McMahon, Rosalind (SEN)

From: Robert Noga [RoberiNoga@hiapl.com.au]
Sent: Tuesday, 13 February 2007 10:43 AM
To: RRAT, Committee (SEN)

Subject: Adrports Amendment Bill - Submission

importance: High

Committee Secretary
Senate Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport Committee

Department of the Senate

Dear Sir, Madam,

| refer to the recent submissions received by, and hearings before, the Committee, in relation to the above Bill.

Qur Company has read the submissions and transcripts, and notes with concern that an inaccurate porirayal of the issues
surrounding the daveiopment of a shopping centre at Hobart Airport appears to have been created.

Dlease find attached an electronic copy of a letter being posted today. We would be pleased if the letter and attachments
could be distributed to the Committee members.

We remain of the view that a discussion with the Commitiee may be beneficial to elaborate on the points made, and any other
areas of concern the Commitiee may have,

Yours sincersly,

Robert Noga

Manager Commercial & Corporate Affairs
General Counsel/Company Secretary
Hobart International Airport Ply Lid

Phione {(+61) 03 6216 1830

Fax (+61) 03 6248 5540

Mobile:(+61) 0418 120 857

Address: Box 1 Strachan St, Hobart International Airport, Cambridge, Tasmania 7170, Australia

This email is intended only o be read or used by the addressee.

It is confidential and may contain legatly privileged or confidential information.

1f you are not the addressee indicated in this message (or responsibie for delivery of the message to such person),

you may not copy or deliver this message to anyone, and you should destroy this message and kindly notify the sender

by reply email or by telephone in Ausfralia +(61) 03 6216 1800

Conficentiality and legal privitege are not waived or lost by reason of mistaken delivery to you,

Hobart International Airport Pty Lid does not guarantee that any attached files are frae from computer viruses or other defects.

Hobart international Airport Pty Lid
ABN 27 0BG 218 777

visit HIAPL online at http:/Awww hobartairpl.com.au
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Representations by Relevant Local Governments

In its submission (page 2) the Council of Capital City Lord Mayors (CCLM) states that:
“..perpetuation of cost shifting onto local government through current arrangements relating
to DFOs on airport land sorely tests the spirit of this Agreement..” (CCIM Inter-
governmental Agreement).

The submission appears to represent that the Hobart City Council is an aviation municipality.

The Hobart City Council is not the local authority for Hobart Airport. The City of Clarence is
the relevant local authority. The City of Clarence and the other Council adjoining Hobart
Airport (Municipality of Sorell) are home to 33% of the residents of the Greater Hobart Area,
and a substantial commercial centre (Rosny) whose future growth is severely constrained by a
lack of developable land.

In actual fact the CCLM and the Hobart City Council have no authority to speak on behalf of
the Clarence City Council, or the Municipality of Sorell. Neither the Clarence City Council
nor the Municipality of Sorell has voiced opposition to any aspect of the shopping centre
development on Hobart Airport, and in fact strongly supports such development (sce
attachments).

Rates and Infrastructure

In its submission {(page 1) the CCCLM states that ... CCCLM encourages the Commitice 1o
consider the matter of charging commercial developments on airport land the equivalent of
rates and developer charges...”

HIAPL has always regarded the payment of rates to the Clarence City Council as a sign that
both organisations are prospering. The parties have a long standing written agreement to have
new developments pay rates immediately on completion.

The proposed shopping centre development at Hobart Airport does not require any headworks
to be undertaken by the Clarence City Council. HIAPL and the developer Austexx Pty Lid are
meeting all infrastructure costs, which incidentally have the benefit of allowing the Clarence
City Council to open significant privately owned land parcels, adjacent to the Airport, for
development.

HIAPL and the Clarence City Council consistently work together, promoting regional
economic and financial growth in the Greater Hobart Region. For example, the Cambridge
area in which Hobart Airport is located is not sewered. Hobart Airport is sewered, with its
own treatment plant. The Clarence City Council and HIAPL have agreed to jointly fund
(capital and recurrent) a wastewater treatment plant and effluent re-use scheme for the
Cambridge District, on the Airport. This will enable the Council to further develop its District,
extend its effluent re-use scheme, and enable the Airport to decommission its treatment plant
and use a Class A facility {with the consequent environmental benefits). Contrary to mainfand
experience, HIAPL and its local Council work together.

)




There are a number of issues raised in the Hobart City Council Submission that the Hobart
Intemnational Airport wishes to discuss.

Major Development Plans

In its evidence to the public hearings, the representatives of the Hobart City Council (HCC)
stated that the position of the Clarence City Council was “betwixt and between”. The attached
media extracts belie this assertion.

In its evidence to the Committee (page 27 transcript) Hobart City Council stated that “the
information to be provided (in the drafi exposure of the MDP)...is inadequate to make an
informed assessment ...about particular aspects of the development” Hobart City Council does
not support this assertion with any evidence as to what exactly was inadequate. The Council’s
submission to Hobart International Airport Pty Ltd is also unhelpful in this aspect.

Hobart City Council claims this “represents a denial of natural justice”. What was not
explained to the Committee is that HIAPL offered to provide the Hobart City Council with a
copy of all consultant reports (apart from the Economic Impact Statement), and to make a
briefing on the draft MDP for the proposed development, to the Council’s management and

Aldermen. This opportunity was not accepted.

Secondly, Hobart City Council raised the issue of regional impacts, however, we would draw
the Committee’s attention to our earlier comments as to what exactly constitutes “the region™,
in the compact area that is Greater Hobart.

Thirdly, Hobart City Council stated (page 27) “submissions to a major development plan are
made to the proponent to the development (who) has the opportunity to summarise all
submissions before forwarding that summary to the department...this represents a conflict of
interest and a denial of natural justice and introduces concerns of bias”.

These statements either distort the truth or reveal a misunderstanding of the planning regime
under the current Airports Act. There is no denial of natural justice. The Act requires ALCs to
prepare and advertise, in effect, a planning application. The public have the opportunity to
comment on it. Given that it is the ALC’s draft MDP, natural justice (as indeed does the Act
itself) dictates that the ALC should have the right to respond to the public comments. When
eventually sent to the Ministers for Environment and Heritage and Transport and Regional
Services, the draft MDP remains just that, a draft. It is the Minister for Transport and
Regional Services, following expert advice, who gives the draft MDP any status, if accepted.

Hobart City Council appears to fail to understand that when the draft MDP is forwarded to the
Minister it goes with the Council’s comments and the ALC’s response. The ALC has no
participation in the formal assessment process or approval.

In his evidence, Hobart City Council failed to indicate to the Committee that HIAPL had
directly advised the Council (twice) that we would be forwarding all the public submissions
received to the Minister (in full). We have no objection to the Act being changed to make this
compulsory. After all, HIAPL and Austexx Pty Ltd have nothing to hide.

The Hobart City Council’s submission and evidence indicates that we may not treat the public
submissions seriously, We would inform the Comumittee that it is now over 4 months since the




Conclusion

HIAPL is very concerned about the quality of information presented at the public hearings
regarding Hobart Airport, and seeks this opportunity to present a view from the airport
perspective, and address the numerous errors in other submissions.

We are aware of the united approach by some local governments and associations across
Australia to seek additional rate revenues, and try to control land use planning at
Commonwealth leased airports. It would appear such an agenda has been taken up by the
Hobart City Council when quite clearly the Council responsible the Airport (Clarence City
Council) fully supports HIAPL in its desire to promote the region, develop the aviation
infrastructure as the major aviation gateway to Tasmania, and provide much needed local
infrastructure, such as a regional sewerage scheme.

We trust this letter of clarification provides sufficient information regarding the major
development issues surrounding the Airport. We also request that, if possible, we would like
to elaborate on any of these points with the Chairman and Committee members. If time is not
available for a direct meeting in Canberra, we would appreciate the opportunity for a short
telephone conference to address these responses and any additional queries.

We thank the Committee for its deliberations and the chance to submit this letter of
clarification to it.

Y ours sincerely,

Wayne Tucker
Chief Executtve Officer
Hobart International Airport Pty Ltd
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