useless SODPROPS (see below).

AirServices (the Australian flight path design experts), have delayed implementation
aqain after claiming the requirements are so complex that they need to hire an out-
side consultant to design a new ‘improved’ plan, while refusing to release details of
the contractual terms of this engagement.

The Noise Action Plan is hardly worthy of being called a plan. The goal is allegedly to
reduce noise IMPACTS. But these impacts are never properly defined, no research has
been done on them, there are no metrics for measuring them or their thresholds, and
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no clear explanation of how community input data is collected and used to balance
different community interests; and there are no noise impact reduction goals.

This is a plan that cannot succeed because any real restrictions to operations have
been ruled out in advance, but it also cannot fail and most importantly for AirServices,
no one can be held accountable because it is a plan without any defined outcome. The
fact that is has been outsourced by AirServices to an external consultation who they
have previously used provides additional cover to avoid accountability (“best advice at
the time” - independent advice?)

It is clearly intended to provide a theatrical veneer of political and social respectabil-
ity to stonewalling the community by providing a mixture of false hope and a divisive
community engagement process (aka noise lottery) that is unlikely to reduce noise im-
pacts (a euphemism for noise harms).

The NAP is hamstrung by the a-priori ruling out of any operational restrictions by the
Minister in the name of economic necessity, leaving only meaningless tweaks to flight
paths without any knowledge or measurement of the real impacts of such adjust-
ments. Any benefit is more than nullified by increased traffic volumes.

One benefit for industry is that this NAP allows the design and trial of additional new
flight paths under the guise of noise sharing, a precedent that might prove useful to
deal with the projected increase in traffic.

Others will no doubt make submissions on the complete farce of the Noise Complaints
Information System (NCIS) so that issue is not considered herein except to say that it
does not appear to serve any useful purpose other than collecting statistics which are
‘cleaned’ to showcase why noise is not a significant issue.

In the whole of 2023 the Noise Action Plan merely accomplished a runway change for
operational reasons (no noise reduction), a turbo-prop only early turn at night time
(no jets re-routed and some residents still affected even by the turboprop change),
and an extension of SODPROPS as ‘preferred’ mode, even though it can rarely be used.
Traffic increases made the overall noise situation worse.

A NOTE ON THE INEFFECTIVENESS OF SODPROPS - THE PROMISED OVER WATER SOLU-
TION TO AIRCRAFT NOISE IN BRISBANE (See Appendix 22)

SODPROPS was an operational mode promised as being able to send most traffic over
the water (a known lie) prior to the New Parallel Runway (NPR) in Brisbane to allay cit-
izens' concerns about its impact on their lives.

In practice, SODPROPS is limited by near perfect weather and wind conditions:
weather, visibility, rain, maximum wind-speed 5knts - and even after all these condi-
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tions are met it can only be used in low traffic periods because it has a maximum
traffic capacity of about 11 flights on each runway per hour. In practice SODPROPS can
rarely be used.
The current (March 24) statistics of SODPROPS use (noting that 50% over the water
flights would constitute on average about zero use of SODPROPS operational mode)
show a continuation of the trend of reduced use for the past 3.75 years.
o Over water percentages for night time (10pm-6am) remains at 58%. The trend
has been down since the opening of NPR
o Over water for day time (6am-10pm) seldom moves above 50%. NPR has made
zero difference to over water flight percentages.
o Many alleged over-the-water flights then loop back quickly over land and tra-
verse residential areas (for operational convenience).
For the past 16 months flights over land have outnumbered flights over water. The
only exception being in Dec 23 and Oct 23 where flight numbers were equal.
CASA tailwind limits of 5knts severely limit the ability of industry and AirServices to
mitigate noise through operational measures such as SODPROPS.
In practice one set of communities suffers when the wind is from the north (approx
35% of the time), and another set of communities when the wind is from the south
(approximately 65% of the time).

THE COMMUNICATIONS IN COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT (See Appendix 25)

To understand the actual impact of flight path changes over a particular location
might be, it took hours of clicking on different maps and notes regarding potential
changes of one section of the plan for different weather and wind conditions and dif-
ferent types of operation. It was almost impossible to make even a vague assessment
of the impact.
NO ONE received any clear and honest and actionable communications about the po-
tential noise impacts on them from proposed changes in flight paths something like
the points below:
o Your home will be directly under a flight path and you may be affected in cer-
tain weather conditions by aircraft overhead at under 5000 ft.
o There may be up to 100 flights per day over your home.
o The noise you experience may be reqularly 60-70dB in a range that the World
Health Organisation deems harmful to human health and which may impact
your child’s learning and development

23



Impact and mitigation of aircraft noise
Submission 9

o In peak periods flights may occur every 2 minutes for several hours, usually
during the early morning and early evening

o There may reqularly be 15-25 flights at night between the hours of 10 pm and 6
am over your home that may be disruptive to sleep.

o We assume no responsibility for financial or health harms because aircraft
noise is not requlated in Australia and there are no limits as to loudness, fre-
quency or timing

+ We don't need to ask why AirServices presentations of the NAPB and their public com-
munication about it is vague, fragmented, cliche-filled and opaque. Even if we accept
some level of incompetence at AirServices, their obvious conflict of interest and the
deliberate lack of authority to implement changes that are actually required to reduce
noise means that their Noise Action Plan is designed to ensure an artificial compliance
with best practice to develop social acceptance, rather than create any positive benefit
for citizens. Its failure to produce results is hardly unsurprising.
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Section 7: THE ROOT CAUSE OF NOISE MITIGATION FAILURE (See Appendices 26,27,28)

*

Noise is not directly requlated, presumably in acknowledgement of the impact this
requlation would have on the current conception of the vital need to expand air traffic
based on economic arguments which have been assessed by industry sponsored impact
studies that completely omit the social and productivity costs of noise pollution (as
well as other direct and indirect funding from government).

There are currently no limits on the timing, frequency or loudness of aircraft noise,
unlike noise produced by almost every other machine or activity.

Noise is instead indirectly requlated through means such as aircraft certification, in-
frastructure planning and operational management. These do not directly measure or
necessarily cause noise reductions, particularly for existing airports.

The existing requlatory processes are complex, and are heavily reliant on industry
provided data and studies and, in the case of operations, have to be effectively man-
aged by an industry which currently has no incentives to reduce noise because its costs
can be completely socialised.

Operational control of noise has limited effectiveness for existing airports because of
the siting and orientation of most capital city airports, coupled with the political de-
cision to rule out further operational restrictions.

Operational control to provide any significant reduction in residential overfly without
having any new restrictions or infrastructure redesign is almost impossible.

Capacity increases in air traffic which, along with current infrastructure limitations,
necessarily increases overall noise levels from low residential overfly using current
flight paths, are not limited in any manner due to the political narrative about the
centrality of aviation to economic growth and jobs. That means noise impacts will
grow faster than noise abatement if current approaches are not improved.

Requlating aircraft noise ‘impacts’ through requlating the operations which cause it
appears to be logical but is deeply flawed due to the complex and fluid requirements
of aviation operations management. Noise is just one byproduct of aircraft operations
so this method of requlating it is inefficient and uncertain.

Requlating noise by requlating operations will become almost impossible with future
planned changes in the industry including UFVs (Drones) and other types of air
vehicles like EV taxis etc to the mix.

In practice, only industry can manage operational variables in real time, so opera-
tional requlation of noise effectively means self-requlation of noise. Therefore noise
mitigation becomes just one non-critical facet of operational control and becomes an
optional ‘nice to have’ benefit if it can be managed conveniently and does not inter-
fere with profits, efficiency or safety.
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+ Regulating noise indirectly through operations management is like requlating vehicle
emissions though requlating vehicle operations e.g. who drives them, where and
when -without limiting how many vehicles there are or how much pollution each
vehicle emits.

+ Qperations tweaks are also inefficient: noise is just one byproduct of operations man-
agement. This means there must be many exceptions / limitations on noise control as
other important aspects of operations are affected by a certain actions: therefore
loopholes abound, including weather, safety, schedule changes, runway repairs, wind
direction, requirements of other airspace flight etc.

+ (QOperations management in practice is ad-hoc and unfair: different limits on noise ap-
ply at different airports - even different runways at the same airports may have differ-
ent noise management criteria solely as an artefact of when they were built and in
whose electorate they were at the time.

SECTION CONCLUSION - A NEED TO RECONSIDER OBR OF NOISE IMPACTS:

The only effective way to prevent noise harms in Australia is to reconsider likely ef-
fective measures instead of the current ineffective measures which are logically incon-
sistent and destined to fail. (See Appendices 28, 30, 31)

This will include the need for a reassessment of the more logical and effective direct
control of noise impacts by establishing acceptable levels of noise on citizens (loud-
ness, frequency, timing) based on research evidence of the acceptable levels of harms
and thresholds of these, and the extent of these levels being permissible.

Apart from the major issue of noise at present, privacy concerns will also become im-
portant and be better managed through an outcomes based framework, rather than a
process-based framework.

The need for this re-assessment of how to manage noise impacts will become more ur-
gent as the complexity of the airspace operations increases with a different volume
and types of traffic. (Appendix 30)

Such a move will cause push-back from industry (See Appendix 31) but in the long term
it will provide a clearer and more certain requlatory framework that will allow them to
focus on growth with proper ESG requirements and provide a genuine level of social li-
cence for their operations.
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Section 8: SOLUTIONS TO MITIGATING NOISE

*

Current solutions to noise management from low residential overfly have failed and
their continuation is an abrogation of political responsibility to the electorate.

Some current procedures such as full length runway departures, voluntary flight res-
cheduling and flight path improvement should be pursued but by themselves at most
airports they will not noticeably mitigate the overall problem with current traffic
levels and infrastructure siting.

Proper research on the extent of noise and its harms and costs, along with cost benefit
studies, ESG principles and ethics are necessary to establish a process to effectively re-
duce noise harms to residents from aviation.

There are already effective requlations to ensure the current narrowly defined aircraft
safety, and it clearly in the interests of the industry to abide by these.

In the case of noise management, the requlations are ineffective or missing, and it is
clearly not in the interests of industry to reduce noise if this impacts profits and oper-
ational flexibility and convenience. As a result, aircraft noise has to be tightly requ-
lated in the public interest.

Divisive and completely non-evidence based noise sharing schemes should be com-
pletely rejected as a valid solution (it is merely an avoidance strategy), and consider
them as merely a temporary band-aids while real measures to reduce noise impacts
are being considered.

Several generic approaches that should additionally be considered are:

1. Outcomes Based Regulation: Directly establish safe noise limits and then regu-
late noise according to a balance of these limits and operational constraints,
rather than attempting ever more complex operational control where noise is
just one component of operations management. This would require proper
noise monitoring. In practice it would initially require some operational re-
strictions but the advantages of these restrictions are their certain effective-
ness and directness, and the industry would use their considerable technical
expertise to maximise operations without the government’s direct interven-
tion.

2. Reconsideration of Operational Limitations: These including restricting opera-
tions by aircraft size, load, type and emitted noise (measured on the ground),
and/or imposing flight caps to allow other operational procedures such as
SODPROPS to be used more often to provide some relief, after performing in-
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clusive and transparent cost benefit studies to the effects of these operations.
Without such studies, no rational assessment of the economic consequences of
the restrictions can be made, although they may still be justified by ethical
considerations of fairness and the precautionary principle.

. Impose Curfews: Regardless of whether an operational approach or an out-
comes based approach to noise management is preferred in the long term, it is
ethically and practically necessary to immediately put in place steps to impose
curfews at those airports affecting a significant number of residents through
night time operations.

Curfews must be implemented in recognition of the serious harms of night
time noise where infrastructure and traffic operations do not permit the redir-
ection of flights away from residential areas at night.

While curfews limit operations and profits, they are immediately effective and
do not limit operations to the extent the industry becomes nonviable. Many
busy local and international airports operate with curfews in acknowledgement
of the harms of frequent loud noise at night, so it is impossible to argue that
they are so disruptive as to be impracticable. Cost benefit studies (which in-
clude social and medical costs) are needed to abide by ICAO requirements.

Curfews also allow better management of runway maintenance so that it does
not conflict with noise management procedures during the daytime. Curfews
should be introduced under the condition that they could be removed if the air-
port and airlines are able to adjust their operations and infrastructure to con-
tinue night operations but direct all traffic over 55dB on the ground away from
residential areas.

. Staged Imposition OF Caps At Airports Where Daytime Schedules Cause Uncon-
scionable Levels OF Disturbance (e.qg. hundreds of flights daily at over 65dB):

Caps reduce flights and may lead to flight rescheduling, but they provide some
relief to residents to allow better management and more consistent use of op-

erational procedures to minimise noise disturbances such as full length runway
departures and SODPROPS.

In the case of Brisbane Airport, the fact that NPR was chosen as the low cost
maximum traffic option with two runways pointing at highly populated areas
(ignoring noise impacts) and sold using a fake narrative about SODPROPS
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means that the airport should now ethically suffer the consequences of this de-
cision by ignoring the valid concerns of citizens at the time, and bypassing any
opposition through lobbying.

However, caps should be introduced only where required and under the condi-
tion that they could be removed if the airport and airlines are able to adjust
their operations and infrastructure to provide an equivalent amount of relief
to affected residents.

5. Revisit a long term ESG plan for the industry (See Appendix 32). This would in-
clude reviewing and improving aviation reqgulation, monitoring noise levels
and assessing harms, redeveloping infrastructure (with government support),
developing an integrated flight path system, reworking long term operating
plans, establishing secondary freight airports and developing transport altern-
atives.

6. Any approaches need to apply to not only existing commercial, freight and
general aviation but also to be applicable to the proposed deployment of
drones and other forms of air traffic. This is why an outcomes based approach
should be considered as being clearer and potentially more useful for the long
term ESG of aviation.
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Section 9: RECOMMENDATIONS
A. REQUIRED RESEARCH AND PLANNING

PN~

Develop appropriate noise metrics.

Determine how and where to establish a real time noise monitoring network

Conduct noise impact research to assess threshold levels and nature of harms
Determine extent of noise harms (loudness and frequency noise mapping; population
affected)

Develop an economic assessment modelling framework: Impacts, public costs, benefits
of policy and changes

Develop a comprehensive solutions modelling framework and procedure: Cost /bene-
fits / risks of policy options e.g. curfews, noise requlation, caps etc.

Establish maximum noise level targets based on a review of the evidence. As a starting
point we suggest final noise targets of no night flights creating any event of over
55dB (Lmax1sec) and maximum 50 flights over 65dB for any area at any time in any
location. N55 and N65 maps of a city will determine the extent to which health is being
damaged currently and provide a quideline for what appropriate actions could and
should be considered.

B. REQUIRED IMMEDIATE REGULATORY REFORMS

This will also stand in good stead as a framework which applies equally to commercial, gen-
eral aviation, transport and drone operations.

1.

Development of a standard metric for the measurement of aircraft noise impacts
(loudness and frequency maps) for assessing requlatory compliance

Development of specific (rather than re purposed) Aviation Environmental Impact
Guidelines to include requirements to assess and limit noise emissions taking into ac-
count a complete evidence-base of its harms (at particular levels and frequencies and
times)

Clearly and unambiguously define key assessment terms that are currently loosely
defined or undefined, including ‘impact’ and ‘significant’ and ‘acceptable’ where these
terms are used within the requlatory framework. This will avoid the arbitrary selection
of the relevant parameters to suit the proposing stakeholder.

Require clear triggers for a review and proper oversight for any change (e.g. MDP or
even change to flight path, traffic or schedules) which might materially affect noise
impacts to residents.
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5. Redefine aircraft safety to include the safety of those affected by its operations

6. Require inclusive and transparent noise monitoring along with comprehensive cost-
benefit studies that include all social costs and benefits (not merely economic impact
studies) to justify a flight path or traffic change, regardless of the reason.

7. Aspart of a precautionary principle for citizens and the environment, require detailed
justifications of any flight changes and how these will preserve safety (as per point 5)
and be in a more broadly defined public interest while complying with best practice
ESG (not the focus of this submission).

8. Clearly provide penalties (including retrospective penalties to individuals and organ-
isations) for providing information to the requlator or to the public that is sub-
sequently assessed as knowingly being demonstrably incomplete, misleading or un-
true at the time.

9. Provide a redress mechanism for past and future infringements that lead to financial
and medical loss from any requlatory infringements, and set up a body to manage
class actions against organisations or individuals for knowingly causing demonstrated
harm for private or political benefit.

10.AirServices has an impossible conflict of interest in managing flight noise. They rely
almost solely on income they receive for designing and managing flight navigation, it
is clearly against their self-interest to impose any kind of limits on the operational
efficiency of the airlines which would reduce the profits of both parties. THEREFORE
managing noise impact reductions through operational adjustment by balancing the
needs of industry with a proper consideration of the public interest, health and safety
(based on medical and social evidence and cost benefit studies), should be removed
from AirServices and given to an independent body with a sufficient budget and the
degree of technical expertise and requlatory authority to allow them to achieve this
goal. AirServices should be limited to providing flight path design expertise to the air-
lines and to this new fully independent requlatory organisation.

C. IMMEDIATE ACTIONS NECESSARY (Appendix 32)

1. Itisimportant to focus on action now not vague future promises to delay immediate
action. Industry promises (e.g. quieter planes) if actualised can allow industry to in-
crease their operations within the proposed noise limits . It is not that the community
should endure suffering while waiting for this potential benefit.

2. Impose curfews from 10pm to 6.30am at airports where a significant number of resid-
ents are currently affected by night flight noise of over 55dB. There is no other imme-
diately practicable measure to limit night time noise in Brisbane and at some other
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airports, or if there is at other airports it should be implemented ASAP. Eight hours
sleep is a recognised health requirement - to assume that everyone goes to bed at
10pm, falls asleep immediately, then wakes exactly 8 hours later is a convenient myth.

3. Noairportin Australia should operate in a manner that causes low residential overfly
at night.

4. Emergency services aircraft are exempt from such kind of restrictions, but some flights
by emergency services operatives at night are merely routine and not directly related
to a medical or other emergency - these should also be subject to a curfew unless es-
sential.

5. Give notice of the phase out of leaded fuel in General Aviation and of training Flights
and other non essential private travel over residential areas (from e.q. Archerfield Air-
port). These can be moved to rural locations where noise is not an issue.

6. Continue refining the existing operational procedures such as full length departures,
and redesigned flight paths, not as a stand-alone solution but to enhance operational
flexibility for the industry.

7. Reject noise sharing as a valid solution, and consider it as merely a temporary band-
aid

8. Consider noise and frequent flyer taxes, and limiting older noisy aircraft from certain
routes to help mitigate noise in the short term

D. DEVELOPMENT OF LONG TERM ESG PLAN FOR AVIATION DEVELOPMENT (See Section 8,
Appendix 32).

1. Develop an Integrated Airspace Plan to allow proper assessment of aviation noise
from ALL sources (that is what is experienced by residents) and to better manage op-
erations to reduce noise without airspace conflict limitations.

2. Either choose operational modifications to reduce noise impacts, or operational re-
strictions (after the proper cost benefit studies are done to support the extent of
these), OR requlate noise directly. The latter is more logical but would probably face
greater resistance from policy makers.

3. Most targeted noise reduction measures can be phased in gradually, with notice, al-
though curfews should be imposed as soon as possible given the importance of unin-
terrupted sleep to health and well-being of residents and their children, and more
broadly to the economy.

4. Itisimportant that operational restrictions are tailored to the specific airport based
on its siting, nearby population density, and traffic levels.
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5. Any noise measures should have defined goals and their implementation should be
measured.

6. Community consultation should be genuine. The need for using consultative mechan-
ism to gain social license will be reduced if there are real reductions in noise harms
and an obvious and genuine commitment from the government and industry to deal
with the noise harms issue. After all, it is already known that communities do not want
to be frequently disturbed or awakened by aircraft noise so there is a no need for a
consultation to establish what is known in advance.

7. Sharing noise is not a solution to noise mitigation except to provide a temporary re-
prieve to residents while effective solutions for noticeable reductions are being de-
veloped and implemented. Noise sharing is a divisive and unethical way to avoid deal-
ing properly with noise impacts by actually reducing them.

8. Have a uniform code of treatment of communities to mitigate noise (for social equity)
but modifiable by airport and community need and values

9. Continue improving aviation regulation with a focus on ESG and a move to more out-
comes based requlation

10.Improving the monitoring and reporting of noise levels and assessment of impacts
harms

11. Redeveloping infrastructure in existing airports (with government support) so as to al-
low more efficient aviation operations that protects citizens against the noise and
other pollution by-products of this

12.Establish secondary passenger, freight and GA airports 50-100k from cities where
flight operations (including night time operations) can be directed over non residen-
tial areas, and connect these to major cities with a fast cheap rail network. This is com-
mon worldwide principle of airport siting and provides significant operational flexibil-
ity for minimal community impact on health and quality of life

13. Review and refine the certification process for aircraft which are allowed to operate in
Australia to require the use of quieter, modern, more fuel efficient aircraft that can
climb higher more quickly to reduce noise footprints near airports

14.Develop transport alternatives to air travel for journeys within several hundred km of
major population centres

15.Remove permissions from private craft to overfly residential areas unless they comply
with strict noise limits

33



Impact and mitigation of aircraft noise
Submission 9

Section 10: SAFEGUARD MECHANISMS

During changes to move to a new paradigm for dealing with aircraft noise, it is ac-
knowledged that there is the possibility of unintended second-order consequences of
changing the regulatory framework to include more direct requlation of noise.
AirServices, Airports and Airlines and the community must work together to deliver
the noise targets set for ethical operations.

Prior to implementation, industry's counter arguments should be considered ration-
ally for merit, with evidence & assumptions clarified

New regulations should be implemented in stages with clear notice and assistance to
allow time for planning and operations adaptation

Infrastructure enhancement programs should be planned to allow increases in air
traffic even with effective noise limit safequards

Outcomes should be monitored for both compliance and second order effects

Data must be collected to understand the interplay of commercial and other forces in
shaping the industry's operational equilibrium (which necessarily includes a consider-
ation of noise emissions )

NOTE: Government should provide financial support in the early stages (as they do to
autos, the energy industry with subsidies for ESG to assist with adaptation)._
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SUMMARY (See Appendix 33)

+ Aviation planning is still based around media headlines about economic growth, while
assuming that quality of living is solely measurable by economic figures.

+ The issues of aircraft noise are largely due to inadequate requlation and the capture
by industry of the prevailing narrative about noise and growth

+ Limits to noise and particulate pollution are largely ignored in aviation policy settings
except though holding consultations. The political and industry narrative shows an
astounding disregard of medical, environmental and social harms.

+ Aircraft noise for existing airports is allegedly requlated through managing noise at
source and through operations, both of which are ineffective. Communities are being
arbitrarily, unfairly and knowingly harmed by aviation noise with little recourse

+ |In reality, the timing, loudness, and frequency of aircraft noise is effectively unrequ-
lated in Australia (as noted in AirServices communications with residents who com-
plain using the NCIS)

+ Infrastructure limitations and the fact that no restrictions are allowed to interfere
with planned aviation capacity increases means that opportunities for noise abate-
ment are seriously limited

+ Whether deliberate or not, community consultation appears a lot like social engineer-
ing (Fake promises of future quiet planes and divisive schemes like noise sharing
rather than noise reduction)

+ Aircraft operations is so technical that the industry effectively has to self-requlate but
due to the requlatory vacuum and ambiquity regarding the assessment of aviation
noise impacts, noise harms can be socialised so noise mitigation is not a priority of in-
dustry unless it is easy and does not impact profits

+ One effective way to regulate noise is to put an outcomes based limit on it and the
other is to directly curtail operations

+ |f an outcomes based approach is adopted, using evidence-based research and setting
limits by balancing harms and costs to reduce the harm done to citizens and to allow
the industry to continue operation. Because noise costs would no longer be socialised
the industry would use their considerable ingenuity in trying to mitigate noise
through a variety of methods under their control, without directly having to requlate
these. These might include voluntary curfews, re-purposed infrastructure, better oper-
ations management and scheduling for noise, use of quieter aircraft etc.

+ Industry has a vested interest in the already well-requlated safety management but
not in the virtually unrequlated noise management. Safety and noise do not conflict,
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but efficiency and noise do. Noise costs will continue to be socialised until the govern-
ment acts in the interest of affected communities.

+ A proper noise regulation model will be as effective for EV, drones, commercial and GA
operations now and into the future. It can also be airport specific depending on the
traffic and population density.

+ There is no proper cost benefit study or consideration of the ethics of deliberately
harming some persons for profits and convenience where the true cost of travel is ig-
nored and socialised. Those negatively affected (seriously) are painted as minority of
NIMBY residents and the polluting nature of air travel is whitewashed with govern-
ment money through “public-private’ partnerships (read subsidies).

+ Curfews are urgently needed to ensure all citizens get proper sleep and maintain
health and productivity.
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Appendix 1: AIRSERVICES ‘PLANS’ versus a CONCRETE ACTION PLAN

The Noise Action Plan for Brisbane is AirServices Australia’s plan to reduce the impact of air-
craft noise on the communities of the wider Brisbane area. The plan was developed to ad-
dress impacts resulting from changes to Brisbane’s airspace, following the introduction of
Brisbane Airport's new parallel runway in July 2020.

Comment: A so-called plan without clear timelines, goals, metrics, or understanding of the
impacts it claims to reduce. NPR impacts were assessed as ‘not significant’ by AirServices in
2018. AirServices now claim is is so complex that they have hired an outside consultant to
design it, while declining to release details of the contractual terms of this engagement. Any
improvements made by the NAPB have been more than reversed by air traffic increases and
progress remains glacially slow, with any significant reduction unlikely due to the a-priori rul-
ing out of any restrictions to aircraft operations.

The following document is a much better example of a real plan, with a commitment to ef-
fective action, produced by London City Airport.

London CityAirport

Get closer.

LONDON CITY AIRPORT
NOISEACTION PLAN
2018-2023

- ‘d@

CLICK IMAGE TO DOWNLOAD

https://assets.ctfassets.net/Imkdg513arga/66HSC3vZAIkgWRESSMzYSh/d93aae74439f7a49d5025639923cf8f6/LCY_Noise_Action_Plan_2018-2023.pdf
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Appendix 2: Brisbane Airport Short History

The current airport was opened on 19 March 1988, with two runways, one main runway and
one cross runway to allow flexible operations in various wind conditions.

In 1997, as part of the privatisation of numerous Australian airports, the airport was acquired
for $1.4 billion from the Federal Airports Corporation by Brisbane Airport Corporation (BAC)
under a 50-year lease (with an option to renew for a further 49 years).

BAC has assumed ultimate responsibility for the operations of Brisbane Airport (a Leased
Federal Airport) including all airport infrastructure investment with no government funding.

On 30 March 2020, the former cross runway was decommissioned so that it could be used for
aircraft parking, and in May 2020, construction of the new parallel runway was completed
and traffic has increased substantially since the end of COVID restrictions.

The BAC $5bn redevelopment plan commenced in late 2023 allots no funds for noise mitiga-
tion measures. The cross runway could be recommissioned so as to allow most night flights to
use an over-the-water approach more effectively than SODPROPS but this renovation would
cost money and the cross runway configuration requires more adept air traffic control mech-
anisms.

As at January 2024, the major shareholders were Queensland Investment Corporation (29%),
Igneo Infrastructure Partners (27%), Amsterdam Airport Schiphol (20%) and IFM Investors
(20%).

Passenger traffic has grown from to 5 million in 1990 to 10 million in 1999, is currently just
over 20 million and projected to grow to 50 million by 2035.
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Appendix 3: Current Situation

Brisbane
Region Noise
Map

Regional vs Capital City

Regional airports have vastly
lower traffic and need
different considerations.

Note the vast difference in noise pollution between Brisbane residential areas and that from the regional
airports nearby viz (Sunshine Coast north, Gold Coast south, Toowomba west) and the significant GA
noise pollution from Archerfield airport just SW of Brisbane due to training activities over residences

My New Reality: A Selection Of Night Offenders

day and weath

Lawnmower -loud  60-70dB noise wake-ups

> 9:15PM UAE435 ** 9:40 > 02:04AM UAE431
> 9:51PMJST764 » 03:03AM RSCU588
» 9:58PMV0Z385 > 04:35 AM QFA7332
~ 10:10PM QTRS1L > 05:20 AM QFA7296
» [10:30PM ERELH > 05:49AM QLK400D
> 10:41PMJST936 > 06:02AMUTY2834
~ 11.10PM Ci054

 112sPM SR > 06:20AM QFA986
kT > And a flood after that
» 12:10AM QFA1948

> 01.00AM CX156

NOTE not all of these Flights are every night but often 10 nightly depending on wind direction
The 9.15, 1035, 11.10, 11.25, 1.00, 2.04 are often very loud. Times vary somewhat depending on delays
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Appendix 4: Infrastructure Limitations

Historical Perspectives: Infrastructure Not Fit for Growth

Low air traffic and few .
travelled regularly by air
so low noise pollution

Little concern about .
noise and pollution
harms

Safety wasthetop -
priority in a relatively
lower tech environment

Public infrastructure was ~ *
built for expediency

Brisbane Airport NPR

1900s

* Vastincrease in air traffic
and travelling public

= Aviation helps to open up
regional areas

Fundamental
Tensions

* Industry is privatized &
shapes a narrative of noise
as necessary nuisance

= Regulation of noise does
not occur so industry can
ignore its social and
medical harms

Design for Purely Operational Convenience
2007 EIS - 2018 EA

In 2007 BNE was required to mitigate noise as part
of the ministerial conditions for expansion, and to
compare actual noise with modeled noise. Not
done.

In 2018, the Airport SELF ASSESSED that changes
in noise impacts from the NPR new flight paths were
‘not significant’ based on (a) assumptive modeling
and (b) artificially selected significance criteria. The
results are demonstrably false.

Their report, outsourced to ASA, is methodologically
unsound, and was hidden from the public (FOI
required).

AirServices concluded no significant impacts so the
runway development went ahead without scrutiny.

An increase in noisy events @60dB more than 25%
for areas with existing noise or more than 50 flights
daily for areas without noise at the time was
considered ‘not significant’
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Appendix 5: The Growth Narrative

Comprehensive economic
and ethical considerations
have both been conspicuously
absent in formulating aircraft
noise policy in Australia.

Instead the narrative has been
captured by using the fairytale
of never ending beneficial
growth. “

Page 20

Why not the same urgency?

Public Health has its roots in
Utilitarianism which condoned the
acceptance of some Collateral
Damage provided that the greatest
happiness of the greatest number was
ensured. The degree of Collateral
Damage caused by aviation noise
however should be totally
unacceptable to Public Health wiich
should, like good government, fully
exercise the Precautionary Principle.

Economic Interests Govern Policy Settings

The promoted positive economic impacts of aviation growth have been almost exclusively developed
for the industry by private advocacy economic modeling consultants

Economic modeling uses industry stakeholder selected data sets, forecasts and assumptions
These data are accepted by the government for policy decision making without independent scrutiny
Decontextualized positive headlines are promoted in the media to support the benefits of aviation
The industry’s pollution and noise impact damage is studiously ignored and ‘impacts’ assumed to be
both necessary and inevitable.

Much of the profit of aviation operations is privatized, but many costs to society are ignored and
therefore effectively socialized.

Touted economic benefit models omit publicly sponsored offsets such as subsidies, infrastructure,
grants, and exemptions to the industry by taxpayers

They omit direct and indirect costs to society of air pollution, global warming, productivity losses from
noise, and the compounding health harms from noise.
Cost benefit studies are more appropriate than the media promoted economic impact studies which
focus on increases in money transfer, regardless of its social benefit

Creating PREVENTABLE, KNOWN and DELIBERATE HARM been normalized in the name
undefined and improperly assessed “common good”, framed in narrowly /f .

Ethical Considerations of Impact Ignored

For many thousands of citizens, sleep deprivation, frustration, the continual interruptions of the
frequent loud and intrusive noise of low aviation overfly creates a sense of helplessness.

AirServices offers free psychological ling to aff
knowledge about the impacts they allegedly mitigate

d residents but claims not to have

The serious loss of amenity for many residents to their home environment added to the habitual
tiredness is a form of torture: this adds to the frustration at denial and stonewalling.

Government's response is to avoid the problem by a divisive and deeply unethical sham
consultation noise mitigation process which is engineered to develop ‘social license’ through
“sharing the noise pollution”, even while ruling out clearly practicable methods to reduce noise.

"“]usdfylng Iow resldenﬂal overﬂy, in splte of frs known harrnful el‘fects, in the name of menﬁa! h
ke allowing lar disposa [ )

We do not understand the full impacts of aircraft noise. But even the known effects give rise to
serious concern for the health of hundreds of thousands. Why no research from the government?
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4E2o0lhpAIWs
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Appendix 6: Noise Measurement

Best Aircraft Noise Measures: Simple, Intuitive, Reflective

O The ear responds to noise changes, not noise averages which are favored by modelers in the industry. ANEF UNFIT FOR PURPOSE
O Physical disturbance level is best measured through the number of single noise events over a certain loudness in a given period
U The number of events and their timing is as important as the loudness of each one.

O Averaged and cleaned noise profiles are not intuitive, easy to check or necessary to understand noise impacts.

/ \ / D) / Four Simple Measures

Prior to further research on the full noise spectrum
- Using simple frequency and loudness metrics to compile four charts,
mgﬁ;’““"m st o (ke el puastfies tho we can estimate individual noise disturbance at a particular location,
quantified in decibels count of aircraft above a
(dB). Itis a logarithmic scale location that exceed a and overall progress of noise reduction measures in a typical suburb:
so anincrease of 10dB is a specified dB threshold. For
doubling of noise. Lmax Is the instance, N80 indicates the 1. N50 night (annual average events at night)
maximum loundness of a single Number of planes above 80 i i
S DA T e erraiggve S 2. N50 maximum value (maximum 50d_B event_s per night)
aiilont nolea Is asable uf location mw:a' 'm' ’ma - 3. N60 day (annual average events during daytime)
disturbing sleep. dB noise level timeframe. It is a good measure 4. N60 maximum value (maximum 60dB events per day)
is widely understood. of frequency of disturbance. \

Number Above Contour Maps for Residential Areas

© Anexample from Perth
contours show events, map Is for Impact loudness
+* This map is for the number of nois events at the
loudness level 65dB which disturbs most people,

<+ |fthis is based on Lmax (dB) it is the simplest
most useful type of map to assess noise impacts

++ The areas most affected at this loudness are
clearly shown by coloured contours

++ There should be separate day & night time maps
- 19 EVENTS

<+ The level of noise can easily be correlated with

levels of disturbance (= impact = harm)
50 - 99 EVENTS

W 00 - 199 Evens *» A city-wide map should be produced for annual
aviation traffic from all sources (not just one
airport), and updated annually to take into
account traffic changes and mitigation measures

. >200 EVENTS

<+ A series of maps for different loudness levels
should be produced e.g. 55, 60, 65, 70dB
corresponding to levels of single event impact

Difference between averagedlLeq and 1-second Lmax sound events

90.0
%00 n i
@ 70.0 —
2 =l e Averaged sound measures understate
g / Equivalent Continuous i the annoyance of individual events,
[ : j Sound Pressure Level | . . . .
g a0 which is the key issue for residents
5 Il
i 75dB peak a'nd Fluctuations are what disturbs - Lmax (1sec)
10.0

0.0
t1 Time t2 42
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Appendix 7: Noise Impacts

. o <NG
Requirements to Assess Noise “Impacts” ®%>

How can noise impacts be reduced if there are no metrics and no measurement?

Noise impacts are industry’s and government’s euphemism for the social and medical harms caused by
noise. Research on these harms has been scrupulously avoided but is urgently necessary as a prelude to

balancing the economic and social interests of aviation operations

Ouwm @ @ O me

Map City Noise Levels Correlate Noise to Harm Social & Economic Impacts  Cost-Benefit Analysis
N contour maps of single event  Assess current research as a Make assessments of the Perform comprehensive cost-
frequencies for different noise  supplement to local studiesto  productivity and health costs of  benefit analyses (as required by
intensities, to estimate levels of assess permissible levels of harms, and overlay these with  the Australian government) to
noise and populations affected  noise to avoid serious health ethical considerations of assess the impacts and Understanding
by these. and productivity impacts amenity for affected residents  tradeoffs of various mitigation the nature, level &
measures, and develop policy costs of impacts is
There is also a need to review measures for ESG of aviation
current metrics to include all operations. necessary to develop
frequencies of aircraft noise regulation to balance
01 02 03 04 noise mitigation with
the economic benefits
of aviation

Aircraft Noise
Where Is The

We Do Not Fully Understand Noise Impacts

What did the FAA say about the I
adverse health effects of aviation

noise in 19857
In the 1985 report Aviation Noise Effects, the FAA stated:

TR To RN

“8.4 Summary: Although many airport neighbors have
claimed a direct health impact from aviation noise, there
is little valid scientific basis for such claims.” [emghasis

Research

Program?

Page 18

added]

That may have been true in 1985 [it really v
noise was recognized as a public health ha
back as 1968], but it certainly is not true in |

%1 Sound Energy Spectrum of Aircraft Noise
0
e -
000
fomes
sl
Some
ooe

‘What we don't measure What we measure

dB AN focused
mieasureneed

m W
L] |

Low Frequency Aircraft Noise

| = Asdemonstrated earlier, sound transmitted by aircraft noise causes vibration in

solid surfaces.

= these vibrations can readily pass through commaon building materials with
minimal energy loss causing vibration to materials on the “other side”

- ;hesz vibrations would be the source of “rattling doors and windows" from a

yover
= This energy can also cause vibrations within the human body
*  Vibration energy can become additive at e freq ie:

- e from vibrations is and the freq y that they occur at is
based upon materials and mass.

= these can be dangerous as the energy can quickly build and exceed the strength
of the material and cause damage.

— internet searches suggest 5 Hz as a common resonance frequency of the human
body

ifi i i jons occur at 5 Hz
In work documented by Alves-Pereira and Castillo Branco, the aircraft induced ]

vibrations in the human body lead to tissue damage in the
cardiovascular system...

e.g., hardening of artenes as small tissue tears healed.

|
v
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Appendix 8 Gaps In Regulation

Regulatory
Problem 4

Discretionary
Executive
Decision

Regulatory
Problem 5

EPBC
Framework Not
Fit for Aviation
Development

This loophole was clearly evident in
the EA 2018 for redesign of flight
paths for the new parallel runway in
Brisbane.

There is no protection for existing
residences from continuing airport
expansion or the development of
new airports.

The Regulatory Vacuum: The Minister Decides

Civil Aviation Safety Authority (CASA) has the statutory authority to regulate the
designation and use of flight paths. \

- . '/ '/
The applicable Part within the Civil Aviation Safety Regulatio%%\
\8

: This
Part heading is reserved for future use."
There is currently nothing within the Civil Aviation Safety Regulations 1998 that

specifically deals with CASA's regulation, approval, or administration of airspace or
with CASA’s design or designation of airways or air routes.

This effectively results in the ad hoc approval of flight paths. Only changes to flight
paths arising from alterations to runways are the subject of a Major Development Plan.

Otherwise, any alteration to flight paths are effectively unregulated and able to be made
by the commercially-driven airport operator (through the “for profit’ air traffic services
provider, AirServices) without proper community input or consultation.

A “major airport development” should be redefined to include altering a flight path in
any way that significantly changes the patterns or levels of aircraft noise.

Approvals: The Use Of An EIS

Should the Minister require an Environment Assessment for changes new or existing Airport infrastructure, this
relies on legislation designed to protect the natural environment (EPBC Act) to assess the impact of aircraft
operations on community and as such is bereft of any effective consideration of aircraft noise.

There is no procedure for redressing and calling to account past regulatory infringements, including misleading
and partial information provided to communities prior to previous major developments & flight path changes.

The EPBC Act requires the proponents of airport developments to prepare an environmental impact assessment
to determine whether the development will result in ‘significant impact’. There are no guidelines or definition as to
what constitutes ‘significant’. A narrow interpretation of the term social impact is used to exclude noise harms.

The responsibility for managing the community impact of aircraft operations is given to the air traffic control
service provider, AirServices Australia (ASA), whose operation depends almost wholly on fees from airlines, and
which lacks any regulatory powers to act in the best interests of affected communities.

When implementing new or redesigned flight paths, the Act requires AirServices to assess these using a ‘National
Operating Standard’ wherein ‘acceptable’ is never defined: It is designed for indoor, not outdoor, noise levels.

AirServices is thus able to effectively assess a proposed development or flight path change as ‘not significant’
based on its own arbitrary criteria, and perhaps hold sham consultations with the community. It does not always
choose to refer a change to the Minister if the development or change is assessed as ‘not significant’.

AirServices flight path design principles are ambiguous as to the weighting given to various criteria e.g. safety,
efficiency, emissions, track miles, noise . They appear to place airline profits, sometimes under the guise of
safety, as a more important factor than reducing community and environmental impacts.
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Appendix 9: The Ignored Costs of Noise (This is sleep costs only)

Sleep Losses to the Economy

Ay

HOME PARLIAMENTARY BUSINESS SENATORS AND MEMBERS ~ WS & EVEN ABOUT PARLIAMENT ~ v

COMMITTEES HOUSE OF REFRESENTATIVES COMMITTEES STANDHNG COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, AGED CARE AND 5F¢
2. INSUFFICIENT SLEEP

Noise Impact

2. Insufficient Sleep
-
Sleep offects all areas of our life; it is a fundamental bullding block of achieving and maintaining good health along
with good nutrition and adequate exercise. Yet it is often overlooked and ignared.!'!

Sleep Costs
Ignored

Introduction
241 Inad sleep is p in
regularly experiencing inadequate sleep =

society with estimates suggesting four in every ten Australians are

22 Inadequate sleep can be caused by sleep disorders or by insufficient sleep due to lifestyle factors, such as work
patterns, or the use of electrenic media. Environmental factors such as noise or light may also contribute to
insufficient sleep.

0.3 The impacts of insufficient sleep include: increased risk of chronic diseases, impacts on mental health, impaired

Jjudgement, increased risk duced productivity. In 2016-17, the inadequate sleep was estimated to
cost the Australian economy $66.3 billi

Night Noise & Chronic Conditions

infocus

Effects of
Sleep Deprivation

Central
H + Cogrutive mpaimen
= Marmory Lapems or kot

 bepaieit el ket Heart

Noise |mpact Sleep problems as a

risk factor for chronic
conditions

Sleep Public e e

Getting encugh sleep s crucial for our overall health and

HPa wellbaing, While most Australians are meesing ratonal
ea risis ot ot Yo i e retind 4o T
many il experiende same form of sieep problem
Paor sleep can seriousty affect a person's quality of Be and

= bvagualas heart rale
= fink of heart clesase

| - Symencens simiar 10 ADHD

Lymiph nodes. ]
= Pooe mmune

mywiem fnction &

Pancreas 3
§ - Fisk of cattes

Increase the risk of developing chronic heaith conditions.
e alge impact on the i

This repoet « and

L h lerns a4 rigk factor for chranic
conditions. It presents data on sleep in Australls, inciuding the
P Haiso highilg timicacions
of nd identifies ! data sources for
monitoring sheep in Austraba.

Why is sleep important?

Brussels Airport causes €1 billion in health damage per year

Tuesday. 4 Apel 2023
By Lauren Walker

Brussels Airport is not only causing problems for locals with the enormous nitregen and COZ emissions
caused by aircraft flying overhead, but it is also causing severe health damage which was, until now,
underexposed.

From chronic skeep disruption to high blood pressure and heart disease. the health of people Evng
near Badgium's largest airport in Zaventem has baen damaged soverely due o air raffic, in more ways than
expecied, a study issi by the Flemish iation for a Batter Envis {BBL) showed.

The study showed that 220,000 pecple living in th are iy by aircraft noi: ¥
year, whil the sieep of 109,000 pecple living in the area is seriously disturbed, figures which come as no
surpeise to health exparts, as pecple are particularly sensitive to noise at night.

“Cur body reacts autcnamously 1o noise, during the day and night, because our body unconscously associates
naige with danger,” Mare Goethals, a candiologist at Onze-Lieve-Viouw Hospital in Aalsl, said.

“As @ resull. our body goes into a state of defence. the so-called Tight-or-light response’.” Thi Wodd Health
Organisation {WHO) has alraady beon warning for years about the encrmaus hoalth damage caused 1o residonts
lving near airports.

Reduced immunity and bad mental health

‘Goothals explained that this response not only leads to reduced immunity against infections and cancer and
slower physical recovery. but it also results in a rise in blood pressure, faster heart rate and release of stress
harmongs. Finally, this can also aflect phophes memorny functions and mental health.

This was reflected in the siudy, which found thal 51,000 locals tace a greally increased risk ol developing
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Appendix 10 : Aircraft Noise Harms

The Known Harms of Aircraft Noise: A Summary

Aircraft noise has a frequency profile and duration that makes it the most annoying kind of
background interruption, more than train, road or construction noise

Aircraft noise interrupts the sleep cycle which has known negative effects on cardiovascular
health, longevity, mental health, work efficiency etc.... even if noise does not cause awakening

The interruptions of aircraft noise have a detrimental effect on children’s learning and
adult concentration, causing productivity losses

For some citizens aircraft noise requires direct costs of e.g. soundproofing insulation,

moving home etc.

Aircraft noise causes loss of amenity and the right to quiet enjoyment indoors and outside

o
®>
U

“Noise is the second most
damaging form of pollution
after air pollution”
WHO

for hundreds of thousands of city residents across Australia

Aircraft noise may cause financial loss due to decreased property values

Aircraft noise has a known detrimental effect on medical health, both physical and mental,
including heart disease, stroke and stress - major public health issues in Australia

4/1/2024

We Know
Enough To
Treat Aircraft
Noise Much

More Seriously
Than We Do

a3 Contents lists avadabile a1 5ol
‘ﬁ&g&- i L
Pt Transportation Research Part D

ELSEVIER foutnal homepage: v churvior comlocatetid

Might-flight ban preserves sleep in airport residents == Precaullonary P"“mple
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The most sleep-disruptive result from a noise event is an awakening. Even though awakenings are part of physiological sleep cycles,
awakenings caused by noise may occur at any time during sleep and curtail sleep stages such as slow-wave sleep and REM (rapid eye
movement) sleep, both considered most important for recuperation (Brown et al., 2012). Noise may also shift sleep to lighter, less
restorative stages (S1, §2) (Basner and MeGuire 201 8). The more sleep time has elapsed and the more sleep need has dissipated, the
higher is the probability to wake up. Thus, nighttime sleep becomes more fragile in the morning hours at a time when the surrounding

“noise environment intensifies. This may lead to fragmented sleep and early awakenings especially at that time. Noise may also prevent

persons from falling asleep thereby delaying sleep onset. Thus, the duration and especially the quality of sleep may be compromised.
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Hundreds of Thousands Woken By Over 55dB At Night

A Awakening probability from aircraft noise B
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Sleep Disturbance Causes Blood Sugar Dysregulation

Linked to diabetes, stroke, headache, lack of focus, inflammation

Two nights of broken sleep can
make people feel years older, finds
study

Noise Impact
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ScienceDaily

Your source for the latest research news

Exposure to airplane noise increases risk of sleeping fewer
than 7 hours per night

Date: May 1, 2023
Source: Boston University School of Public Health
Summary: As major airline officials predict another record summer air travel season, a new

analysis has found that exposure to even moderate levels of airplane noise may
srupt sleep busldmg upon a grcmmg body of research on the adverse health

Noise Impact

H sound of a whisper is 30 dB, a library setling is 40 dB, anda
typical conversation at home is 50 dB.

Sleep

FULL STORY

A new study has found that people who were exposed to even moderate
levels of aircraft noise were less likely to receive the minimum
recommended amount of sleep each night, and this risk increased among
people living in the Western U.S., near a major cargo airport, or near a
large water body, and among people with no hearing loss.

Aviation Noise Regulation Is Based on Convenience, Not Evidence

Results

The results show that, given a certain equivalent noise level, additional information on the overall number of
events does not improve the prediction of sleep quality. However, the number of events above Lamay of 60 dB
was related to an increase in mean motility, indicating lower sleep quality. N ct of number of events was
found on self-reported sleep quathy.

Noise Impact

Ciickislonii 2018 EIS judged up to50 N60 events non significant

This study suggests that the number of events is more or less adequately represented in Light and only the

Sl ee p number of high noise level events may have additional effects on sleep quality as measured by motility. This may
effect of the number of aircraft noise events on sl...

N60
be viewed as an indication that, in addition to Lyignt, the number of events with a relatively high Lamax could be

used as a basis for protection against noise-induced sleep disturbance.
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Number Of Disturbing Events As Important As Loudness

Aircraft noise annoyance and the influence of number of aircraft
movements
Truls GJESTLAND'; Femke B GELDERBLOM?;

Noise Impact SINTEF DIGITAL, Norway

Loss Of Amenity ABSTRACT
Due To Both A majority of the countries that have some kind of noise regulations to control the environmental impact of
noise around airports rely on a dose-based noise index such as Leg, Ldn or Lden, etc. The only deciding
Loudness and parameter is the total noise dose within a certain period regardless of how that dose has been produced.

Sumlar dases can be the result of many Iow-IeveI aircraft movements or a few hlgh -level ones.

Frequency
of Aircraft Noise

panern can not bc fomd at .‘ngh m!e q‘change alrpnm

Keywords: Annoyance; aircraft noise  [-INCE Classification: 66

Brisbane Resident: “I've lived here for 53 years and always had planes, but the last three years | have been
driven crazy, terrified by the planes so low over me, the number of flights in the year in 2019, pre-new runway
was 586 the number in 2022 was 32,000”

The impact of aircraft noise on vascular and
cardiac function in relation to noise event
number: a randomized trial

Frank P. Schmidt'!, Johannes Herzog © ', Boris Schnorbus', Mir Abolfazl Ostad’,
N - I t Larissa Lasetzki', Omar Hahad @ "2, Gianna Schifers', Tommaso Gori'?,
O Ise m p a c Mette Sgrensen®, Andreas Daiber ® %, and Thomas Miinzel'**

"Department of Cardology I, Universty Medcal Center of the johanes Guterberg-Unwersity Muka, Langenbeckstrale 1, 55131 Mainz, Germary: Gerrran Cecter !ar Cardiovascilar
Research [DZHK), Partmer Ste Rhine-Main, Marz, 4 "Diet, Genes ard B Dunkh Cancer Socety Aesearch Center, Copenhagen, Denma

Recewed 7 May 2020; reveed 1 june 2000: edtonal decsion 25 June 2020; occepted 2 by 2020; onbre publsh-oheodaf prre 10 Ociober 2020

Alms Mighttime aircraft noise exposure has been associated with increased risk of hypertension and myocardial infarc-

Cardiovascular
Disease i e R Tl et

of the cardiovascular impact induced by different nase patwns.

(Number Of noise Methods In a randomized crossover study, we exposed 70 indw with b card 1 diseasecrir:rened
and results cardiovascular risk to two aircraft noise scenarios and one control scenania. graphic recordings,
events is important) phy. and flow-mediated dilation (FMD) were determined for three study nthx.‘l’he noise pmemsmnmﬁolw

(Moise60) and 120 (Moise120) nobse events, respectively, but with comparable Lo, corresponding to a mean value
of 45dB. Mean value of noise during control nights was 37 dB. During the control night, FMD was 10.02 + 3.75%.
compared to 7.27 £ 3.21% for Noise60 nights and 7.21+ 358% for Noise120 nights (P<0.001). Sleep quality was
impaired after noise exposure in both noise scenario nights (P <0.001). Serial echocardiographic assessment dem-
onstrated an increase in the E/E' ratio, a measure of diastolic function, within the three exposure nights, with a ratio
of 6,83 £2.26 for the control night, 721 +2.33 for MNokse60 and 7.83 £ 3.07 for Noise 120 (P=0.043).

Conclusi ighitir s 1o alrcraft noise with similar L. but different number of noise events, results in a comparable
worsuing of vascular function. Adverse effects of nighttime aireraft noise expeosure on cardiac function (diastelic
dysfunction) seemed stronger the higher number of noise events.
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Aircraft Noise Promotes the Biggest Killer in Australia

@ E s C . Eurepean journal of Preventive Cardiology (2023) 30, 1552-1553
European Society hitps:/idoi.org/10.109 3 eurjpc/zwad129
of Cardiclogy

Noise Impact
Aircraft noise and cardiovascular risk: are we

- witnessing an evolving risk factor of the future?
Cardiovascular

. . Remya Sudevan ®
D l Sea Se L I n k I S Health Scences Rescarch & Cardiology, Amrita Institute of Medical Sciences and Resarch Centre, Amrita Vishwa Vidyapeetham, Ponckiara Road, P O Edapally, Kochl, Keraly, 882041, India

Fairly Certain [

A ARy U AT LS AAAELA LRI AR R AR

changes have some similarities with those seen during space travel. Space

m travellers too have constant noise exposure that may be relevant in
F 2 prolonged exposure periods. Such prolonged noise exposure may have
. implications similar to that described for traffic noise. Both themes and
. their possible interactions are likely to be studied in more detail by future

research given the marked growth in air and space travel modes.

Volume 30, Issue 15 " . . - 5
Octaber 2022 In conclusion, we can be fairly certain about the detrimental impact of

aircraft noise on cardiovascular health. The efficacy of therapeutically

Sleep Disturbance Is A Killer, Not A Nuisance

There are good reasons to focus on quantity, quality, and timing. Those are the aspects of sleep that best
correlate with physical and mental health.

Sleep quantity predicts cardiovascular health (high blood pressure, heart attacks, strokes) so strongly, it
is included in the American Heart Association's Essential Eight factors to protect cardiovascular health
(alongside diet and exercise, among others).

Noise Impact

Sleep quality, or the lack thereof in the form of insomnia, is a risk factor for a variety of mental health
SI eep & conditions, including depression, anxiety, alcohol dependence, and suicide.

Regularising sleep timing is a newer focus in the field of sleep health, and has quickly emerged as important for
C a rd iova scu |a r all-cause mortality and other health considerations.

That is, people with the most iregular sleep die earlier, regardiess of cause, than those with the more
Health B i i

It is important to note, though, the measure of regularity in that study included mare than just sleep timing.
Nonetheless, sleep timing is a significant driver of sleep regularity.
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Noise Impact

Stroke

Noise Impact

Children’s
Learning

The Effect of Aircraft, Road, and Railway Traffic Noise on
Stroke — Results of a Case—Control Study Based on
Secondary Data

Anna Lene Seidler’?, Janice Hegewald', Melanie Schuber”, Verena Maria Weihofen', Mandy Wagner', Patrik Drige’, Enao Swart’,
Hajo Zeet™, Andreas Seidier’
'Institute and Polclinic of Occupational and Soctal Medicine, Faculty of Medicine Carl Gustav Carus, TU Dresden, Dresden, Germany, “NHMAC Cinical Trials
Certre, The University of Sydney, Australia, Instite of Social Medicine and Health Economics, Ofio-von-Guericke-Universty Magdeburg, Gemmany, “Department
of Prevention and Evaluation, Leibniz-hstifute for Prevention Research and Epidemiology — BIPS, Bremen, Germany, *Health Sciences Bremen, University of

Bremen, Germany
Abstract

Results:

For 24-h continuous aircraft noise exposure, neither increased risk estimates nor a positive linear exposure-risk
relation was found. However, stroke risk was statistically significantly increased by 7% [95% confidence intervals
(95%C1): 2-13%] for people who were exposed to <40 dB of 24-h continuous aircraft noise, but 26 events of
maximum nightly sound pressure levels 250 dB. For road and railway traffic noise, there was a positive linear
exposure-risk relation: Per 10 dB the stroke risk increased by 1.7% (95%CI: 0.3-3.2%) for road traffic noise and by
1.8% (95%C1: 01-3.3%) for railway traffic noise. The maximum risk increase of 7% (95%Cl: 0-14%) for road traffic
noise and 18% (95%C1: 2-38%) for railway traffic noise was found in the exposure category 265 to <70 dB.

Conclusion:

Thistarge case-control study indicates that traffic noise exposure may lead to an increase in strokerisk

2> - e s - - .
noise exposure is low, and thus highlights the rel of maxi noise levels for research and policies
Toise Emteaion.

Gambling with the Future of Children

Discussion

The most consistent effects of aireraft noise found in children
are cognitive impairments, though these effects are not
uniform across all cognitive tasks.!"*'] Tasks which involve
central processing and language comprehension, such as
reading, attention, problem solving and memory, appear to
be most affected by exposure to noise.'”'*!% In the Munich
study, a difficult word test, long-term recall of a text, and a
reading test were impaired by aircraft noise (24 hour values).
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Noise Impacts

Too Many
To ignore
Too Serious
To Ignore

Physiological responses to

noise
in blood p and pulse
* Few minutes: activation of the pituitary
{ACTH}- axis (stress h i

* Hours: inflammatory response
= Days to months: hyperiension, diabetes, obesity

= Years: hearl disease, stroke, increased mortality

Impact and mitigation of aircraft noise
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What Are the Health Impacts of Aircraft Noise Exposure

Aircraft noise exposure has been associated with various adverse health outcomes. In
the ANIMA project the impact of aircraft noise on human health and well-being was
reviewed for several health outcomes: cardiovascular diseases, sleep disturbance,
annoyance, cognition, mental health, hearing impairment and other adverse effects,
including adverse birth effects and metabolic diseases. Together, these are the crit-
ical and important health outcomes affected by environmental noise as mentioned
by the World Health Organisation’s (WHO) Environmental Noise Guidelines for the
European Region [76]. Within the ANIMA project a literature review was carried
out, including publications after the year 2014. We focused on very recent articles
as earlier publications are already evaluated by the WHO (see https://www.mdpi.
com/journal/ijerph/special_issues/WHO_reviews). The outcomes from the litera-
ture review are published in the report ‘Recommendations on noise and health
(Deliverable D2.3, [41]).

The WHO reviews as well as the ANIMA literature review demonstrate associa-
tions between long-term aircraft noise exposure and ischemic heart disease, annoy-
ance, reading and oral comprehension in school children as well as sleep distur-
bance during the night. In the ANIMA review. associations were made between
sleep disturbance, annoyance and certain long-term health outcomes, indicating that
self-reported sleep disturbance and annoyance may be mediators of adverse health
outcomes. In the following sections new findings on the effects of aircraft noise
exposure on different health outcomes are summarised.

More Health Research Urgently Needed

determine variances against presently defined acceptable human impact. It was determined that
most of the aircraft produced sound is not within the FAA criteria and that the portion that isn't
included causes harmful health effects. The frequencies that are the most significant component of
aircraft sound energy are low frequency (200 Hz and less) and infrasound (20 Hz and less).

| suggests that human tissue damage can occur from each flight event.

Experimentation demonstrated that aircraft produced infrasound and low frequency sound can
travel almost a mile with minimal attenuation and are not blocked by common construction

range of about 5-40 Hz, similar amplitude/intensity infrasound and low frequency sound is being
produced by each aircraft from approximately 4000 feet elevation and lower. This observation was
generalized along the flight path of ascending aircraft from takeoff and allowed a description of a
singular value of infrasound vibrational exposure beginning at the end of the runway to
approximately five miles from the airport. Sound emanates out from either side of the aircraft and
experimental data suggests a full exposure band of approximately one and a half miles wide.
Partial reduced vibration exposures occur outside of the primary exposure band.

Low frequencies less than 40 Hz were measured in the experiment's simulated human tissue and
this exposure range poses health concerns. These vibrations match natural human body
frequencies leading to human cell damage and the thickening of tissue (Alves-Pereira, 2007). A
serious health issue caused by this vibration is increased cardiovascular risk, which has been
identified near several airports throughout the world (Correia, 2013). This research strongly

_ material. These sounds readily pass through and into common dwellings. Within the frequency

NextGen navigation is the future of aviation and its implementation poses a special additional
health risk in that its application intentionally concentrates aircraft flight into tight corridors. This
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Four Useful References

L =

Aviation Noise Impacts
White Paper

State of the Science 2019: Aviation Noise Impacts

Review
Papers

Aviation Noise Impact Management pp 173-195 | Citeas

Homd » Aviation Noise Impact Management » Chapter
Impact of Aircraft Noise on Health

sarah Benz®, Julia Kuhlmann, Senja Jeram, Susanne Bartels, Barbara Oblenforst & Dirk
Scheckenberg

Chapter | Open Access | First Online: 31 January 2022

T303 Accesses | T Altmebric

Click iImages above or text below to open link

> Environmental Noise and Effects on Sleep: An Update to the WHO Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis

> Transportation noise pollution and cardiovascular disease

Page 54

APHA > Policy Statements and Advocacy » Policy Statements > Policy Stat it Database » Noise as a Public Health Hazard

Noise as a Public Health Hazard

Date: Oct262021 | Policy Number: 202115
Key Words: Occupational Health And Safety, Environment

Abstract
s e P . : Moise is unwanted and/or harmful sound, first recognized as a public health hazard in 19638.
1ce, but itis equally foolish to The Noise Control Act of 1972 declared that “it is the policy of the United States to
= T us t C promote an environment for all Americans free from noise that jeopardizes their health or
=l - welfare.” The promise of that legislation remains unfulfilled 50 years |later. Human exposure
ev i d ence. to harmful noise levels is widespread. Major sources include transportation, military aircraft
and combat operations, noisy recreational vehicles, industrial machinery, recreational and
leisure activities, outdoor power equipment, consumer products, and, possibly, wind
turbines. Loud noise causes hearing loss and tinnitus and can contribute to non-auditory
health problems. Chronic noise, even at low levels, can cause annoyance, sleep disruption,
and stress that contribute to cardiovascular disease, cerebrovascular disease, metabolic
disturbances, exacerbation of psychological disorders, and premature mortality. Noise
interferes with cognition and learning, contributes to behavior problems, and reduces
AZQUOTES achievement and productivity. The health of more than 100 million Americans is at risk,
with children among the most vulnerable. Noise-related costs range in the hundreds of
billions of dollars per year. Yet, the United States has no federal standards for non-
occupational noise exposure. Federal standards for occupational noise exposure from the
1970s address only hearing loss as an adverse health effect and do not apply to all workers
(e.g., those in agriculture and construction). Calls for action have gone largely unheeded.
This policy calls for national noise standards, enforcement, education, outreach, and action
on noise as a public health hazard. They are long overdue.

Page 55
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Current Approaches to Noise Management

v

VY Y

REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS

Noise regulation by CASA remains incomplete

Ministerial approvals require evidence
produced by the beneficiaries of projects
Environmental regulations omit noise
Impact “significance” levels are not defined
Safety considerations exclude citizens under
flight paths

.

F

THE ICAO BALANCED APPROACH

Government claims to follow international
practice

Reductions at source & land use planning are
ineffective or irrelevant for established airports

Operations management to reduce noise is
limited by runway orientation / location

Effective operational restrictions are ruled out

=]

AIRSERVICES NOISE PLANS

%
-

-

Failure to properly measure noise levels or
report in a meaningful way

No proper understanding of impacts

No goals for impact reduction or
understanding of appropriate noise levels
Flight path design provides limited relief
No focus on reducing total overfly

co
>
Ve

MMUNITY CONSULTATION |

Overall noise has increased not decreased |
Divisive noise sharing scheme is proposed |
instead of noise reduction

An ineffective/insulting complaints syste
Engagement is not genuine as outcome is
pre-decided to not limit operations

ICAOs “Balanced Approach” to Manage Aircraft Noise

Australia Claims to Follow International Standard “Best Practice”

Reduction at Source

This refers to manufacturer certification
of aircraft noise very close to the airport
under ideal conditions

Operating Restrictions

Allegedly used only as a last
resort if the previous methods
fail to deliver desired result after
a cost benefit analysis.

Includes curfews, movement
caps, , aircraft noise limits.

Noise Reduction
Sequence

Land Use Planning &
Management

This is useful for new infrastructure but
plays little role in established airports.

Secondary airports for each capital city
should be considered.

Noise Abatement
Operational Procedures

There are several noise abatement
procedures managed by Air Services
with little actual effect due to flight
path and airport and runway siting
close to residential areas
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Balanced Approach Step 1 - Key Points

> The industry's big promise of FUTURE reductions, without any goals or timelines. Industry buys new
planes for fuel efficiency, not noise reduction so it is in their interest to promise future reductions.

» The noise we hear doesn't just come from the planes: It is also caused also from the way they are flown.

> Itis claimed over the past 50 years individual aircraft have reduced their noise impact by 75% but this

Ic AO based upon manufacturers’ certified figures (EPNLAB) which are measured and computed as sound
pressure levels or sound energy. This has little relationship to perceived noise on the ground.

Noise Reduction At > People don't hear noise as sound energy but as degrees of loudness i.e sound intensity. Furthermore,
these measurements use A-weighting. A 15 decibel reduction on departure is only about 33% of the
Source reduction in loudness, not 75%.

> Most improvements took place between the 1960s and the 1990s. Improvement since 2000 has been
more limited. Reducing airframe noise is even more challenging.

5 1 AN O P,

> The CAA believes we can expect to see noise improvements arising from normal fleet renewal exercises
LONDON CITY'S CLAIMS ABOUT as alrllnes smtch from older types The |n|:lustr_v puts |mprovement as 0 1 or 0 2 decibels each year. It will

QUIETER PLANES UNDERMINED BY ITS

y Furthermore, many international and freight airlines use older noisier aircraft in Australia and we don't
know when these will be phased out.

> There is also a dramatic

increase in flight numbers more than compensating for the reductions in noise.

> Furthermore, there are ff 1 noi ion an | efficiency.... Which one will industry
voluntarily choose given that fuel costs are a significant proportion of their operations? Also a trade off
between noise and emission, different aspects of sustainable aviation.

sincril 53 b onily 2 or 3 decibels quicter than the equinalnt plises curronlly wsisg
the sirpert.

Balanced Approach Step 2 - Key Points

> Land Use Planning is useful for new infrastructure developments, but almost irrelevant for existing
airports where land has already been developed for residential use around the airport

> Land use planning is also largely irrelevant with new flight paths or airport expansioff: Or C! pacity
increases ’
Ic AO > Land use planning regulations are based on outdated noise {evels, fag nsored iodeling,
and are based on a not-fit-for-purpose EIS which almost comipletely i n arms-tafiumans

Land Use Planning > Noise is usually assessed using modeled calculations based dp seles dustry data, using a non-
validated model with opaque assumptions about traffic forecasts and aircraft types and noise levels.

» Historically these models dramatically underestimate the number and loudness of noise events, and data
is presented in a fragmented and misleading manner. (Examples are 2007 EIS in Brisbane and previously
hidden 2018 EA in Brishane, self assessed as ‘not significant’ changes’ based on completely arbitrary
assumptions of what constitutes a ‘significant impact’)

> The EA report, conducted entirely by the main beneficiaries of the “no significant impact” conclusion
stated that “Based on the above... referral to the Minister is not considered to be an appropriate course
of action”

> Public consultations are largely for show, rather than aiming to incorporate feedback into changes that
might reduce operational convenience.

55



Impact and mitigation of aircraft noise
Submission 9

Appendix 20: ICAO Approaches

ICAO

Noise Abatement
Operational
Procedures -1

Page 72

ICAO

Noise Abatement
Operational
Procedures -2

Balanced Approach Step 3 - Key Points

> Even if competently managed, these procedures have the capacity to make only small reductions
in noise which are more than compensated by increased air traffic over residential areas

» The procedures are limited by considerations of efficiency in reducing track miles and fuel bun

> They are limited by weather, wind, visibility, runway repairs , traffic management limitations of ATC
staffing etc.

> The main limitation of employing these operational procedures is on conflicting alrspaoe
requirements from different LGAs and over flight from neighboring airports - |
airspace design

> Operational practices which could cut aircraft noise
> ARRIVALS

» Continuous Descent Approach (CDA): Aircraft can descend in one of two ways: either in a step-by-
step fashion or using CDA. CDA can cut noise by between 2.5 and 5 decibels.

»~ Steeper descent angles e.g. 5% instead of 3% as standard. However, this still means aircraft are
under 4000 ft (noisy) even 13K from the airport, which encompasses major residential areas

»~ Delayed lowering of landing gear
» Minimum use of reverse thrust (full runway landings) and idling times

Balanced Approach Step 3 - Key Points

> Operational practices which could cut aircraft noise
> DEPARTURES
» Steeper rate of ascent after takeoff (also connected with full runway use not intersection

departures which airports like for convenience and maximum throughput). If a plane uses all its
power to climb steeply on leaving the runway, that will benefit some communities directly under

the flight path further from the airport. But it will:
< increase noise for people very close to the airport
+ increase air pollution levels in the vicinity of the airport F A
<+ will have a significant impact on the wear and tear of engines

<+ spread the noise so that communities living either side of the flight path up to a noise, and this
impacts more residents close to the airport who already have health damaging |
~ Performance based navigation can actually reduce the population overflown and allow for better
management of aircraft ascent, but makes the situation worse for residents under or near the
more narrowly utilized flight paths.

» Other methods include no intersection departures to maximize height before leaving airport
surrounds
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Balanced Approach Step 3: SODPROPS

> A claim which was being made even in 2019 by Brisbane Airport was that the proposed new
parallel runway (NPR) would allow MOST aircraft to arrive or depart over the water, rather than
flying over residential areas.

Ic Ao > SIMULTANEOUS OPPOSITE DIRECTION PARALLEL RUNWAY OPERATIONS
Noise Abatement ,
Operational cIry i = *
= Pk T et
Procedures -3A T e |
J Erilwrn u i martin |
/|
:"l —— _ | 0w
M A O

-

4 I FRRALLEL CHERATIONS

> This was how the NPR was sold to Brisbane. It was a lie as the limitations of weather, wind and
traffic make the use of SODPROPS impractical most of the time.

> Why: AIRCRAFT NEED TO TAKE OFF AND LAND INTO THE WIND UNLESS WIND SPEED IS UNDER
5KNTS

Page 74

Balanced Approach Step 3: SODPROPS

> SODPROPS required both runways to be operational, but there

ICAO

Noise Abatement are frequent runway repairs
Operational , SOFPROPS can only be used if traffic is under about 22 flights
Procedures -3B per hour (11 each way) even when conditions are otherwise
favourable, whereas BNE aims to handle over 100 flights per
SODPROPS FLIGHTS COMPARED TO TOTAL FLIGHTS % hour

5 ] SODPROPS can only be used when wind is under 5knots,
visibility is good, and runway is dry - this is rather a rare
combination of events in Brishane
w13 Currently only 3% of flights operate in SODPROPS mode, and
/"\ many of these over water flights then turn back over the city
-f

*
g oo |- = A statistic of 50% over the water flights promoted by BAC
3 would be approximately ZERO use of SODPROPS.

a0 |- 7 ﬁ-— e Currently, with inimal use of SDPROPS due to 65% prevailing
south winds, 65% depart over city and 35% arrive over city.

Pl L ) | a . =28 I 26 | The situation is reversed when winds are from the north.

124ul-0ec20 Jan-Jun21  Jul-Dec21 Jan-Jun22 Jul-Dec22 Jan-Jun2d Jul-Dec2d
Date Period 8 months
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SODPROPS COMPARISION TO TOTAL FLIGHTS
mmnmnezzess [l Total Flights per Month ©BFPCA

s e £y b e WA e

SHEESSEESSSS H SODPROPS Day
I SODPROPS Night

17300 17400
16900

17708

16936

15000

Flights per Month
-

igure 4: SO0DPROPS (red and blue) comparison to total fights (green). Data source.

Note that 50% flights over water corresponds to approximately zero use of SODPROPS

PERCENTAGE OF FLIGHTS OVER
i WATER (24 hour period)
BAC TARGET PERCENTAGE
20 (90-95%) -
.
[} h
2 :
E 70 T
:
. 3
50
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40
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Figure 3: Percentage of flights over water (24 hours). Data source.
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Appendix 23: IMPLEMENTATION FAILURES OF BALANCED APPROACH

Balanced Approach Implementation Failure

What does ICAO actually say?
r":::_/g’\
ould identify what are the mfn causesofnoise problemsand SQ\MQ
achieved. [Fthere is any difference betweenthe ol ivesand the evolutionofthe noise problem,
ICAO a problem exists. In the document it is also stated that Airports might have ditferent problems
regarding noise pollution, different waysto assessit and different objectives.

Balance‘j Apl?roa(:h ICAQ also defined the guidelines oise around airports, stating that a good metric is the
Implementatlon number of people affected b pecified noise index. A redumonofthenumberofpeoph

following the application of nois& abatement measuresshould also be considered real
could happen that more flights (and more noise) would be concentrated on a mi mple

NO EVIDENCE BASED RESEARCH NO METRICS NO GOALS NO SUCCESS IN STEPS 1.70 3

Balanced Approach Step 4 - Key Points

Balanced Approach - Implementation process

[07:10)

Balanced Approach
Implementation

BA IMPLEMENTATION PROCESS

Noise Noise Available  Cost- Selection of Implementation
assessment objective measures effectiveness measures  of measures

Notdone  Notset Limited Not done To fit narrative ~ Poor

-
IATA
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Appendix 24: Cost Effectiveness Studies Not Done As Required

t-Benefit Analysis of Operational Restrictions?

Cost Benefit Analysis

Summary Full text

The Augtralian Covernment is committed 1o the use of cost-benefit analysis (CBA) to assess regulatory preposals in order to

encourage better decision making. A CBA involves a systematic evaluation of the impacts of a regulatory proposal, accounting for

all the effects on the community and economy, not just the immediate or direct effects, financial effects or effects on one group. It

emphasises, 1o the eent possible, valuing the gains and losses from a regulatory proposal in Monatary terms.

A ket paitie g e (U b ot e e The purpose of this guidance note is to guide policy makers on the use of CBA for policy proposals. The note is relevant for policy
makers working on proposals made by both the Australian Government or o nmental decsi king bodies.
Attachment File type Size
Cost Benefit Analysis guidance note PDF 286 KB
st e
Cost Benefit Analysis guidance note DX 28402 KB

€ Back to Guidance on Assessing Impacts

79

Refining The Economic Argument for Aviation Expansion

There is no doubt that aviation is important for the economy, but industry sponsored Economic Impact Studies do not
consider the true public benefits of unrestricted operations since they ignore the direct and indirect public costs

Cheap use of public infrastructure and
requirement for infrastructure support

Job creation claims: 5% of state
employment. Many businesses working
with the airport do not have them as sole

client. Job projections false due to Direct and indirect subsidies including

automation. subsidizing losses, negligible fuel excise,
Tourism benefits to the economy ignore CLAIMED IGNORED gavernmentreeulation, Jmmigration e
the outbound tourism money that flows to o .

other jurisdictions and the costs of support PUBLIC PUBLIC Socialized costs of global warming and

particulate and other pollution on current

Airline fees are the lion's share of revenue, BENEFITS and future generations

but this is a cost borne by travellers and so
the public economic benefit is less.

COSTS

Socialized and compounding costs of
public health due to noise pollution, stress
and loss of productivity at work and school

Much of the claimed economic benefit is
NOT public benefit as it flows to
shareholders and is private profit.

MOSTLY PRIVATIZED MOSTLY SOCIALIZED

H
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Appendix 25: Community Engagement Failures

Social Engineering Replaces Noise Mitigation

Following failure to pem more than lip service to ICAOs Balanced Arrroach to reduce
aircraft noise harms, the Government has a plan to develop ‘social license’ for
increasing aircraft tilaerations without restriction (based on insincere consultation,
vague promises, and keeping hope alive of benefits in the )

++ AirServices is a business paid by the industry whose noise is related to theirincome

++ The so called Noise Action Plan (NAP) aims to reduce noise “impacts” without limiting
operations in any way, or without properly measuring or defining the “impacts”

H i <+ The NAP has no clear goals, no metrics, no research into noise limits or thresholds and no
AI rserVIces clearly defined outco%es, or future traffic projections over the city
Com mun |ty ++ Datais presented in an incomplete and fragmented manner: It is difficult to determine
personal impacts of any options proposed: choose harm A, B or C!
Engage ment ++ The noise complaints process is complex and slow
Theatre +» Complaints are ‘cleansed’ (1 per person) and no action results from them
< giorisgltations are divisive to the community: which area will suffer the next round of noise
als

% The method of designing flight paths is only vaguely specified and appears to be based
mftf)_sgly on operational convenience, and avoiding restrictions, and aviation safety and
efficiency

++ There is reporting of options but no reporting of outcomes and no accountability
++ Suicide and mental health consultations are offered to affected residents who complain

“ The main strategy (‘noise sharing’) does not aim to reduce noise impacts, merely to share
them among different communities. That is deeply unethical.

Noise Complaints Are Artificially Low © Why Not More Complaints?

» How to make a complaint is not obvious

“Brishane Airportis a 24-hour operating airport, and'no curfew applies. In
terms of frequency, flights are scheduled by the airport and the airlines to
meet demand.

» Understanding the over flight noise issue
takes more time than most people have

» The process of complaining is difficult and

Airservices has no oversigiitof flight schedules and is not able to force ‘valid reasons’ must be given

airlines to schedule flights for any particular time, Our organisation has 7o

powersto place operating restrictions oniairports, nor are we involved in
flight scheduling.

Your 26 March dated complaint also raised concems about the decibel

levels when you indicated an aircraft flying at 73 decibels over your location
at2:32 am.

With regard to decibel levels, Airservices use a Noise and Flight Path
Monitoring System (NFPMS) to collect noise and flight path data at a
number of airports around Australia.

Noise monitoring is not undertaken to determine compliance with aircraft
noise regulations as there are o regulations which specify.a maximunm.
noise.fevel for airerart.”

» Only one complaint is allowed per person -
multiple complaints are ‘cleansed’

» The wait time for a reply is months, if any
reply is provided

# No action results from the complaint other
than a letter essentially saying that there is
no basis for the complaint

~ Many people just accept the noise, even if
they find it disturbing, not knowing the harm

~ Politicians report that this is a significant
problem when they talk to constituents
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Appendix 26: Noise Management Preliminary Requirements

Some Needed Preliminaries for Noise Management

NOISE MONITORING
Noisde metrics and recommended levels
Proper real time noise monitoring network

NOISE IMPACT RESEARCH
Extent (noise mapping; population affecte
Effects (health & productivity) COMMUNITY
. INDUSTRY
ECONOMIC IMPACT MODELLING _ R i DataYaRdation

Impacts, Costs, Benefits of current policy

SOLUTIONS MODELLING
Cost /benefits / risks of e.g.
Curfews, noise regulation, caps etc.

Proper Dialogue

Now Noise Mitigation Is Subservient to Efficiency

Operational efficiency for airports has

dictated infrastructure designs based on
maximum throughput at least cost PN’-M“GM

Operational efficiency for airlines has meant
reducing track miles by taking the most

direct routes FOCUS ON

. ,
e /
. : SAFETY, CNOI[S:E II M EAC-TSt
| ompletely subservien

CASA has narrowly defined aircraft safety as & DEERATIONAE
that of the machine and passengers,/crew /
only, and does not consider the effect of its
operation on the general public /

EFFICIENCY, to opertional efficiency
EXPANSION

and safety as defined

Flight path design is dependent on existing
infrastructure and is paid for by the airines

Noise management has a trade-off with efficiency of flight paths, fuel efficiency and operations. Industry has a strong vested
interest in safety and fuel efficiency (new aircraft) but no such interest in noise management while costs can be socialized.
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Appendix 27: Industry Resistance to Regulation with Refutations

Brisbane Airport Warns Greens Curfews Will Cost $1.5 Example' One-Sided Economic
Billion N
e g s o i e il dr  Quntand egorlcoita  rers et o g | mpa ct Claims

—————_— P

@ First order thinking

<+ Impact on airport operations at night affects fewer jobs,
fewer flights and less income due to much lower traffic

“* Not all the jobs would be lost as claimed, and not all
jobs are a FTE as contractors have multiple clients and
staff may not work full time on BAC related work

+“+ Some of the night flights could be rescheduled, thus not
causing significant loss

<+ Proper time would be available for frequent runways
maintenance

«+ The decline in regional flights Is unsupported

“* Increased cost of flying is not supported

B sy
. 8 night curtew eap at Brishans Akpert would T “* Inconvenient schedules is laughable
cost AUSLS billkan and result in 16,000 job losses, according te independent
financial modeling.
: —— " < The social cost of night flights due to sleep deprivation
= Elizabal 3 rty.
pushing for the retrictions, which would limit fights to 45 per hour and Is extreme and well researched

impese & curfew betwesn 2200 and 0B:00.

& The modsling also predicts a decline in regional flights and passenger

+“* Many airports operate successfully with curfews for the

mmmml:'mm m:amm"" NGTE = DET“" 3 ﬂF BA[ STUBY I-HWE sake of their communities
cancallations, dalays, incomventent schedules, and higher airfares for BEEN REQUESTED BUT NOT RELEASED
passangars. “* Unnecessarily politicized

> Annual Aviation Noise Costs for Brisbane Estimated $3bn
> (productivity and health losses from aircraft noise)

Parallel
Brisbane
Study

Noise Annoyance, Sleep Disturbance, Productivity Losses, Disease - Estimated Socialized Costs
‘Externalities’ borne by Communities (2023) BAC's Impact Qld. v Noise Costs 2019 & 2041 (projected)

o Annual Air BAC Claimed = Community
DALYs Lost ~13,880/annum Movements  Contribution  Health Cost
Severely afflicted cost = ~$11,843/person/annum
2019 213,000 ~$4.3 bn ~3.9bn

2041 380,000 ~$8 bn ~~8bn

path data (2022) from Belgian aviation authorities, health and other cost data from WHO Europe’s database, population 1.3 million (half
pate: ~220,000 people suffer annoyance (4,830 DALYs), ~ 109,000 sleep disturbance (6,000 DALYs), ~6,800 cardiovascular risks (6,800
th-economic cost/annum : annoyance EUR 0.578 bn, sleep disturbance EUR 1.007 bn, cardiovascular risk EUR 0.900 bn = Total EUR
m). Severely afflicted people: Brussels EUR 7,402/ person/annum, ~AUD 11,843/person/annum.
S. Brussels, ENVISA 2023. Brisbane Airport data from BAC Master Plan (2020)
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Appendix 28: Aircraft Noise Regulation: Need For New Frameworks

Tackling Aircraft Noise Pollution

Prioritizing noise mitigation in populated areas and considering social -environmental justice aspects of flight paths is especially important.

IMPROVED OPERATIONAL PRACTICES? BETTER TECHNOLOGIES
O Advancements in design reduce aircraft noise by 0.2 dB each
year, but reductions are offset by the increase in traffic
3 Engine design for improved fuel efficiency may also
more engine noise.

o Example' Steaperﬂignt paths + continuous desgent reduces noise and

O Airtraffic control of a f
O PBN flight paths more e

STRICTER RULES ON NOISE! INFRASTRUCTURE MODIFICATIONS REDUCE AIR TRAFFIC
Q Nk N_I'J HOISF ATNIGHT g O To allow operations without residential overfly, O Change the fantasy growth mindset of a highly
a ::!se rnorut?nng ohllgato am:na alrpo_lts infrastructure impr nts may be ¥ polluting industry: frequent flyer / noise taxes
SEloR y/publicly avallabis O Newpla nnlng for secondary airports away from city O Banning night fights, heavy long-haul flights,
O Allowed ced to at least WHO : 4 :

u!mniczﬁﬁﬁi ' EE -haul &
dB Lden and 40dB Lnight) & private jet Ewﬂﬁ

O Developing transport altematives

The regulator is paid by industry and Eheia eninCas e Imporar

therefore this is a clear example of
regulatory capture

Politicians have direct benefits from
the industry and the aviation and
tourism lobby has been very
effective at promoting their one-

and has extensive privileges, both
direct and indirect (fuel tax,
infrastructure, direct subsidies etc.).

Due to the technical nature of
aviation it is difficult to regulate via
managing processes, and there has

been a regulatory vacuum in all

sided growth narrative. i areas except direct safety.

THE ROOT CAUSE IS NOISE FROM RESIDENTIAL OVERFLY
NOISE HARMS ARE SOCIALIZED NO NOISE REGULATIONS GROWTH & EFFICIENCY PRIORITIZED
While all costs of noise and other The industry and government have not There is an attempt to deal with noise,
pollution can be socialized, the assessed noise impacts and framed NOT by limiting it, but through
industry will not put their growth as essential for the economy, ‘education’ & consultation even as the
considerable creativity &expertise to along with the alleged inevitability and pursuit of aviation growth causes
mitigate this harm. euphemized nuisance-only value of noise. A e
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Appendix 29 Operational Restrictions Through Curfews

Operations Management As Proxy For Noise Management

No Traffic Restrictions v
b |
Operational
Modifications s
Flight Path Changes &
Noise Sharing W

Almost completely ineffective

4/1/2024

Curfews

Not the preferred
mode in ICAOs
balanced
approached, but a
necessary limitation
where airports are
close to cities and
other noise
abatement
measures do not
work

; Two Paths

Scheduling
. Modifications
Same Population
Affected More In Daytime

Frequent

No Noise Regulations

Noise Harms Continue to be Socialized

100

Curfews are Limiting but Not Impracticable

light fiying restrictions are common at airports in Europe [#enfeaten m2dedl pogt airparts in Germany have
estrictions and curfews during the night 52 edec] Sayeral night fiying restrictions including full night fight
1ans have been introduced in order 1o ensure that residents living near airports can sieep at night. oot s e
» Budapest Ferenc Liszt Alrport, Hungary: A night flight ban between midnight and 5:00 was
introduced in August 2019 by agreement between the city of Budapest and the Ministry of Transp - ] yu)

& B S ———————
Nearby residents received a govemment subsidy to install soundproof windows, ™) i | —
« Cologne Bonn Airport, Germany: In April 2012, the of North Rhine- ia introduced a - A

[TV L
Example; Night fiying reskictions at &
German airports, data from 2006

night flight ban for passenger aircraft from midnight until 05:00 %

+ El Palomar Airport, Argentina: in 2019, an adminisirative court in Buenos Aires imposed a night-time flight
ban. !4

» Frankfurt Airport, Germany: In October 2011, the Supreme Court of Hesse imposed a ban on night flights between 23:00 and 05:00. This decision
was upheld by the Federal Administrative Court in Leipzig in April 20120 During the moming and evening periods (2200-2300 and 0500-0600) a
liméted number of fights are allowed, providing they comply with ICAQ Chapler 4 noise reguiations. Further restrictions apply to noisier aircraft [

« London airports: The night restrictions for Heathrow, Gatwick and Stansted define a night period, 2300-0700 hours, and a night quota period,
2330-0600 hours. During the night period, the noisiest types of aircraft (classified as QCM, QC/E or QCME under the Quota Count system) may
not be scheduled to land or to take off (other than in the most exceptional circumstances, such as an emergency landing). in addition, during the
night quota period movements by most other types of aircraft (including the new QCI0.25 category) will be restricted by a movements limit and a
noise quota, which are set for each season.

« Zurich Airport, Switzerland: A strict night-time curfew has been in force since 20 July 2010 between 23:30 and 6:00; the time between 23.00 and
23:30 may only be used to reduce backiogs of delayed fights 1l

:‘} Curfews & Caps
" 4

Emphasis on Day Noise Some benefit from relief for residents at night.
Reduction Reduced But still not a long term solution.
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Appendix 30: Direct Noise Regulation - An Idea To Explore

The Paradigm Shift : Regulate Noise Not Operations

Emissions has a target, noise is similar

BASIS OF ESG GROWTH OF INDUSTRY SET EARLY

QUALITY
OF LIFE
ENHANCED

REDUCED LOW RESIDENTIAL
OVERFLY AND NOISY PLANES
CAPS /CURFEWS NOT MANDATED

DAYTIME AND NIGHT TIME NOISE LEVELS
DONE ON THE BASIS OF IMPACT RESEARCH
IMPLEMENTED IN STAGES

« [Establish appropriate levels and monitoring

« Safety is not compromised and residents support growth

INDUSTRY SELF REGULATES AND IS MONITORED
* Industry chooses right modifications to operations

* May change infrastructure, planes, schedules to comply

OUTCOMES BASED DIRECT NOISE REGULATION

« [Establish appropriate levels and monitoring

* No need to regulate operations - industry's expertise

Outcomes-Based ESG: Industry Self-Regulates Technicals J

AIM OUTCOME

Appropriate Growth In a
Competitive Environment
for Maximum Benefit to
Travellers, National
Interest & Industry

afety Is Not
Compromised
Efficiency Is Industry
Controlled But Consistent
With ESG Limitations

Regional LGA Decides
Appropriate Level AB C
Depending On Traffic & [

Development Needs
(Consultation Required)

NEEDS

Provide Incentives For
Regional Connectivity
Develop Altemative
Transport

Integrated National
Airspace and Traffic
Control - Safety &
Efficiency Focus

Set ESG Limits, Monitoring
& Enforcement Depending
On Health & Social
Research (not merely
operational convenience)

GOVERNMENT ROLE

Provide Financial Support for adapting ESG
Help Optimize Future Operations With Relative
Certainty
Focus on MNoise Monitoring, Airspace and
Navigation Security

Leave Technical Operations to the Airports &
Airlines (self interest in efficiency and safety)
Difficult to Regulate Highly Technical Processes
Integrated Flight Path Design by AirServices

lution Regulations
s Required
Cost Benefit Studies Determine Action
(Consultation not required for high traffic areas)

Costs of operation are no longer socialized but industry has freedom to apply their technical expertise to efficient profitable development




Appendix 31: Staged Noise Regulations
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Staged Noise Regulations: What might happen?

Low Residential Overfly With Noisy Aircraft Will Be Directly Reduced

Initially a curfew becomes

inevitable given existing
infrastructure but could
change in the future

Reconsideration of cross

runway & airport operations, 0o
noise taxes, schedules etc. vs
ocus on new duty free shops

Serious attempt to improve
flight path design/navigation
& operationalize SODPROPS
and ethical noise sharing

Brishane Airport will NOT become unviable, and industry will find a way forward to maximize their revenue, while the public interest is
protected. Industry handles the technical matters, not regulators, and regulators monitor and mandate social interest, not industry.

Industry’s Counter Arguments - Cry Catastrophe!!

OF COURSETHERE WILL BEIMPACTS SINCETHE COST OF NOISE TO HEALTH AND PRODUCTIVITY IS CURRENTLY SOCIALIZED
But require evidence including models, data, and full disclosure of assumptions in public cost benefit, not impact studies

@

Travel costs to rise,
airlines cancel flights,
shortages of essential
goods like medicines

d

Travel costs: operations
costs not increased, only
profits decreased.

Some night flights
cancelled if uneconomic,
some rescheduled.

Night flights not
essential for most goods

Connectivity to regions
will be lost and regional

There is no argument for
this other than convenience

@

Loss of economic growth
will affect everyone, and
thousands of jobs will be
lost

&

Proper cost benefit
studies will provide the
basis for the public cost,
sustainability, and ethics
debate about aviation.

Full figures on job growth
released

@

Safety and profitability of
the industry will be
affected. Competition
reduced.

&
Effective curfews and
caps probably enhance
safety, not reduce it.
Competition with
overseas airports without
curfew?

@

Impractical for operations.

Never been tried.
Environmental footprint wi
increase from longer track
miles

&

The only ethically
sustainable way forward.
There should be both
noise and environmental
limits constraints.
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Appendix 32: Observations on A Way Forward

Key Recommendations for Mitigation of Aviation Noise Harms

nVoise Monitoring & Mapping .Estabhsh Safe Thresholds

1.
2.

3.

4.

Confirm appropriate metrics
N50/N60/N70 of Lmax airport noise
contours

Verify models against actual monitored
data along flight paths

Include full frequency spectrum of
sound including infrasound

nMainr vs Regional vs GA Settings

1.

2.

Regional Airports due to lower traffic
might operate relatively the same
Different settings if necessary after
flight path community consultation

GA training private flights included
Genuine emergency flights (not routine

ES flights) excluded

n(:onﬁrm Monitoring & Operations n
3 5 L
1

2.

Review research on harms of night time
awakening & disturbance levels
Review research on noise disturbance
and health, productivity losses

Verify harm levels in local studies
Redefine Aircraft Safety to include
operational safety of the public

Noise monitoring and enforcement
penalties established

AirServices to integrate flight paths
and determine operations causing
least disruption to operations

PR to explain a ‘user pays’ principle

_instead of socializing major costs

B
1.

odel Effects of Noise Limits

Perform full cost benefit studies of
different noise limits to establish C-B-
risk ratios in economic terms
Consider ethics & sustainability to set
initial and final noise limits in steps
Include new secondary airports
altemative transport plans

Determine Government Actions

As per 3, appropriate support for
industry to adapt to genuine ESG
operation established

Set regulatory/ implementation
guidelines

Infrastructure redevelopment of existing
airports fast-tracked + new sel:ondary
airports for night/freight

Important To Focus On Action Now Not Vague Future Promises
Industry promises ,when actualized, can increase their operations within the noise limits proposed

1 P8 DayCaps FB  Monitoring P8 Regulation 5

N I
To work through all necessary  Interim Caps imposed to limit  Development of evidence based Development of regulatory Staged implementation with
steps with CB studies will take operations over areas with criteria, installation of fr rk for ESG ti government support to areas of
time. more than 100 flights perday  monitors, preparation of noise  with input from all stakello[ders industry most affected.
An interim curfew, although an over 60dB. maps, confirmation of and research and modelling
operating restriction can Operations management to Australian research program. (validated and assumptions Planning for secondary night
provide immediate relief to the reduce overall flight noise clear). time and freight airport
most affected residents. * instead of ‘sharing it' without infrastructure, and alternative
reductions. short haul options with part

ADDITIONAL NOTES government funding.

O Suggested noise targets for airports: 0 night flights* over 55dB and less than 50 day flights 65dB at all times using Lmax (C)

0O Lead based avgas should be phased out within 3 years. Training circuits over residential areas moved to more remote airports,
and private flights should be severely limited if they create residential noise.

O Emergency services and essential flights exempted, but pilots instructed to minimize noise and routine ES flights limited to
daytime hours

O * More suitable time period for night noise limitations is 9:30 to 6:30am. Families do not go to bed at 10pm like clockwork, fall
asleep instantaneously and wake exactly at 6am - that is assuming people are robotic figures to fit operation convenience.
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Appendix 33: Final Thoughts

Dutch court says the government must do more to rein in noise pollution
at Amsterdam'’s busy airport

Mie Corer | AP § { 20032024
THE HAGLE, The Duteh g has Wy pul the intevests of the aviation seclor above those of

peopie who live near Schiphol Airport, one of Europe's busiest aviation hubs, a Dutch court ruled Wednesday, saying that the
treatment of local residents amounts 1o a breach of Europe’s human rights convention.

“The state has always prioritized the *hub lunction’ and the growth of Schiphol,” The Hague District Court said, as it ordered
authorities to do mare to rein in noise pollution,

The court ruling was the Iatest development in long-running efforts to rein in noise pollution and nuisance caused by the
airport on the outskirts of Amsterdam. Late last year, the government shehved plans to rain in fights following protests fram
countries including the United States and wamings that the move could breach European law and aviation agreements.

“The judge’s decision is crystal clear. more atiention must be paid to local residents and the reduction of noise poliution, That
was already the government’s commitment, and we will study the verdict.” the ministry for infrastructure and water said in a
written response.

The national public heaith institute estimates that asound 253,000 people in the Netherands experience "serious nuisance™
from aircraft flying over the densely populated country.

Wednesday's cour! ruling ordered the government lo properly enforce existing noise pollution laws and regulations within a
yearand to provide “practical and efective legal protection for all people who experience serious nconvenience or sieep
disturbance due o air traffic to and from Schiphol™

The organization that brought the case, called The Right to Profection from Aircralt Nuisance, welcomed the ruling.

“Tha court ruied that the state did not properfy weigh interests: economic inferests have abways bean central, local residents
were lowest in the pecking order. That is no longer allowed.” it said, adding that the group and its lawyers were “extremely
satisfied” with the decision.

Schiphol said in a statement that it is working toward reducing noise pollution

“Like these local residents, we want aviation to cause less nuisance. Al the same time, we want the Netherdands to remain
connected to the rest of the world, but quieter, cleaner and better.” the airport said in a written statement.

Among measures the airport is proposing are closing at nighttime and banning the noisiest planes.

“This will lead to a reduction in the number of people experiencing noise nuisance. In the short term, it is in any case important
o have legislation that gives clarity to both local residents and the aviation sector. That is also the judge’s verdict today,”
Sehiphol added.

Socially Responsible & Profitable Goals Mutually Exclusive?

Industry Profits are expanded by privatizing the benefits,
getting more subsidies and exemptions, and socializing
the costs. Industry has shown that they are unwilling to
self-regulate for these reasons.

\ Regional growth is not curtailed by ESG operations of the
GROWTH AT + '| TOTAL industry as claimed. Their economic impact studies are
PROTECTIONISM completely one sided and self-serving.
Regions face different problems and could have different
levels of regulation within an ESG framework

ALL COSTS

Responsible operations will mean that society does not
pay for hidden costs of aviation operations, a situation
which will get untenable in the future.

Social license to operate should not be either by mandate
or fake community consultation and ‘education’

Useful ESG Proposals
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