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27 July 2010

Committee Secretary

Senate Standing Committee on Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport
PO Box 6100

Parliament House

Canberra ACT 2600

Dear Sir/Madam

Alrport Amendment Bill 2010

Thank you for the opportunity to make this submission to the Senate Standing Committee on Rural -
and Regional Affairs and Transport in relation to the Alrports Amendment Bill 2010 (Bill).

This submission sets out certain matters in the Bill about which we are particilarly concerned. We
also note that Essendon Airport Pty Ltd is 2 member of the Australian Airports Association and we:
understand that the AAA has made, or will be making; a more detailed submission regarding the Bill
and its impact on the operation of airports and aviation activity generally,

Before setting cut.our concerns regarding particular provisions of the Bill,  would like to raise 2 key
issues:

e Firstly, that-the development and planning process proposad by the Bill would make on-
airport planning more expensive and protracted than it already is, and would disadvantage
Essendon Airport and the businesses operating from it when compared with surrounding
sites; and '

e The provisions of the Bill which require an MDP for alterations to runways are far too
broad and would adversely impact on the safe and efficient operation of airports.

Master Plan amendments

The Bill proposes 2 number of amendments to the matters to be addressed in a Master Plan, which
will add to the regulatory burden to be borne by airports in their preparation!. This includes the
requirement to provide information on the likely effect of proposed developments on the local and
regional community; including an analysis of how the proposed development fits within the planning
schiemnes for the commercial and retzil developrent in the area that is adjacent to the airport.
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We would hope that this does not signify an intention to deny development that may adversely
impact on developments outside the airport, simply because a development is located within the
boundaries of the airport.

As a separate matter, we also note that the Victorian Planning Scheme does not allocate zoning to
Essendon Airport, there is no Airport Overlay or other notation to alert owners of adjacent land
that development in areas surrounding the Airport are affected by Commonwealth Law (such as the
Airports Act 996, Civil Aviation {Building Control) Regulations {998 or the Airports (Protection of Airspace}
Regulations 1996). If planning matters affecting airports are to be properly regulated, the inclusion
within Planning Schemes of appropriate Airport Overlays needs to be addressed.

Runway modifications and changes to flight paths

The Bilt introduces the requirement for a major development plan for altering a runway in any way
that changes the flight paths or the patterns or levels of aircraft noise?. The drafting as currently
proposed is far too broad and fails to consider that routine aviation related maintanance activities
often result in temporary closure of a runway and changes to the arrival approach and departure
path of aircraft.

Routine aviation related activities include patch repair of runways, taxiways and aprons, crack
sealing, runway resurfacing, line marking, jet blast protection and the repair, maintenance and
upgrade of aviation navigation aids, The timing of these activities may be imposed by regulatory
authorities. [t is impractical for an airport-operator to apply for an MDP in these circumstances and,
if required to do so, would likely adversely impact on the safe operation of the airport, or
necessitate the cosure of the airport until the need for, or approval of, an MDP is determined.

Further, the need to close runways or change flight paths (on a temporary or permanent basis) may
arise due to the requirements of third parties in relation to infrastructure located on or near the
airport site. As an example, Essendon Airport expects that it will need to temporarily restrict
access to both of its runways to facilitate the upgrade of a major water supply pipeline by Melbourne
Water Corporation. The requirement to either prepare an MDP, or apply for an exemption to the
requirement to obtain an MDP, to undertake the maintenance, replacement or installation of critical
community infrastructure would result in unnecessary delays and expenditure,

An airport may also be required to shorten a runway on a temporary or permanent basis if an
obstacle is erected outside the airport that impacts on “Prescribed Airspace”, notwithstanding Part
5 of the Airports Act {996 and the Airports (Protection of Airspace) Regulations [996. Where this does
oceur, the airport may be required to shorten the runway until the obstacle is removed to ensure
the safe operation of the aerodrome.

Further, changes to a runway may be dictated by amendments to the Manual of Standards for
Aerodromes and other rules and regulations that apply to aerodrome standards, or where an

* Scheduie |, Part 2, lterm 40



Page 3

aerodrome is altering its infrastructure to meet current standards.  In the case of changes imposed
by the Civil Aviation Safety Authority, CASA undertakesa public consultation process prior to the
notification of the change, so the requirement to obtdin an MDP would largely be duplicating a
consultation process that had already occurred.

We submit that the inclusion of proposed paragraph 89(1)(ba} in the amended Airports Act should

be reconsidered. The requirement to prepare an MDP'to deal with existing runway infrastructure is
unduly onerous and will adversely affect the:safe and efficient operation of airports.

e e ok

We would be happy to consult with the Committes and the Government in the development of
amendments to the Bill to address the concerns-outlingd in this submission,

Yours sincerely

Mark Maskiell
Chief Execitive Officer
Essendon Airport Pty Led
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27 July 2010

Committee Seeratary

Senate Standing Commities on Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport
PO Box 6100

Parligozent House

CANBERRA ACT 2600

Dear Sivy Madam

Re:

Adeport Amendments Bill :za;féj}?

The purpose of this submission s 1o p’{ewde seme suggestions in-rélation fo- ’Lhe Commitiees review ofihe
Airports Amendments Bill 2010 related specifically: tf‘:; thie natare of the propdsed Amendments.

I

The City of Kingston remains of ﬂle';vmw ﬁm;t' an Independent Planning Panel Process shmﬂd
be established formally underthe &d «ct that “direetly” aifvises the Federal Minister | in
relation t¢ submissions on Dy air Mas 22y ?ians or Major Development Plans as defined in the
Afrports Act :

Council has censisienfly mainiaines that an ind 6pendeﬂt experl review pr mas%':*;h@uld Gelr upan
receipt of submissions to a Draff Master Plan or Major Developinent Plan-wheréby an expert body 1s
appointed by the Minister to pmmdu advice on the defailed matters eobtained within submissions,

Such a provess would parallel that which i roytingly mqm:z ed for Plani & Scheme Amendmeiits. i
Victoria through the Planning Panel process identified in Part 2 of the Victorian Planning and
Bavironment Act 1987, The establishment of sucha process would provide the Minister and his/her
Departiment with the ability to engage professionals with planning, environinental, retail economic
and transporiation expertise o i%e_p t}rffback to the Minister on significant-aitport planting initiatives.

The City of Kingston hehevea ﬁi&t it is important that the prev:swm at Bection 81 and 94 of
the Adrports Act which relate to what the Minister ‘musst have regurd 10" i deciding whether
te approve & draft Master Play or Major Development Plan shouid explicitdy mc%&géie the
provisions of State and Local I’iannmg Schemes.

A méno‘r' reiaﬁ:@d issue is ﬂ}'ai‘ it would seem ‘g}r@empﬁvxv o %iﬁ"’e Section 81 ﬁnd % wit§1

these sectmﬁs pmvﬂie the M:mster with &bﬂ}’t}f o either approveor %fahe the pl'm.

Council believes that without being explicit in-these specific locations within the legislation it is net
clear that the Minister rhust have regard to State and Local Planning Scheme i his/her decision
making to refuse or approve (or' as we recommend below amend) a draft Master Plan or Major
Developmient Plan., o
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In addition o the above comments made relating fo specifically Sections 81 (2) wnd 94 {2) it
remains  apparent that the Minister- may not bave the power fo formally make an
“Amendment’ to.a Master Plan or Magm i)evclapmcm Plan.as a condition of its apgyrami

Council believe that a provision similarto "1’1_3 tin. the Victorian Planming and Enmromneﬁf Adt that
provides the State Planning Minister with an #bility (o' modify Planming Scheme Amendments, is
necessary so as to give the Federal Ministerrights fo amend a Master Plan rather than determine to
refuse an inappropriate draft Masier Plan or Majoi Develepmem Plan. Without such a provision the
Alrport Lessee Company seems able to continue to:operate based on an earlier approved Master Plan
or Major Dcveiopmem Plan which may result inthe-tontinuance of a fundamental inconsistency
with the fntentions of State or Local Planning Policy whmh appgmh ineonsistent with the intentions
of the Airports.Amendments Bill 2010. :

Fuither modifications are recommended fo ensure that m%np?iance is-achieved im relation to
following the approved NMaster Plan and / or a Major Bevelopment Plan through a component
af the. Eeg;sla?mn that ci'eates strict financial penalties for non compliance.

it s mot clear despite jurisdictional considerations why the Adrport Lessee
Company or ‘& persow’ as defined inthe draftjegislation cannot be charged with an offence
and be-sabject:to a movetary infringement for a breachito tma eirvironment stratogy in a final

master: p]an based on the drafting of the suggested new pravmﬁﬁ #t Gection 834,

In adiifion

Given ihe subjectivity ef”’maﬂy of the planning/ devel opmani related decisions made by the Airport
Lessee Company it is-considered that a substantive: penalty should ‘be available if non compliance
with a Master Plar./ Major Developuient Plan can be demonstrated. - The basis for recommending.
this modification is due. to the substantial subjemvxw still ihvolved . in -defermoining complex.
questiohs around how & land use may be defined. Council believe hat if a substantive penalty could:
be iriggered fora decision that could be proven to be ihconsistent with an Airport Master Plan /
Major Development Plan clarity as a minimum would be. sough% By the Airport Lessee Company
from the Federal Minister prior to risking a fiancial penalty for nm’a compliance,

1t i considered that a :Gamizzg Premises / Gaming Venue s-bf;:ﬁ!ﬁ be included as an activity
dsted under the proposed provision at Seetion 71A that lists “incompatibie development’.

Acknowledging that thedntent of the draff revised legislation is to coverthe Airpert Master Planning
process for all designated-airports it 1§ recbgnised that the list of “incompatible development” activity
could not be substantially expanded. A resent the draft legiglation sceks to- identify residential
dwelling, community care facility, pre«scho&l a primary, secondary, tertidry or other educational
institution (except an aviation edusatisnal .iauhty} and hospital (except ol émergency medical
treatment to persons at the-airport) as.a incompatible developments, '

Kingston do, however, consider that substantive public policy arguments could be advanced for
including gaming related activities as an ‘incompatible development’ on aarport land.

We hop(. that the above suggestions aré beneficial in relation to the review belng undertaken by vour
commiftee and wonld be pleased to expand upon the basis for the ahove submission z,hm_ld ihi‘» assist the
committee.

Yours sicereky

J()’]@I Nevins

CRIEF EXECUTIVE. 0&1&@%&%
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‘PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT
STRATEGIC PLANNING

Cityof
Townsville

Date >> 28 July 2010 TOWNSVILLE CITY COUNCIL
ADMINISTRATION BUILDING
103 WALKER STREET

PC BOX 1268, TOWNSVILLE

. QUEENSLAND 4810
Committee Secretary

Senate Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport References Commitiee TELEPHONE == 07 4727 8000
FACSIMILE »» 07 4727 3052

PC Box 6100

Parliament House enquiries@townsville.gld gov.au
Canberra ACT 2600 www.townsville gld.gov.au
Dear Sir/ Madam

SUBMISSION - AIRPORTS AMENDMENT BILL 2010

| refer to the Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport Legislation Commitiee's
request for submissions associated with the proposed Airports Amendment Bill
2010.

Please be advised that Townsville City Council has reviewed the Airports
Amendment Bill 2010, and provides the following comments by way of a
submission.

Whilst Council does not object to Option C being the preferred option, Councii has
reservations with respect o the provision of detailed information in relation to the
first five ygars of the master plan and a ground transport plan. Council concerns
relate to ensuring that roads outside the airport {under Council control} are able to
accommodate any future amendments proposed by the ground transport plan.

Further concerns that are raised by Council include:

e Council is provided with a formal opportunity to make comment on any
proposed development within the airport land;

» Council recommends that the proposed development within airport fand,
whilst overriding the Planning Scheme, complies with the respective

development requirements identified within the Planning Scheme;

e Consideration be given to future development 1o ensure that development
upon airport land does not detrimentally affect adjacent land uses; and

PAGE »> 1 OF 2  REFERENCE »> DJFAKLJFKLBAJFL ABN >» 44 741 892 072



PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT
STRATEGIC PLANNING

Ctyof
Townsville

¢ Townsville City Council is presently undertaking the development of a new
Planning Scheme, Council would like the opportunity to make comment on
future airport master plans to ensure minimal conflict occurs between
potential future land uses.

Should you require further clarification regarding matters raised in this letter, please
contact Cameron Finter,

Yours sincerely

Cameron Finter
Strategic Planning Officer
City Plan Unit

PAGE >»>20F 2 REFERENCE »»> DJFAKLJFKLDAJFL ABN »> 44 741 992 072
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Council Ref 14/809
Customer Ref

Enquiries Juliette Giflan
29 July 2010

Ms Jeanette Radcliffe
Committee Secretary

Senate Standing Committee on Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport

PO Box 6100
Parliament House
Canberra ACT 2600
Australia

Dear Ms Radcliffe

AIRPORTS AMENDMENT BILL 2010

The City of Belmont covers an area of 40 square metres and is located approximately 5.8
kifometres south east of the Perth Central Business District. To the northeast of the City is the
Perth International Airport, the majority of which is located within the City limits.

Given that the Airport takes up one third of the City’s total area, the development of the site for
aeronautical and non-aeronautical uses is a key interest of the Council and its ratepayers ~
both existing and future. This importance is reflected in Council's Strategic Plan 2010 which
incorporates two Strategies with specific reference to Perth Airport.

Attract and support high quality The purpose of this straitegy is to | There will be Ongoing.
business development and the promote the best use of commercial | increased
sustainable use of land in Belmon{, | and industriat land by guiding new or congruence
including Perth Airport, by provicing | developing businesses to the most | between desired
information and assistance to appropriate locations or land uses land uses, as
businesses seeking to establish outlined in the
operations in the City. Local Planning
Scheme and
actuai land use
by  business
and/or industry.
in partnership with Westralia Airports | The growth of the business sector on | The commercial Ongoing.

Corporation support the business
development of the airport,

airport land is a benefit to the City of
Belmont as a whole. Where possibie
and appropriate, the airport's

Commercial Services section shouid
ke assisted in maximising the growth
potential of the airport resulting in the
oplimal development of an exiensive
range of commercial and industrial
land at the airpert, including the large
industrial fots, in & consistent manner

and industrial
areas of the
airport land wilt
be developed to
achieve the
maximum
potential for the
district.




which integrates with the wider City.

It is the City's view that the provision of appropriate planning controls and infrastructure is a
vital catalyst for development both within the City and at the Airport. The choice of location for
large developments can directly affect several thousand families and indirectly thousands
more. The variety of businesses that can be attracted to the location and the standards that
apply will also affect future local employment opportunities. The aftractiveness and

functionality of the City of Belmont is of key importance to the Airport and vice versa, as both
will impact on the success or otherwise of each other. As such the City is pleased to be given
the opportunity to comment on the Airports Amendment Bill 2010.

In regard to the various options and clauses outlined in the Explanatory Memorandum and
Amendment Bill, the City’s comments are detailed in italics following specific extracts from the
Explanatory Memorandum below.

Option B: Tighter regulation of planning and development on leased federal airports to
facilitate better integration of on-airport and off-airport planning

Option B would consist of all of the elements of the current regime, augmented by additional
requirements to fulfil planning integration objectives.

A formal mechanism, through a Planning Coordination Forum, requiring airports to faculrtate
consultation and coordination with relevant State, Territory and local government authorities on
pianning matters would be applied. A requirement for airports to convene a regular Community
Aviation Consultation Groups would also be implemented.

’%mﬁmm— Optian B is mors aa‘mmsi‘rafw@iy oHerous ﬁwﬁf Oplion G but &wwd e mw ;&fﬂmﬁ
@8 !mc; ferm alternative shoufld the f?Gﬁ»ﬁ@gzsfaz‘;ve sstablishment of effectiy r"’?di’éf”*#?g '
Coordination Forums and the Community Aviation Constifation Gr aups falll ol

Option C: A balanced approach involving regulatory change to facilitate investment in
aeronautical infrastructure and better integration of on-airport and off-airport planning

Option C would encompass the measures for improved regulatory oversight in Option B, but
would provide for the Planning Coordination Forums and the Community Aviation Consultation
Groups to be established non-legisiatively.

"Q ‘Getalls have been provided of how.and wfzef’z ‘the forums are o be mmbffs;?mr‘
and what measirements/ reporting will be put in place io'ensure the forums are effective.

The specific details of the changes to the legislation would be as follows. )

Airport-lessee companies will be required to provide detailed information in relation to the flrst' )

five years of the master plan including: _ vk

¢« aground fransport plan on the landside of the airport; R I P

s the likely effect of the proposed developments set out in the master plans- on @mployment‘-
at the airport and on the local and regional economy and community,

¢ including an analysis of how the proposed developments fit within the pianmng schemes
for commercial and retail development in the area adjacent to the airport; and




=« detailed information on the proposed use of precincts at the airport that are to be used for
purposes not related to airport services.

Comment — While the areas highfighted.in the
why the detafied information fs ohly r@{;ﬁ;;;mzf
the Master Plan. - It s foﬁ}f?gff FECOITHTIE
aduressed snew each Hme fﬁe'm&sf&r gﬁfar;
matiers are to berevisited "

ﬁm points are strongly Si;;t}psf’fea’} it IS Hﬁbfﬁaf’
e provided in relation to the first five s vears.of
sthai these malters should be. reviewed jor

rewewed m the game wagf zfsz»sz ﬁmm}rmﬁ zaf

As airport environment strategies are better articulated in a strategic planning sense with
airport master plans, the airport environment strategy will be incorporated into the master plan.
This will allow airports to undertake only one approval process, thereby lowering compliance
costs. The cycle for updating and renewing the environment strategy will be aligned with the
master planning process.

Comment = Strongly supporied. This will reciuce the double ups currently cocurming,

The current major development plan triggers will be improved to more effectively address
developments that will have significant impact on the local or regional community. Proposed
developments with significant community impact, regardless of size or cost, will be subject to
the optimal level of public comment to enable members of the community and other
stakeholders to have input into the proposed developments that may be contentious or may
cause concern within the local area.

""fxf as fo what 2 significant comm
diinthe discussion ;}aper are g.little
Hem 4z examples), R

roh-specific{refar comments on clauses: fegamffr e

There will be mechanisms for the airport-lessee company fo seek exemption from the major
development plan process for aeronautical-related developments.

Comment = No.obection.

Further, the airport-lessee companies may be able to seek a reduction in the public
consultation period to not less than 15 business days, if the draft major development plan
aligns with the details of the proposed development set out in the final master plan and the
proposed development does not raise additional issues that would have a significant impact on
the local or regional community.

& o ;}eﬁoa’ of 28 days for Sﬁ"}?é‘? Pmmmg ._Sﬁf?@f’?’?ﬁ awerrﬁmm?&} There showa.afs@ he
& provision that where an issus arises during the:reduced advertising period that indicates
ih i edfﬁmﬁa? jssues that would have g ngmmam‘ zmpwz zf'saf the Minister can ex :
the adveriising period fo the full 60 days. S SRR -

Under Option C a range of development types regarded as incompatible with airport
operations, such as long-term residential development, residential aged or community care:
facilities, nursing homes, hospitals and schools would be prohibited. However, airpor'fé’“ 'wo"uid_
have the opportunity to demonstrate the existence of exceptional circumstances to the Mlmster'
to seek the Minister's approval to proceed with the development. :



Comment = it is qus @gf@f;a&g Wf}f;ffmr ef? ihe fnmm;}az;bw uses are eompatible under alf
circumstances as applied 1o Perth ,‘*!{;\;Qf‘"‘ However, ‘given that they can be approved under
exceptional circumsiances they are not ;}mﬁfbsmff "‘Ei?ﬁf{;‘f“?f Motwithstanding that, fmay he
worthwhile | removing zf?;‘_ -éﬁf‘arkaz‘ _g}mfws as ftonly Chas the sffsct of increasing
administrative burdens and: f}c’%fif in ff’;ﬁ Me community that airports and communities are
basically fr?campefm;’g Wy better .approach would be 1o f&qwe & maky
devalopment plan for those landuses rather thar o blanket profibition

Option D: Accredit StatefTerritory Government planning laws to apply to airports but
allow the Commonwealth Minister to exercise decision making power

Option D would involve the Commonwealth Government negotiating and signing bilateral
agreements with the eight State and Territory governments to accredit relevant State and
Territory planning assessments under the Airports Act. Under this option, planning issues that
would require the Commonweaith Minister to make a decision would be assessed under the
relevant State or Territory planning process and the relevant agencies would provide a
recommendation to the Commonwealth Minister. State and Territory agencies would make
their recommendations on the basis of the relevant State or Territory legislation. The
Commonwealth Minister would retain the option of accepting or rejecting any recommendation.

Comment~Not supported. w000
Recommendations
Option C represents the greatest net benefit.

Both options B and C would provide for better integration of airport planning into the planning
framewaorks that apply to surrounding communities and regions. This would not only improve
suburban amenity, but would further embed airports in strategic planning of urban centres as
economic hubs. Better planning of ground transport links in particular will have major flow-on
benefits across all sectors of Australia's economy, which rely directly or indirectly on efficient
linkages atong transport and supply chains.

Option C alone, however, will also promote additicnal investment in airport infrastructure by
streamlining regulatory requirements in relation to high priority aeronautical infrastructure
developments at airport sites.

Option C also satisfies the ‘one in, one out’ principle, in that it involves a relaxation of certain
regulatory reqguirements in relation to major development plans in the current legislative
framewoark. This offsets new proposed regulatory requirements in respect of master plans and
some nan-aeronautical developments.

Option D would represent a significant departure from existing practice and was not advanced
by any of the stakeholders during the consultation process.

Commernd =
should be ¢
reguiaton
effectiveness of |
i3 effectiv ?aréff*ufaﬁy interms. of ff:}mmam{y ﬁﬁwg m@ﬁf} Qgﬁfcm 3 Qﬁ;{}au {ﬁ.&f} ,bm
mf}sgderza as g fellback plan —this. Wiff g@w& the: addeé gr:rcer; fws Eg »grp'cf% s}ﬁ@;’az‘m’c ch mgﬁse
the new system work. RIS : TR SEETRR




Amendment Bill Clause Comments
Part 1 - Master Plan Amendments
Iltem 1 Paragraph 71{2}{h)

5. Subsection 71(2) seis out what a draft or final master plan must contain for airports other

than joint-user airports. Existing paragraph 71{2)}(h) is repealed. New paragraphs {(ga), (gb),

(gc) and a revised paragraph (h) are inserted.

6. In addition o the items listed in existing subsection 71(2), a master plan is required to

contain, in refation to the first five years of the master plan, the following:

e a ground transport plan on the landside of the airport;

¢ detailed information on proposed developments {set out in the master plan) that are to be
used for commercial, community, office or retail purposes or for any other purpose not
related to airport services. The developments contemplated in this paragraph include
construction of retail outlets, supermarkets and the like, buildings and other facilities for
recreation or sporting events, theatre halls for cultural performances, construction of
business parks and other types of offices not related to carrying out aviation business.
These examples are non-exhaustive. A draft or final master plan is required to provide
detailed information on these types of proposed developments;

= the likely effect of the proposed developments set out in the master plan on employment
levels at the airport and on the local and regional economy and community including an
analysis of how the proposed developments fit within the planning schemes for
commercial and retail development in the area adjacent to the airport.

wﬁﬁfﬂ?ﬁf?f - ' fog is very s»zpparéive wfthe aadfz‘fmm Gf’i(‘f@?” am@s'm ”_'Ef{}ﬁ? THZ
*f@weg,f:?f i Bf ed as the

guired as io

7. Paragraph {ga) provides that a ground transport plan on the landside of the airport should

provide details on the following:

« road network plan; and

« facilities for moving people (including passengers, employees and other airport users) and
freight at the airport (these facilities include the airport's road infrastructure, road
connections and car parking facilities in addition to fransport vehicles); and

s linkages between those facilities [mentioned in paragraph (ii)], the road network and public
transport system at the airport and the road network and public transport system outside
the airport; and

e the arrangements for working with State or local authorities or other bodies responsible for
the road network and ground transport system (‘Other bodies’ may include private
companies operating public transport services connecting the airport to off-airport
fransport system), and

s the capacity of the ground transport system to support airport operations and other
airport activities; and
the likely effect of the proposed developments set out in the master plan on the ground
transport system and traffic flows at and surrounding the airport.

Comment - Strangly supporied;

9. Paragraph {(h) provides for the inclusion of the airport environment stra’te@& in_a draft or final
master plan. The airport environment strategy should detail the items -enumerated in. (i) to (ix)
of paragraph (h). These items are taken from the existing section 116.(contents of draft or final



environment strategy) which is now being repealed in view of the annexure of an environment
strategy in the master plan.

Comment="Strongly supported.

item 5 — Subsection 71(6)

15. Existing subsection 71(6) provides that, in specifying an objective or proposal covered by
specified paragraphs in subsections 71(2) and 71{3), a draft or final master plan must address
the extent (if any) of consistency with the planning schemes in force under a law of the State or
Territory in which the airport is located. Existing subsection 71(6) is amended to include
another paragraph which provides that if the draft or final master plan is not consistent with
those planning schemes, the draft or final master plan must contain justification for the
inconsistencies.

Comment = Strongly supporied. ;%&f_é_iﬁxesf@;fi;ffé'_'_:Su é}#"*_?ifé?ﬁ couid be expanded fdﬁ’fﬁﬁf fv _regg,s:m
that landuse classificalions and definitions are consisient with planning schemes 0 :

36. New section 71A dealing with incompatible developments is inserted into the Act.

Under subsection 71A(1), an airport-lessee company intending to develop an incompatible
development on the airport must identify any proposed incompatible development in the
master plan.

37. An ‘incompatible development’ is defined to be a development of any of the following
facilities

+ a residential dwelling (except accommaodation for students studying at an aviation education
facility at the airport);

= a community care facility;

« a pre-schoaol;

+ a primary, secondary, tertiary or other educational institution (except an aviation educational
facility);

* a hospital (except a facility with the primary purpose of providing emergency medical
treatment to persons at the airport and which does not have in-patient facilities).

38. A redevelopment of any of the facilifies listed above, if the redevelopment increases the
capacity of the facility, is also an incompatible development. A redevelopment of a facility
existing prior to the commencement of this Act, if the redevelopment increases the capacity of
the facility, is also an incompatible development (see item 75, application provision on
incompatible developments in Part 3 on transitionat provisions).

camxmnfm &8 upﬁ};’f@{z fo Pez?{? A;;’?’*Qﬁ H@wwv@r s;w;z g?} f z‘f@gy CH
xmg}ffc:m! circumstances . they arei not. prohibited fﬁiﬁ?;‘”ﬁﬂ;é??

s he Woﬁmmﬁ& r@mz}wzeg the biarket .prohibition as it oty has the
: : '_a;f_a 5’1@,&@? in z‘%r wfa:fm {)’f}ﬁ????wﬁé ff’vaé &mom@

?%’-*Q’fff“@ amajor {f@mf’{mm@m g}fm for those' faf?ﬁ‘mes mfhfﬂr z"mﬁ & bfafzémz‘ g}mhf};fgm
ltems 28 and 29 — Section 72

40. These are consequential amendments resulting from the annexure of an envnronmen’t g
strategy into a master plan. e -

Comment = Section 72 ‘Planning period’ of the Act specifies that “A draft or final master plan



f@f’_ma:i to a{ff{fa a.second Uicﬂme_
; :’??3‘8! masfcf plan must refate

wranmﬁm:&f strafegy should
7 { the planning period and the review pem{}’ fcs
aﬁmiﬁgfes be amended to & consistent imeframe of 10 vears.

ltem 34 — At the end of section 81

49. A new subsection 81(10) is inseried to provide that the Minister's approval of a draft master
plan that contains an incompatible development does not stop the Minister from refusing to
approve, under Division 4, a major development plan for the incompatible development.

50. A master plan may foreshadow an incompatible development with a clear statement of the
prohibition and that a subsequent approval process will be undertaken. Information about a
incompatible development could also be included in a minor variation to a master plan.

umfnmem
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ftem 42 - After paragraph 88(1)(n)

65. New paragraph 89(1)(na) is inserted which provides that a development of a kind that is
likely to have a significant impact on the local or regional community is a major airport
development. As is currently the case with the existing major development plan trigger on
significant environmental or ecological impact, proposed developments with significant
community impact, regardless of size or cost, will be subject to the optimal level of public
comment to enable members of the community and other stakeholders to have input into the
proposed developments that may be contentious within the local area. In determining whether
the proposed development is likely to have a significant impact on the local or regional
community, the following are examples of issues that may be considered:

« Will the proposed development impact on the amenity of the local or regional community?

« Will the proposed development increase traffic in the immediate surrounds of the airport?

* Will the proposed development likely create increased noise in the area?

+ Will the proposed development create areas of risk for individuals within, or adjacent to, the
airport?

« Will the proposed development likely cause significant concern by the local or regional
community?

66. Administrative guidelines on what may constitute ‘significant impact on the local or regional
community’ will be provided to relevant industry stakeholders.

67. A new paragraph 89(1)(nb) is inserted. If the Minister has given approval to ithe'
airportlessee company to undertake a major development plan in relation to.an incompatible
development (in accordance with new section 89A), that proposed. deveiopment becomes a
major airport development that will require a major deve!opment pian ' :




ga’){’?m&?”i?- The intent of the tlauss is highly &,ﬁﬁfﬁiz{%ﬁ '} 'f-;—ff:awwef the guestions raised afj{;zf@
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ftemn 47 — After paragraph 91(1)(g)

85. Section 91 provides for the contents of a major development plan. New paragraph {ga) is
inserted to require that a maior development plan must set out the likely effect of the proposed
development on:

{i) traffic flows at the airport and surrounding the airport; and

{ii) employment levels at the airport; and

{iii) the local and regional economy and community, including an analysis of how the proposed
developments fit within the ifocal planning schemes for commercial and retail development in
the area adjacent to the airport.

Comment = Excellent amendment "Very suppottive of clatse 1

ltem 49 - Subsection 91(4)

87. Existing subsection 91(4) provides that a major development plan, or a draft major
development plan, must address the extent (if any) of consistency with the planning schemes
in force under a law of the State or Terrifory in which the airport is located. Existing subsection
91(4) is amended to include another paragraph which provides that if the major development
plan, or a draft of the plan, is not consistent with those planning schemes, the major
development plan or its draft must contain justification for the inconsistencies.

Comment — Exceffent amendment. Very supportive of clause.
ftem 53 ~ After subsection 82(1)

91. New subsections 92(2A) and (2B) are inserted into the Act. These provisions allow the
Minister to shorten the 60-business-day consuliation period 1o a shorter period of not less than
15 business days.

Comment ~ The 15:business day shoriened timeframe is foo short. Suggest & minimurn of 20
working days {that -would be consistent with the Western Ausiralian Planning Commission’s
reduced advertising period of 28 efmys for some scheme amendrments). There should glso be a
orovision that where an issue arises during the reduced advertising period that indicates there
are addiffonal issues that would have g Sa"zfifﬁmm fmmf‘{ that the Minister can exiend the
advertising pericd to'the full 60-davs> 15 : (RS :

92. An airport-lessee company or another person with the written consent of the airportlessee
company may request the Minister to shorten the public consultation period. The Minister may,
by written notice, approve the request if the Minister is satisfied that

= the draft major development plan aligns with the details of the proposed development set out
in the final master plan; and ‘
= the development proposal does not raise additional issues that have a mgmﬂcant impact on
the local or regional community. :

Comment - Where the Minister agrees fo shorten the public consultation period the Minister,
should be reguired 1o ;DU:f} il release information on why ihe draft ; major. f}‘a,fempf”f&m Dlar
aligne with the detalls of the proposed development set f?m inr the final master plan and why



the s:;’syefﬁpfrﬂﬁf p_ I af does not raise additionat ;ssueq ff’zaf have & signifi acl on the

local or regionsl community.
ltem 54 — At the end of subsection 94(3)

94. Subsection 94(3) provides for the matters that the Minister must have regard to in deciding
whether to approve a draft major development plan. New paragraph (f) is added so that in
relation to an incompatible development, the Minister must have regard to paragraphs (f)(i) to
(iv} in addition to the matters listed in (aa) to (e).

95. In making a decision whether to approve a draft major development (which relates to an
incompatible development), the Minister will have regard to these additional matters:

* Whether the exceptional circumstances which the airport-lessee company claims will justify
the development of the incompatible development — The Minister will make a judgment on the
existence of ‘exceptional circumstances’ on a case by case basis. Every proposal for the
development of an incompatible development will be considered on its merit based on the
exceptional circumstance of every airport.

= The likely effect of the incompatible development on the future use of the airport site for
aviation-related purposes — Consistent with the primary object of the Airports Act which is to
promote the sound development of civil aviation in Australia, regard will be given as to whether
the development (of the incompatible development) will limit the future fiexibility in the use of
the airport site for aeronautical-related purposes.

» The likely effect of the incompatible development on the ground transport system at, and
adjacent to the airport — One of the concerns of the Govemment in relation to incompatible
development is the creation of additional congestion in roads at or near the airport.

Comment- :
The amendment po
incompatible developh :
(i} whether the m}fcepf;sﬂaf cffcur’*sfames that the airp
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I trust the above comments are of assistance. Should you have any queries or require any
clarification on the points made please contact the City’'s Manager Planning Services Juliette
Gilian.

Yours faithfully

STUART COLE
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER
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Our Ref: PH/N/T
Enquiries to! John Erceg

29 July 2010

Commnittee Seoretary

Senate Standing Committet on Rural and Repional Affairs and Transport
PO Box 6100

Parliament House

CANBERRA ACT 2600

Dear Sir
SUBMISSSION: ATRPORTSE AMENDMENT BELE 28610

The City of Armadale lodged a submission 1o the recent Senate Enquiry into Alrservices
Australia and its effectiveness in managing aircraft neise. The purpose of the submission
was to express extreme concern about the lack of cansultation of our citizens with regard
to changes to aircraft flight paths to and from Perth Airport and the potential deleterigus
affect of aireraft noise on parts of our hills comnumity.

Although Commonwealth owned airports leased fo private companies, such as Perth
Adrport, are fequired to prepare Master Plans that gtrategically address noise impacts |, the
current planning framework is clearly not working as it was intended.

That is because not all developments on alrport sites fall within the tripger criteria that
would require broad community consuliation and the fact that afrports aren’t currently
required to consult regularly and widely with commupities and local planning authorities,

It is pleasing therefore, that the Airports Amendment Bill secks to address this anomaly by
recognising the importance of balancing the legitimate concerns of affected communities
for consultation and transparency with a regulatory environment that is conducive o
increased infrastructure investment.

T Orchard Avenue Armadale Western Australia 6117
Locked Bag 2 Armadale Western Ausiralia 6992
Telephone {08) 9399 0111 Facsimile (08) 9399 0184 Hmail info@armadalesazovau

ABNTTOS 6320 9338




Of the four options proposed in the Alrports Amendment Bill 2010 to put the necessary
reforms i place, the City of Armadale supports Optien C, which proposes the
establishment of Planning Coordination Forums and Community Aviation Consultation
Groups to ensure local governments and affected communities are consulied about
strategic airport growth, leading to better targeted and coordinated investments in
amenities such as connecting roads. This approach would alse enable airports to canvas
support for their developments at these planning fornms and consultative group meetings.

The opportunity provided for comument on the Airports Amendment Bill 2010 is greafly
appreciated and the City looks forward to a positive ouicomie that addresses present
shortcomings.

Yours sincerely

L.

I MACRAE.
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
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SOUTH WEST GROUP

The South West Group, formed in November 1983, is a Voluntary Regional
Organisation of Councils (VROC). it comprises the Cities of Cockburn,
Fremantle, Melville, and Rockingham, and the Towns of East Fremantie and
Kwinana. The South West Group is managed by a Board consisting of the
Mayors and CEOs of its member local government authorities.

The South West Group seeks to work with these six local governments and
through cooperation with industry, community and the other spheres of
government to capture a wide range of opportunities to enhance economic
growth as well as supporting a diversity of quality lifestyles whilst servicing
and sustaining cohesive, productive communities in an enviable
environmental setting.

The South West Group will be persuasive, forward looking and influential in
representing, supporting and promoting Local Government interests that affect
the growth and sustainable development of South Metropolitan Perth.

Contacls:

Chris Fitzhardinge
Director South West Group

Joanna Ong
Executive Officer South West Group

Address: 10 Almondbury Road
BOORAGOON WA 6154

Post; Locked Bag 1
BOORAGOON WA 6954
Fax +618 9364 0285
Web: www southwestaroup.com.au

WWw.emplovkwinana.con.au
www. sabahtrade. com.au

South West Group 1 May 2010



SOUTH METROPOLITAN REGION KEY INFORMATION

Area 619.4 square kilometres (approximately 50 km long
by an average 12km width)
{ocation South Western Quarter of Metropolitan Perth

bounded by the Canning River, Swan River,
Fremantle Harbour, Cockburn Sound, Wambro
Sound and generally 2 km east of the Kwinana
Freeway alignment.

Economic Infrastructure Fremantle Port, Australian Marine Complex,
Kwinana Industrial Area, HMAS Stirling, Jandakot
Airport

Current Population June 2009 353,582 (ABS 3218.0 2010)

Population Growth 2004 to 2009 2.8% (ABS 3218.0 2010)

Projected Population 2020 424,400 (Based on ABS and WAPC information)

Participation Rate 66.4% (ABS 6291.0.55.001 April 2010)

Employed 178,300 (ABS 6291.0.55.001 April 2010)

Unemployment Rate 5.9% (ABS 6291.0.55.001 April 2010)

indigenous Population 1.4% (Census 2006)

Overseas Born Population 31.5% (Census 2006)

Personal income $8,696 million (ATO 2006/07)

Building Approvals $2,653 miflion (ABS July 2009 to March 2010)

Registered Motor Vehicles 233,131 (ABS as at 31/3/2006)

SO WEST METROPOLITAN PERTH:

South West Group 2 May 2010



A Co-operative venture of the municipalities of:
Cockburn, East Fremanile, Fremantle, Kwinana, Melville & Rockingham

Date: July 30, 2010
Contact: Chris Fitzhardinge (08) 9364 0631
Reference: SWG Airport Amendment Bilt 2010

The Commitiee Secretary

Senate Standing Committee on Rural and Regional Affairs
And Transport

PO Box 1600

Parliament House

CANBERRA ACT 2600

AIRPORTS AMENDMENT BILL 2010

The South West Group acknowledges the important contribution that the Airports
have made and should continue to make to the Australian economy. The South West
Group also accepts that non aviation development should support the operation and
expansion of Airports.

There are however important matters that should be resolved within the Airports
Amendment Bill 2010 and that should be explicitly addressed by providing a statutory
role for Jocal governments to oversight development. This is required to adequately
deal with a wide range of concerns have been identified by local governments in the
South West Corridor which reflect similar positions of local governments around
Australia.

The National Aviation Policy Green Paper (December 2008) identified the following
key action areas:

1} Improving consultation with state and local authorities and cooperation
between airport operators and state and local governments on land use
planning

2) Integrating investment on airports with improved road and rail iinks o and
from airports

3} Improving mechanisms for guiding development around airports to ensure
that aircraft noise issues are fully addressed in planning and

4} Developing mechanisms for effective dialogue between airport operators and
their local communities

The National Aviation Policy Green Paper included the proposal that non aviation

T ]

 (08) ¢ '

Tel




developments on airports be subject to local planning laws and the introduction of
developer contributions for infrastructure support costs. The Paper also included the
establishment of community consultation groups for each major airport with an
independent chair.

The amended Aviation Act does not appear to provide the basis for statutory
engagement in local planning processes for non aviation developments.

The following explicit provisions action should be included in the new Aviation
Amendment Bill:

1} Mandating establishment of a community consultative committee with an
independent chair to assist with resolving community issues with the
operation and development of Airports. Selection of the chair should require
cansultation with state and effected local governments

2) Statutory provisions requiring non aviation development to be subject to local
planning laws

3) Mandatory costing of the impacts of Airport development beyond the Airport
boundary and identification of the funding sources for the additional costs
including noise attenuation, transport infrastructure and provision of buffers

4) Amendment of the Region Scheme Plans to have the entire area within the
Airport boundary zoned “Public Purposes Commonwealth Government” or
equivalent.

5} Clear identification within the legisiation to require negotiation of effective
access to the Alrport Precinct including assessment of a direct connection to
major roads and negotiation with the Local and State Governments fo identify
cost sharing arrangements. The timing of the provision additional access
should be provided in paraliet with Airpert development

6) Identification of clear time frames for the aviation and non aviation
development so that impacts can be assessed within the context of adjoining
development

7} Clear identification of the impact of expanded noise generating activity such
as helicopter activity on adjoining residents

8) Requiring economic impact assessment for the airport land and the adjoining
local government areas and providing objective evaluation and guidance on
the viability and sustainability of options for retail and commercial activities,
fraffic and transport, infrastructure, the natural environment and
environmental health issues for the Airport, the adjoining Local Governments
and the subregion, including in particular the impacts on commercial centres
in the vicinity.

Whilst the Explanatory Memorandum discusses many of these issues there does not
appear to be sufficient strength in the Bill to resolve the issues.

The Airports (Building Control) Regulations 1996 provide for the Airport Building
Controlier to be a local government body amongst other options. This should be the
first option considered.

Many of these issues would be resolved if the Airport Building Controller appointed
was the local government or a body comprising a group of local governments
impacted by the Airport,

frrespective of which entity is appointed as the Airport Building Controller there
should be an obligation on the Airport Building Controller to consult affected local
governments on any development that would normally be submitted to that local
government if the land was under the control of that local government.

TeE {08) 9364 6631 s Fax: 2:08} 9364 0285 e wwwaguthwestgmup com.au



There appears to a flaw within the existing Airports Regulations 1997 where each
Airport site is defined by the alienated land excluding any road ways. Does this
provide confusion where the Airport Building Controller is approving works within
road ways such as those that appear to exist in the attached Region Scheme relating
to Jandakot Afrport?

Background on the South West Group is attached.

Yours sincerely

Chris Fitzhardinge
Director South West Group

2009 METROPOLITAN REGION SCHEME

o

Tei: (08) 9364 06

T ) WININ

’{ ¢ Fax: (08) 8364 0285  www.southwestgroup.com.ais
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Wonges Yaltey

26 July 2010

Committee Seoretary
Sc?aae Rural and Regional: %ﬁazrs
and Transport Rﬂfmenﬁes Gamm%‘%@ee--;a
PO Box 5100 Lo :
Parliament House
QANB?:R%A ACT 2800

Dear Mz Radcliffe

Inguiry into ﬁ;éwé}ééﬁsﬁ &m%ﬁd Bill 2010

CThank you for advising C{s.mf* ‘on the i“éa‘ff’onai Aviation f@%;fy'&?{}%’t%e ?a:ﬁeﬁ“ n
_ articular we note changes in relati ion o the planning regulatoty’ fmmmwm and
- the reguirements far airport’ magigz .;::»iaﬁs; amf maﬁ}r ﬁeﬂ%@eiwmem ;}Eaﬁsm :

Sounci sunporis the propossed amammem o -zm Bitl g:mm pa pm:;%ét;&%i ¥
Jhere it intends to provide more of afocl ng@ﬁe f*‘g:s Hcations of 3" jture
developments on local infrastruciure. a*’zé and uses, Council also supporis better
" fransparency regarding future land Lzse : ‘fp@f‘i‘ particularly where ngf-
meronautical uses are gﬁmmsﬂﬁ '

Q{mﬁm% would appreciate omgom@ u@ﬁ@@ﬁ@ﬂﬁ@lﬁi& in relation to the Bill and the
Qutm esofthe Legislation F’“@m*’m‘:‘a@@ nguiry L

g

Anthony Smith
Af‘img hief Exeamwé

d

s Facenunta bl ership Hinngvation Leamwork
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ANBERRA
AIRPORT

Alsmm
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28 July 2010

Committee Secretary

Senate Standing Commitiee on

Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport
PO Box 6100

Parliament House

Canberra ACT 2600

Email: rrat.sen@aph.gov.au

Dear Commitiee Members
Inguiry inte Airports Act Amendments 2010

Canberra Airport believes that on the whole the National Aviation Policy White Paper was a document
that atiempted to strike a balance between development, acronautical investment, the rights of
surrounding communities, and the commercial interests of airlines and airport operators.

While the implementation of this policy will fake some tumie, the Airports Amendiment Bill 2010 does
attempt 1o fairly implement 2 number of the policy decisions made-in the National Aviation Policy
White Paper, However, notwithstanding this, there are still a number of issues arising out of the
proposed amendments that need clarification, change or even deletion. In particular, Canberra Airport
makes the following comments:

General C omment

*  Asa general comment, many of the proposed amendments appear to make development, both in
relation to aeronautical and non-aeronautical services, significantly more difficult than they were
previously. The placing of such hindrances on infrastructure investment appears contrary {o the
general policy settings adopted by Commonwealth and State Governments aver the past couple
vears (including through the Commonwealths own Development Assessment Forum) — particularly
during the worst of the GFC when there was an emphasis on undertaking infrastructure investment
as scon as possible,

b 58 R i o o R 5 A
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« This 15 not to say that we disagree that there hag fo be community consultation or that major
developments should be subject to scrutiny - rather our primary concern with the proposed
amendments is that they result in greater uncertainty than there was before, and with uncertainty
comes disincentives to investment. If nothing else we would ask that there are clear guidelines,
criteria, and timeframes around the relevant triggers and decisions to be made under these
amendments.

= During the White Paper there was much discussion about the introduction of a national land use
planning regime for developments around airports — this regime was to both protect airports from
inappropriate developmenis and to provide certainty to local governments and developers, Canberra
Alrport believes that this is an absolutely essential requirement that needs fo be implemented by the
Government as a matter of urgency. As the White Paper noted, airporis are scarce economic
resources and there needs to be a national land use planning regime around airports urgently before
these economic assets are hindered by incomppatible devélopments sround them,

* For completeness, Canberra Airport notes that it agrees with the submission made by the Australian
Airports Association.

| @ﬁaﬁse 1~ Master Plan Process

»  Canberra Airport believes that it is important that the incorporation of the Airport Environment
Strategy into Master Plan does not result in the Commonwealth Environment Minister being able to
place conditions on the Master Plan by imposing conditions on the Airporl Environment Strategy.

While we understand that this is not the intent of the Commonweslth, it would be preferable if this
point was dealt with expressly given the already lengthy Master Flan development process.

"Clause 27 - Childeare Tacilitios .

«  Consistent with the stated intention of the Commonwealth, it needs to be stated expressly that child
care facilities are not “incompatible developments”.

As the proposed definition of “incompatible development” could be read to cover child care {either
as a “pre school” or as'a “community care facilitiv”) — contrary to the stated intention of the
Commonwealth — drafting needs to be included to make it clear that child care facilities are not
“incompatible developments™ for the parposes of the Act.




| Clause 27 and 46 - Terminology of “incompatible developments”

*  We agree entirely with the comments in Australian Airports Association about the pejorative
terminology used in relation to the concept of “incompatible developments™,

As you can appreciate, it would be very casy for third parties to atiack a Master Plan (which is now
required to specify these type of developments) or a Major Development Plan simply on the basis
that the relevant plan contains developments which are “incompatible” according to the terminology
of the Act.

This 1s a significant issue for airport operators when in reality, the proposed amendments do not make
any development incompatible at all — rather, all the amendments do is:

1. confirm that some developments are prima facie consistent with airport development and
operations; and

2. implement a more rigorous regime for other developments,
* In these circumstances, in our opinion these developments should be referred to as “Hurdle

Developments” or “Review Developments™ — titles that don’t indicate incompatibility, but rather
indicate that these developments will be subject to a higher level of scrutiny.

“iicompatible developments”

* We note that the scope of developments covered by the definition of “incompatible developments”
is potentially very wide,

To ensure that the scope of “incompatible developments” does not result in absurd results (such as
the exclusion of training related to securily or defence) the proposed section 71 A needs to amended
to make it clear that “incompatible developments™ (or a relevant sub-set-of them) can occur s
ordittary Airports Act developments where they relats primarily fo security, policing or defence
nratiers.-

In this regard, it needs to be remembered that the proposed carve out for “aviation educational
facility” is not wide enough to cover many of the activities undertaken in relation to security,
policing or defence. These types of uses and activities must surely be compatible with, and
permitted on, airport sites.




* In common with other airports and the Australian Airports Association, we have real concerns about
the introduction of the phrase “ar other types of educational institution” in the definition in
“incompatible developments”. K is unclear to us what this phrase is intended to capture, and the
phrase could potentially capture & large range of activities. that were never intended to be excluded
from airports such as apprenticeships, corporate training, guard training, child care facilities and
internships.

I our opinion this phrase needs to be deleted — there is no need on-a policy level to unmecessarily
expand the scope of the “incompatible development” definition as it relates 1o schools when there is
no doubt that schools, preschools, high schools and tertiary schools are already coveréd without the
need of an uncertain and unclear phrase acting as a “catch all” to the definition.

* We also had concerns about the inclusion of “community care facility” in the definition of
“incompatible development” — the current definition is potentially very wide, and while it includes
some specific facilities related to aged care and health, it could just as well cover anything from an
aero club, to a dentist, or a doctor’s surgery to a first aid room. In our-opinion there needs to be
clear.guidance as-to the scope of this category of “incompatible development”.

[ Claused0

« As noted by the Australian Airports Association, clause 40 needs to-be altered so it is clear that
simple routine maintenance activities or minor upgrades to runways and taxiways do not
automatically lead to MDPs,

| Clause 42 - The “Significant Impact” trigger for the MDP Process

*  While the Commonwealth has committed to providing guidelines on how the “significant impact”
MDP trigger will be used — our concerm is to try to ensure that there is real certainty as to when this
trigger will be brought into play. In particular;

I. To avoid unnecessary referrals by the Airport Building Controller to the Department, it is
critical to know when it will not apply; and

2. We believe that the Minister should have a discretion to not apply this MDP trigger when the
relevant development refates to acronautical services only. This is consistent with the policy
intent of the National Aviation Policy White Paper to try to encourage the continued investment
in acronautical infrastructure in Australia.




| Clause 45 - Waiving of the MDP Process =

© We agree with the Australian Adrports Association that the waiving of the MDP process for
acronautical investment does not appear to work — in particular, we have difficulty identifying any
acronautical development that, when undertaken, would not increase the operating capacity at the
Airport. Indeed, why would anyone undertake any agronautical investment if it was not intended to
increase operating capacity at the Airport?

+ However, we also query why the waiving of the MDP process only applies in relation to
construction or extending a terminal or taxiway — surely it should apply to aeronautical services in
general so as to encourage investment in these services consistent with the policy intent.of the:White
Paper. This seems little reason to exclude other aeronautical services from this waiving of the MDP
process.

+ Clause 53 needs to be amended so that it'is clear that the proposed streamline consultation process
for MIDPs is available provided where there are no new jssues raised with the relevant development
that have not already been raised during the Master Plan process. As drafied, for the streamling:
consultation process to apply, the relevant development must have no significant impacts, regardless
of whether those impacts were raised during the Master Plan process. This is contrary to our
understanding which was that provided significant consultation was undertaken on a development at
the Master Plan stage, there would be & limited requirement 1o go through that same consuliation at
the MDP stage. '

We would welcome the opportunity to provide the Committee with any further information that they
require in relation to these amendments,

Yours sincerely

Andrew Leece
General Counsel
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Australian Mayoral Aviation Council

Submission to the Senate Standing Committee on Rural and
Regional Affairs and Transport
Airports Amendment Bill 2010

introduction

This submission to the Inquiry is by the Australian Mayoral Aviation Coundil,
(AMAC). AMAC represents the interests of Local Government Councils and their
communities from throughout Australia that have airports located within their area or
whose communities are impacted by the activities of those airports. Member
Councils represent some 3.25 million residents nationally.

Intent of the Bill

The key areas in which the Bill amends the Act are set out as follows:

¢ strengthening the requirements for airport master plans and major
development plans to support more effective airport planning and better
alignment with State, Territory and local planning;

¢ in relation to the first five years of a master plan, requiring additional
information such as a ground transport plan and detailed information on
proposed developments fo be used for purposes not related to airport
services (e.g. commercial, community, office ar retail purposes);

e restructuring the triggers for major development plans including capturing
proposed developments with a significant community impact;

o prohibiting specified types of development which are incompatible with the
operation of an airport site as an airport. However, an airport-iessee company
will have the opportunity to demonstrate to the Minister that such a
development could proceed through a major development process because of
exceptional circumnstances;

s integrating the airport environment strategy into the master plan requiring only
one public comment period for the combined document recognising that an
airport environment strategy is better articulated in the context of the airport's
master plan. Transitional provisions are included to address how the expiry
dates of environment strategies will be aligned with the expiry dates of master
plans; and

« clarifying ambigucus provisions and making housekeeping amendments to
update certain provisions of the Airports Act.

AMAC Submission to the Senate Standing Committee on Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport -
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Preamble

AMAC has voiced its support for the endeavours of the government to establish a
framework and a strategic direction for aviation in Australia and recognises the
opportunity to promote the delivery of safe and efficient air travel for the benefit and
protection of both the travelling public and the generat community.

AMAC also recognises and accepts the major role airporis and aviation play in both
the state, national and global context.

AMAC also accepts that under existing commercial lease arrangements the
operation of airports is a business with an expectation that there will be reasonable
returns on investment.

AMAC does contend however that, in planning and development terms, airport
operators and their tenants have, to date, operated in a far more favourable
regulatory environment than competition outside of the airport boundary. Further, the
primary planning focus by airport operators has been on generating revenue with no
regard for the impact on surrounding businesses and communities.

Strengthening the requirements for airport master plans and major
development plans to support more effective airport planning and better
alignment with State, Territory and local planning.

AMAC has consistently expressed concern that, while there are requirements in
relation to Master Plans, Major Development Plans and Building Approvals on airport
land, land use planning descriptors on airports allow a high, and contentious degree,
of flexibiiity. Certainly there is a demonstrable fiexibility in the permissibility of airport
developments not available under planning instruments that are applicable to off-
airport project applications.

The degree to which the process for identifying the permissibility of on-airport
development is required to conform to local planning requirements will be critical. A
high degree of conformity will ensure the effective Master Planning of the entire
community with the inclusion and integration of the airport into its community rather
than in spite of it. It will also ensure a level playing field for business in accordance
with national competition principles.

AMAC, through previous submissions on the National Aviation Green Paper has
endorsed an integrated approach to transport planning for major airports.

The volume and mix of fraffic generated by airport operations has a direct impact on
the surrounding transport network and on residents who also utifize the same
network on a daily basis.

The projected growth of our cities together with the projected growth in aviation
activity at our major airports will mean increased pressure and conflict.

AMAC Submission to the Senate Standing Committee on Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport -
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To this peint airport cperators have generally adopted an isolaticnist approach while
State governments with the primary responsibility for major road and public transport
infrastructure have largely adopted a similar approach. At the same time local
government, whose residents bear the brunt of this increasing conflict, and whose
own public assets are often degraded by those seeking to escape the conflict, have
not been given a meaningful voice in addressing this issues.

Once again effective, meaningful and respectful consultation involving all tiers of
government and effected communities is, and will remain, essential.

The Explanatory Memorandum accompanying the Bill puts forward four options:

e Option A: the Status quo — Definitely not supported as the system is
inequitable, is exclusive and, put simply, does not work.

¢ Option B: Tighter regulation of planning and development on leased
federal airports to facilitate better integration of on-airport and
off-airport planning ~ The description of this option captures what is
required. The establishment of proposed Planning Co-ordination Forums with
an effective charter is supported. The proposition that Airport Master Plans be
required {0 address ground transport requiremenis and to justify variances
between on and off-airport planning requirements is also supported. Any such
justification should not enly be on planning grounds but should also address
the economic impact on existing businesses both on and off-airport.

¢« Option C: A balanced approach involving regulatory change to facilitate
investment in aeronautical infrastructure and better integration of on-
airport and off-airport planning — The need for facilitated investment in
aeronautical infrastructure is acknowledged while an integrated approach to
planning has already been supported.

What is strenuously opposed under this Option is the proposition that
Planning Forums and Consultation Groups be established non-legisiatively.

History provides clear evidence that a voluntary framework has not worked. In
any case a voluntary arrangement relies on the goodwill of the parties. 1t is
suggested that, where difficult decisions are to be made on matters with a
significant positive or negative consequence for either party, goodwill will
almost certainly finish second.

AMAC contends that the composition, structure, charter and obligations of
these bodies must be clearly spelt out and be re-enforced and accountable
through legislation or regulation,

AMAGC would concede that, where a major development is specifically for
aeronautical purposes and the development will have no impact on
surrounding community or business interests, the time required for
cansideration of the application could be modified. However such modification
must be restricted o developments with a direct aeronautical function such as
navigation aids, controi fowers and the like.

AMAC Submission to the Senate Standing Committee on Rurai and Regional Affairs and Transport —
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» Option D: Accredited State/Territory Government planning laws to apply
to airports but allow the Commonwealth Minister to exercise decision
making powers — The difficulty, time and cost involved in securing this option
is appreciated. It is anticipated that a properly structured integrated approach
might be achieved through the Forums and Groups proposed by the White
Paper provided they have an effective charter, are adequately resourced and
are representative of all of the relevant parties. However, if that approach
founders then this Option, or a derivation of it, may be the only way to deliver
a positive outcome.

In relation to the first five years of a master plan, requiring additional
information such as a ground transport plan and detailed information on
proposed developments to be used for purposes not related to airport services
{e.g. commercial, community, office or retail purposes).

AMAC has consistently expressed the view that there must be absolute surety that
the primary focus for on-airport land use is catering for aviation related infrastructure.
Non-aviation development must not be permitted to compremise or jeopardise the
primary function of the airport. '

- Further to this, planning and development do not oceur in five-year blocks. While it
may be appropriate to provide detailed plans with a five-year horizon, such plans
should not be static but should present a rolling five-year program with adequate
opportunity for appropriate consultation and input and provide for timely and
meaningful feedback.

Restructuring the triggers for major development plans including capturing
proposed developments with a significant community impact.

Genuine communication, consideration and feedback remain critical tc any positive
outcome.

The proposition that all on-airport developments are publicly notified is supported.

The proposition that there should be consultation and third party assessment
requirements in relation to proposed developments with a community impact is
supported while a rigorous process in relation to developments with a significant
community impact is absolutely essential.

Prohibiting specified types of development which are incompatible with the
operation of an airport site as an airport. However, an airport-lessee company
wiil have the opportunity to demonstrate to the Minister that such a
development could proceed through a major development process because of
exceptional circumstances.

incompatible development should be exactly that. Incompatible in this sense means
that there is conflict between the development activity and airport operations or that
gither or both will need to modify their behaviour to accommodate the other, often to
the detriment of one or both parties.

AMAC Submission to the Senate Standing Comimittee on Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport —
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Integrating the airport environment strategy into the master plan requiring only
one public comment period for the combined document recognising that an
airport environment strategy is better articulated in the context of the airport’s
master plan. Transitional provisions are included to address how the expiry
dates of environment strategies will be aligned with the expiry dates of master
plans. _

Agreed providing there is an appropriate time period for comment and a provision for
meaningful feedback.

Clarifying ambiguous provisions and making housekeeping amendments to
update certain provisions of the Airports Act.

Agreed.

Conclusion

Any amendments to airport legislation need to recognise that the core business of
aviation is a unigue commercial activity, however, non-aviation commercial
development is not.

The businesses operated on-airport by commercial lessees compete with
businesses in other parts of the city in which the airports are located. It is therefore
poth equitable and appropriate that the planning constraints for on-airport
development are measured against those applying fo competitors.

Further, the land-based activities of airports must infegrate intc the communities in
which they operate. They must not be allowed fo receive consideration only when
airport operations are sufficiently impacted by conflict with surrounding activities as
to affect the economy of the airport operator.

Should the Committee wish any of the matters raised in this submission further
clarified then AMAC will be pleased to do so.

AMAC Submission to the Senate Standing Committee on Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport -
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26 July 2010

Committee Secretary

Senate Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport References Committee
PO Box 6100

Parliament House

Canberra ACT 2600

Australia

Via email: matsen@aph.ecov.au

RE: Hobart International Airport Pty Ltd Airport Amendmenis Bill 2010
Subimission

Hobart International Airport Pty Lid (“HIAPL”) welcomes the opportunity to make a
submission to the Senate Standing Committee on Rural and Regional Affairs and
Transport in relation to the Airport Amendments Bill 2010 (“the Bill™).

HIAPL welcomed the Government’s release of the National Aviation White Paper
Policy, and strongly supported the consultative approach taken to develop the Paper,
we would however like to state that there was no consultation undertaken in the
development of the Bill and that had there been consultation, a number of the issues
outlined in this submission may have been avoided altogether.

HIAPL makes this submission in respect to the amendments outlined in the Bill and
the terms at which they are currently drafted. In drafting this submission, it is apparent
that many of the regional issues outlined in the Bill are of greatest direct relevance to
HIAPL.

HIAPL is a capital city Airport, however the current size of the operation and the
passenger and aircraft movement through the Airport make it more comparable to
regional Airports throughout mainland Australia. In consideration of the size and
nature of Hobart Airport, it is critical to state that resources are limited, and areas of
the Bill that impose significant resource implications are of greatest concern.

Two key areas of concern within the Bill are the increased resource burden on Airport
planning and development processes through the additional requirements, and the
ambiguity of the terminology detailed in the Bill leading to a lessened Ievel of
certainty in all planning and development for the Airport.



INTERNATIONAL SIRPORT

Master Plans

HIAPL supports the inclusion of the Airport Environment Strategy into the Master
Plan process, however would like to state that there should be mechanisms built into
the Master Plan approval process that prevents delay in approval on Master Plan due
to Airport Environment Strategy issues.

In relation to the introduction of additional Mastier Plan requirements and in
particular, analysis of ground transport and off-airport development inclusions, this
will add significant work to the current comprehensive planning process, and HIAPL
would request that more definitive details are placed around the level of analysis
required.

In reducing the timeframe for public consultation in the Master Plan process, HIAPL
would support this approach, particularly if the Preliminary Draft Master Plan is
deemed not to have any new or contentious issues that require extensive public
consultation. Again, the reduction of this timeframe will assist in expediting the
planning and development process, one which would be welcomed by HIAPL.

In reference to the Bill referring to an extension of Master Plan approval timeframes,
HIAPL would propose that the current 50 days (plus stop-the-clock provisions) is
more than adequate in approval time, and that the timeframes should rather be
reduced to assist in timely planning and development.

In relation to commercial development on Airport, HIAPL holds great concern over
the reference to “incompatible development”. HIAPL appreciates the concem over
incompatible development on Airports, but would suggest that incompatibility only
comes with an inability to use the Atrport for its intended purpose.

Incompatible Developments

The use of “incompatible” and “exceptional circumstance” terminology without
further definition provides great ambiguity to the Airport and could also present
restrictions in growing both aeronautical and non-aeronautical business on Airport.
HIAPL would support further definition on incompatible developments, and in
particular the reference to child care facilities and schools.

Major Development Plans

In relation to Major Development Plans (“MDP”), HIAPL would like to see greater
clarity in reference to runway MDPs to the term “altering”. HIAPL would suggest it
is unreasonable to require an MDP for routine maintenance on runways and strongly
oppose this.

The use of the terminology “significant social impact” is also of concern to HIAPL,
this objective measuore requires clear definitions and guidelines and HIAPIL. would
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strongly suggest that consultation with relevant parties be undertaken in the
development of those definitions and guidelines.

HIAPL supports the intent in the Bill to provide the Minister to waiver the need for an
MDP on aeronautical development. However, HIAPL suggests that most Airport
developments are undertaken to extend the operating capacity of the Airport in some
form, as a result they would not support the inclusion of the requirement around
waiving of an MDP if it can be demonstrated that the development will not “increase
the operating capacity of the Airport” as this is unreasonable and defies logic.

Summary

In conclusion, HIAPL now goes through complex and costly processes in relation to a
range of planning and development, HIAPL would not like to see further impost on
the Airport in undertaking such important future development. Any impost to the
Airport which is limited in human resource becomes a burden on the paying
passenger and this is not something that HIAPL supports.

HIAPL welcomes the opportunity to provide further input to the Committee and the
Government in development of the Bill to assist in the development and
implementation of sensible policy for the future development of Airports.

Yours Sincerely,
Brett Reiss

Chief Executive Officer
Hobart International Airport
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Submission to the Senate Standing Committee
cn Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport

Inguiry into

‘Alrports Amendment Bill 2010’

Bankstown Airport Limited and Camden Airport Limited (BACA) thank the Senate Standing
Committee on Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport for the opportunity to place a submission
before the Commitiee.

Context

For the Committee’s benefit Bankstown Alrport and Camden Airport are classified as General
Aviation (GA) airports and facilitated approximately three hundred thousand (300,000) and fifty
five thousand (55,000) movements respectively in FY 2009 / 10.

Located within the geographical confines of the Sydney Basin the airports’ support a range of
activity including flight training, charter operations, recreation & sports, freight and emergency
services. They do not currently provide for any form of Regular Public Transport (RPT) and both
airports have limitations on the size of aircraft that can operate on them.

Both airports were privatized in December 2003 and as such became subject to the ‘Airports Act
1996° and associated Regulations. The "Airports Act 1996 applies to all privatized airports and
there.is no distinction between the airports, notwithstanding the disparity of operations for instance
between Sydney Airport and Bankstown Airport or Camden Airport.

Business Overview

i contrast to the larger airports which have balanced aeronautical and non aeronautical revenue,
the majority of GA airports rely on non aeronautical activity to contribute the majority of revenue to
the business. In the case of Bankstown Airport and Camden Airport non aeronautical related
revenue contributes eighty eight percent (88%) of total revenue as aviation revenue in itself does
not generate sufficient receipts to meet aviation specific capital expenditure, loan servicing or
return on investment. In our particular case non aeronautical activity at Bankstown Airport also
cross subsidizes Camden Airport.

itis in this context that our-submission will focus on matters that will impact on our business and
that of the other GA airports.
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Overall intent of the Airport Amendment Bill 2010

For BACA many aspects of the Airport Amendment Bill 2010 (‘the Bill') add further restrictions to
Airport Leasing Companies {ALC's) ability to deveiop and operate the airports effectively and
efficiently. For GA airports the passing of the Bill in its present form may in the long term be
detrimental to the GA industry which has been stagnant for over ten years.

In particutar our main concemns are that the Bill will:

e Continue the ‘one size fits all’ legisiative approach to airport regulation.
introduce a greater element of external interpretation which in turn reduces ‘certainty’ for
both aviation and non aviation activily.

e (hange the intent and form of Airport Master Plans and Maijor Development Plans
causing detrimental cutcomes

s Heavily qualify any procedural gains for ALC’s to render them of little or no use.

Inappropriate for General Aviation Airports

in an effort to improve airporis relations with the community and governiments, the Bill establishes
higher levels of compliance aimed predominantly at the major airports as their operation has a
greater impact with the community as well as State and Local Governments. However when
passed the Bill applies equally to all airports including GA airports via its ‘one size fits ail’
approach. :

This approach continues a 25 year oid framework of regulation established for airports managed
by the Federal Airports Corporation (FAC) as far back as 1888. The one size fits all airport
framework was developed at a time when the Australian Government and the FAC subsidised
operations at GA airports.

GA Alirports now operate as standalone businesses. There are no Government or Mead Gffice
direct subsidies. The ‘Airporits Act 1996° regime and bureaucracy that administers airports should
better refiect this reality. A common legisiative framework and bureaucracy for the airports does
ittle to promote efficiency for the GA sector.

The proposed Bill increases the cost of running GA airports but does noi increase revenue
capability. This is not a sustainable outcome particularly in the lenger term.

BACA would propose that the Bill should exclude GA airports or specifically introduce measures
to support GA airports including:
e Amend the Head Lease by side deed for GA airports to
o eliminate Ex Gratia Land Tax & Ex Gratia Council Rates
o create performance standards for Airport Environment Officer & Airpert Buiiding
Contreller

o support GA airport cost recovery
o Support GA airports as niche freight and passenger service providers.

Page 2 of &
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As an example the following table is provided fo thé committee to guantify the disparity between
Sydney and Camden airports to which the Bill will apply equally.

2 CAEDEYN

Airport Activity Levels 2008

Sydney Airport Camden Airport
Movements 290,000 53 000*
Landed tonnes 14.5 M onnes™ 0.012 M tonnes
Passengers. 33 M Q
Aeronautical Revenue 5343 M < 30.2 M
Cost of Airpert Master
Plan & Environment 1.45%** 160%
Strategy as a
percentage of Aero
Revenue
Distance from GPO 8 Kiiometres 52 Kilometres

* Arrival / Depariure 21,000, Circuits 32,000
** Estimated $5M cost

Notwithstanding that the two airports listed above are at the extreme ends of the industry, the
current legislation and proposed Bill does not differentiate between the airports. If the Bill is
passed without amendment, Camden Airport will be required to meet the changes contained in
the Bill including producing a Master Plan requiring higher levels of compliance at greater
expense.

In the context that the current Airport Draft Master Plan and Airport Environment Strategy for
Camden Airport, the cost to date is equivalent to 1.6 times of the annual aeronautical revenue for
that airport. Arguably the ‘one size fits all’ approach of the Bill is not justified in many cases on
either a needs or fiscal basis.

increased Levels of interpretation

Several areas of the Bill intfroduce new ‘triggers’ for Major Development Plans (MDP} where itis
considered a development is likely {o have a significant impact on the local or regional community.
These ‘friggers’ are open to interpretation.

For example the guidelines for what constitutes a MDP are to include the following principles:

L

impact on the amenity of the local or regional community

increase traffic in the immediate surrounds of the airport

likely create increased noise in the area

create areas of risk for individuals within, or adjacent to, the airport

o

@

[+
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e likely cause significant concern by the lecal or regional community

Notwithstanding that ‘adminisirative guidelines’ will be supplied as toc what constitutes ‘impact’,
likely” efc, it is BACA' s concern that the this terminology will be subject to interpretation which in
twm will lead to uncertainty, inconsistency and potential legal action {o test the meanings of the
terms by either MDP’s proponents or opponerits o the proposal,

This level of uncertainty will increase the development rigk with both aviation and non aviation
activity and will make developments less commercially attractive, This will lead to less investment
in supporting infrastructure to the detriment of the GA industry and a prolonged continuation in the
use of aging and inefficient airport facilities which runs contra to broader Government policy to
promote and stimulate economic activity,

Ghanges Causing Detrimental Consequences

BACA has concerns that the Bill in its current form may create commercial and technical
consequences that impact detrimentally on aeronautical and non aeronautical development as
well as essential maintenance requirements. in particular BACA has concerns with the need for
Airport Master Plans fo:

a. Align with State and Local Government Ground Plans

¢ Airport Master Plans are based on a twenty year horizon and there is a concern that State
and Local Governments plans may not maich the vision of ALC's.

e There is concern that State or Local governments may atiempt quash or unduly disrupt a
development through either a perception or a false premise that it would be detrimental fo
the community because of fraffic levels, noise levels, orany other 'significant’ concern.

¢ There is apprehension that State or Local Governments may attempt quash or unduly
disrupt a development as it may compete with their existing or proposed commercial
developmenis.

b. Maintenance works

in addition to the current ‘triggers’ for an MDP with airside development, the Bill requires a
MDP when ‘altering a runway’ which includes if closing a runway, changes to the flight paths or
the pattern or levels of aircraft. As such major maintenance works will now require an MDP
because these works effectively close a runway for an extended pericd and the traffic patterns
are impacted during such works. These works inciude:

¢ Runway re-sheet where one runway is closed or severely restricted for some weeks

e Runway lighting works where one runway is closed or severely restricted for some weeks

e Major Off Alrport Developments where large building cranes are required for an extensive

period and impact on flight patterns

The reguirement for MDP’s for such tasks creates an onerous cost impost and potential defay in
the provision of essential maintenance works.

Streamiined Gains for ALC's

The Bill does contain improvements {o the processeas that could allow the Minister in respect of
specific aeronautical developments to exempt ALC’s from carrying out a MDP or implement a

Page 4 of 5



F AIRPORTS

reduced public consultation period. However thé gill r'.equi-res the satisfaction of several stringent
hurdles to achieve these benefits and as the developments captured in these changes are by their
nature ‘major’ it is uniikely that the improved process proposed by the Bill wili ever be achieved.

Conclusion

BACA understands that legisiation requires review and appropriate change to meet contemporary
requirements.

Concurrently the Government should aiso recognize that the impact of the Bill does not
differentiate the disparity in airports operation and the unintended outcomes of the Bill is that GA
airports will not be able to implement growth strategies to economically sustain business beyond
current levels.

As such BACA would seek a recommendation from the Committee that GA airports be exciuded
from the Bill.
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Enguiries to: Shernaz Udwadia Crry of Perry
Sirategy (08) 9461 3015 ATV of TERTE
EMalll shermaz udwadiai@olivoiperth wa,qov.al

Our Ref P10623208

28 July 2010

Committee Secretary

Senate Rural and Regional Affairs
and Transport References Commitise
zmall: rat.sen@aph.aov.ay

Dear Sik/Madam
INQUIRY INTO AIRPORTS AMENDMENT BILL 2010
I refer to the inquiry into the Afrporfs Amehdment Bill 2010,

The City of Perth supports the objsctive of the Airports Amendment Bill 2010 to
provide for improved planning at Australig’s airports to facilitate better integration and
coordination with off-airport planning and continued investment in Australia’s airport
infrastruciure and land transport links. In particutar, the improvement of the major
devslopment plan process o more effectively address developments that will have
significant impact on the local or regional community.

The City of Perth supports:
o the preparation of administrative guidelines on what may constitute ‘significant
impact on the local or regional community' for relevant stakeholders:
» ihe insertion of a new paragraph that will require & major development plan to set
out the likely effect of the proposed development on:
{i) traffic flows at the airport and surrounding the airport: and
(i} employment levels at the airport; and
(i) the local and regional economy and community, :nciudmg an analysis of
how the proposed developments fit within the local planning schemes for
commercial and retail development in the area adjacent fo the airport.

The formulation of the administrative guidelines and analysis of the impact of
proposed developments on exisling commercial and retail development however
should take into account the need for broader consultation beyond areas adjacent to
the subject airport. Any proposed commercial development should consider the role
and function of existing commercial centres, in particular the primary amployment,
retail and service functions in the Perth central business district, Accordingly, the
City of Perth would welcome consultation on major development plans Broposing
significant increases in commercial floor space on the Perth Airport site.

Cowrieil House

27 St George s Terrace, Povili

GR0 Box (126, Perth, ri dwustralio 6838,
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Background

On 24 June 2010 the Senate referred the Airports Amendment Bill 2010 (the Bill) for inquiry
and report.

This Bill amends the Airports Act 1996 (the Act) to give effect to the legislative reforms
announced in the Australian Government's National Aviation Policy White Paper, particularly
in refation to the planning regulatory framework and the requirements for master plans and
major development plans.

Sydney Airport Corporation Limited's roles and responsibilities

Under the Act, Sydney Airport Corporation Limited {SACL) is the airport-iessee company for
Sydney Airport. SACL's general roles and responsibilities at Sydney Airport are to:

s manage Sydney Airport operations as a whole, and ensure the effective delivery and
coordination of airpori-related services and facilities. SACL operates the International
Terminal (T1) and the Multi-user Domestic Terminal (T2) as well as the associated
gates, departure and holding lounges, aerobridges, car parks, baggage handling and
other passenger facilities. The Qantas Domestic Terminal (T3) at Sydney Airport is
operated by Qantas.

« provide and maintain all necessary on-airfield infrastructure such as runways,
taxiways, aprons, aircraft parking bays, airside fighting, airfield visual aids and ensure
Sydney Airport complies with all necessary aviation safety standards.

s manage certain aviation security arrangemenits, including passenger and checked
baggage screening, security patrols and surveillance, physical security and electronic
access control systems, and security quality control and coordination.

e manage road traffic within the international and domestic terminal precincts in close
cooperation with surrounding roads (which are managed by the RTA) and provide on-
airport car parking.

» coordinate initial response to airport incidents and emergencies.

The Act also requires SACL to prepare a master plan for Sydney Airport, in consultation with
the community and other key stakeholders. In part, the purposes of a master plan are:

e to establish the strategic direction for efficient and economic development at the airport
over a 20 year period,

* {0 indicate o the public the intended uses of the airport site; and

¢ {0 reduce potential conflicts between users of the airport site, and to ensure that uses
of the airport are compatible with the areas surrounding the airport.

Following an extensive community and stakeholder consultation process, the Sydney Airport
Master Plan 2009 was approved by the Minister for Infrastructure, Transport, Regional
Development and Local Government on 19 June 2009. The planning period for the master
plan covers the 20 year period 2009 to 2029."

" The Master Plan 2009 can be downloaded from ho/iwww. sydnevairport.com. aw/SACEL /Master-
Plan.htmi




Aviation activity at Sydney Airport

Sydney Airport is Australia’'s major gateway to the world. Servicing 44 airlines and with 45% of
all Australia’s international airline passengers arriving in Sydney, it is also our nation’s busiest
airport. In 2009, Sydney Airport saw 33 million passengers pass through its terminals,

accommodated just under 290,000 aircraft movements and handled 647,000 tonnes of freight.

Sydney Airport is busier than any train station in Sydney and handles more passengers than
Central, Town Hall or Wynyard stations. Last year, the daily average usage was just over
90,000 passengers. In addition, there are 12,000 peoplie who work at the airport on any given
day and approximately 30,000 people who meet, greet or farewell passengers. This means
that just over 132,000 people use Sydney Airport daily.

As outlined in the approved Master Plan 2009, this level of aviation activity is forecast to grow
over the next 20 years. Specifically:

s passengers are forecast to grow by 4.2% per year to 78.9 million in 2029;

= aircraft movements are forecast to grow by 2% per year to 427,400 in 2029; and

+ air freight is forecast to increase by 3.8% per year to 1,077,000 tonnes in 2029.2
The economic significance of Sydney Airport

The significant and growing level of aviation activity at Sydney Airport underpins the airport's
role as an employer and economic driver of state and national importance. Sydney Airport
today makes a direct contribution of 38 billion to NSW Gross State Product. With flow—on
impacts taken into account, the airport's economic contribution increases to $16.5 billion and
is forecast to rise to more than $27 billion by 2015/16. This is equivalent to 6% of the NSW
economy and 2% of the Australian economy. Around $7 4 billion is also contributed directly to
household incomes every year — that is, more than $142 million is injected into family budgets
each and every week.®

This substantial economic contribution translates into well paid jobs. It is estimated that
Sydney Airport provides or generates more than 75,000 jobs directly and about 131,000 jobs
indirectly, making a total of around 206,000 jobs. This year alone, it is estimated that these
jobs will deliver around $257 million in payroll tax revenue to the NSW Government, or around
$1.3 biliion over the next five years and considerably more over the next 20 years. As a result
of this forecast growth in the airport’s economic contribution, the total number of jobs provided
or generated by Sydney Airport is expected to rise to more than 338,000 by 2015/186.

Comments concerning the Bill

The Bill implements some of the Australian Government's aviation policy as cutlined in the
National Aviation Policy White Paper released by the Minister for Infrastructure, Transpart,
Regional Development and Local Government in December 2009, SACL notes and
appreciates the extensive consultation undertaken by the Government during the
development of the White Paper (which included the release of an Issues Paper and Green
Paper). SACL has also appreciated the willingness of the Department of infrastructure,
Transport, Regional Development and Local Government to brief airports on the Bili following
its tabling in the House of Representatives in June 2010.

2 Sydney Airport Master Plan 2009, Chapter 5.
* URS Australia Pty. Ltd., The Economic Impact of Growth at Sydney Airport, 2008,



However, there are some aspects of the Bill that were either not raised during the Green/White
Paper process or that have been drafted in such a way as to have unintended consequences. Had
airports {and other stakeholders) been consulted during the drafting of the Bill, these unintended
conseguences could have been avoided prior to the Bill being introduced to Parliament.

SACL also notes that the Bill empowers the Government to intervene more easily and more often
with respect to airport development and related matters, and in a way that will be difftcult {o predict
given the proposed broader and in some cases vaguely worded definitions and discretionary
powers provided in the Bill. This is particularly the case with respect to the definitions of what
constitutes major airport development. This will have the effect of increasing the regulatory risk
associated with the aviation industry and appears fo be inconsistent with the objectives of light-
handed regulation.

If enacted, some provisions in the Bill will likely result in minor on-airport development becoming
‘major airport development’ for the purposes of the Act, thus requiring the preparation and
Ministerial approval of a major development plan (MDP}. The process for preparing MDPs is
already highly complex and costly, and involves the preparation of four separate versions: an
Exposure draft MDP, a Preliminary Draft MDP, a Draft MDP and a Final MDP. SACL notes that the
preparation of an ‘Exposure draft MDP' — which the Department of infrastructure, Transport,
Regional Development and Local Government has advised airports to prepare in certain
circumstances so it can be referred to the Department of Environment, Water, Heritage and the
Arts for comment — is not even mentioned in or required by the Act,

By way of example, using the Bill's Explanatory Memorandum as a guide, when deciding what
constitutes a "significant impact on a local cornmunity’, airports should ask themselves: ‘will the
proposed development increase traffic in the immediate surrounds of the airport 7. If the answer is
‘yes', it is likely that the development should be considered as a ‘major airport development’. This
has the potential to capture a wide range of minor developments that were previously and properly
not subject to the MDP process. Consider a development proposal involving a fast food outlet,
small service station or minor airfreight handling facility. As each would result in at least some
increased traffic in the immediate surrounds of the airport, they would become major airport
developments and be subiect to the preparation of the abovementioned four MDP versions, a
public comment period of at least 80 business days and, ulimately, the approval of a senior
Cabinet Minister. However, had that same development been proposed for a site across the road
from the airport, it would likely be subject to a simple development application, a public comment
period of between 14 and 30 days and approval by a mid-level town planner at the local council,
who would probably be acting under delegated authority.

The Bill will also make the task of prepating master plans more complex and costly, though SACL
notes this is partially offset by the decision to integrate airport environment strategies with master
plans.

As highlighted in the report prepared for Infrastructure Partnerships Australia and the Tourism &
Transport Forum Assessing the Impact of Airport Privatisation®, airport privatisation and the master
planning process have been a marked success. The trend {o complicate the development
approvais and master planning processes for airports is in contrast to that which has been
apparent over recent years in all Staies and Territories to simply, clarify, standardise and
expedite development assessment and approval processes in ail other areas of the economy,
especially where it involves the provision of critical and/or nationally important infrastructure.
SACL believes it is important to ensure that excessive re-regulation does not become over-
regulation, which would increase regulatory risk and undermine the ability of airports to
provide, in a timely and commercially viable manner, the vital aviation infrastruciure that
Australia will so ciearly need in the future as aviation activity continues to grow.

Detailed comments concerning specific provisions in the Bill are included at Attachment A.

* The report can be downloaded at hitp://www.ttf.org.au/Content/airportprivatisation08.aspx




Attachment A

Detailed comments concerning specific provisions in Airports Amendment Biill 2010

inBill

Amendments concerning airport master plans and environment strategies

section 71(2)}ga) Inclusion of five
year ground
fransport plans in
20 year master
plans

This provision woutld require airports fo include in future master
plans a ground transport plan that relates to the first five years
of the master plan’'s 20 year planning period. As the first mag‘or
airport in Australia to prepare a Ground Travel Plan in 20067,
Sydney Airport Corporation Limited (SACL) acknowledges that
the preparation of ground transport plans has merit. The
preparation of such plans will help to ensure that, in future,
better coordination is achieved between the provision of
aviation infrastructure and the necessary supporting landside
ground transport infrastructure.

However, as the successful preparation of such plans will
fundamentaily rely on information that can only be provided to
airports by third parties — in this case the various road and
public transpott agencies of state governments —there is a
concern as to how the Australian Government will assess the
content of the five year ground transport plan when assessing
the overall draft master plan.

As currently drafted, the provision effectively requires the airport
to obtain details about how and when off-airport [andside road
and public transport infrastructure and services will be provided.
The provision of such off-airport infrastructure and services is,
of course, predominantly the responsibility of state governments
(and in some cases local governmen’{s).B In contrast, the
provision of aviation and airport-related infrastructure (which
can be located airside or landside) is predominantly the
responsibility of airports. This clear division of responsibility was
established when the Government granted long-term leases for
Australia’s major airports to privately-owned airport lessee
companies between 1997 and 2003.

With this in mind, SACL would be concerned if a state
government (for whatever reason) was unwilling or unable to
provide an off-airport landside road network and/or public
transport system that was adequate to accommodate the
growth in aviation activity at an airport, as forecast in the
airport's master pian. This is a particularly relevant issue for
Sydney Airport. For example, when approving the Airport Rail
Link {which links the Sydney CBD {o Sydney Airport and
includes four privately operated stations, two of which are
located beneath the airport’'s terminals}), the NSW Government

® SACL's Airport Ground Travel Plan can be downloaded at http://www.sydnevairport.com. au/SACL/Airpors-

Ground-Travel-Plan.himd

® However, it should be noted that the airport sites leased by the Commonwealth sometimes include that part of the
landside road network in the immediate vicinity of the airport terminals and/or the airport boundary. For example, in
Sydney's case, Airport/Qantas Drive, Keith Smith Avenue, roads in the vicinity of the international Terminal and
some other roads all lie within the leased airport area and are therefore SACL's responsibility.



confractually prevented itself from freely developing or
substantially upgrading an aliernative subsidised land based
public transport route between the Sydney CBD and Sydney
Airport.” This resulted in the NSW Government progressively
withdrawing public bus services from the airport to the point
where today, there is only one bus route servicing the airport's
three terminals, and it doesn’t even pass through the CBD or
the area where most airport workers live. The Government has,
to date, been unwilling to provide any additional public bus
services to and from the airport. Passengers and airport
workers are alsc discouraged from using the frain because to
do so, they must pay a premium which results in their train fare
being around 400% higher than normal CityRail fares. Taken
together, this illustrates the NSW Government’s failure to
provide an adequate public transport system at the airport.

With respect to the road network surrounding airports, the lead
time for the delivery of NSW road infrastructure will, in many
instances, be much longer than the five year period covered by
the ground transport plan. In the case of Sydney Airport,
delivery of the necessary motorway infrastructure is subject to
significant external risks and constraints. For example,
comptetion of the M5 ast duplication and M4 Extension — both
of which are necessary to support growth in aviation activity at
Sydney Airport and maritime activity at the Port Botany —is, at
best, more than five years away. The NSW Government has
also indicated it will not proceed with construction of the M4
Extension unless the Australian Government and/or private
sector provide the necessary funding.

While any future ground transport plan for Sydney Airport will
clearly identify this failure to provide an adequate public
transport system and the ongoing delays in enhancing the
motorway network, SACL would be concerned if the NSW
Government's unwillingness and/or inability to provide the
necessary off-airport landside ground transport infrastructure
and services was interpreted by the Australian Government in
such a way as to prejudice the final approval of the master plan
or o invalidate the underlying transport assumptions and
cenclusions on which it is based. To do so would put at risk a
major portion of a master plan, which would subsequently
require variation or amendment in response to any change by
the State Government fo its transport policies or sirategies or {0
the timeframe within which transport infrastructure projects are
delivered.

To the extent that SACL must rely upon known or unknown
ground transport projects, even after consulting with ‘state or
focal or other bodies’, the development of a ground transport
plan therefore becomes a key risk to the master planning
process. This is due to the implication that, if such projects are
not delivered by the state government, the master plan will need
to be substantially altered and/or proposed land use zonings
changed to match the capacity of the off-airport ground

" The Contract Summary can be downloaded at
hitp: A wwg. new. gov. al/NSW_Projects/new southern_railway stalions _agresment




transport infrastructure and services that the state government
had indicated a willingness {o provide at the time of
consultation. in such circumstances, this would effectively act
as a state government imposed brake on growth in aviation
activity at Australia's major airports, an cutcome that would
clearly be against the national interest.

SACL stresses that this is a very real risk. For example, in
recent years, the NSW Government has announced and then
deferred or cancelled a range of ground transport projects
including:

M4 East Extension

M5 East duplication

North west rail line

South west rail {ine

Hurstville to Strathfield Rail Line
Chaiswood to Parramatia rail line

Fast frain to Newcastle

Fast train to Wollongong

Western Metro

North west Metro

Rozelle Metro

F& North

Rail extension to Bondi

Liverpool Y Link raif line

F3 link fo the M2 or Westlink M7
Thirrout rail tunnel

Blackiown — Wetherill Park Bus Transitway
Parramatta — Strathfield Bus Transitway

& & & © 9 o & 6 & & & & & & O & € &

A more realistic approach would be for airports to include in
their master plan the forecast airport-related vehicle traffic at
each point where the airport interfaces with the road network in
the surrounding area, as well as the forecast demand for the
various modes of public transport.

Ground transport plans shouid also make it clear that as state
or iocal authorities are responsible for the landside road
network and public transport system, those authorities should
also be responsible for and be held accountable for providing
effective implementation arrangements.

This objective could be progressed in a practical sense through
appiication of the new Capital Cities Planning System
requirements which COAG adopted in December 20098. COAG
agreed that;

Capital city strafegic planning systerns should ... provide
for nationally-significant infrastructure (both new and
upgrade of existing)}, including transport corridors,
international gateways [and] intermodal connections

The COAG Reform Council will independently review the
consistency of capital city strategic plans with the above (and
other) national criteria during 2010 and 2011.




section 71(2)(gh) inclusion of five
year detailed
proposed
development plans
in 20 year master
plans

This provision would require the 20 year master plan to include
within it a more detailed master plan or quasi-precinct plan
covering the first five years.

In effect, this would require the master plan to identify specific
proposed developments for each individual allotment of iand
within the airport site. This is contrary to the general principles
of land use zoning, whereby a range of uses are identified as
being permissible within a particular zone. When linked to the
proposed ground transport plan, this new requirement would
result in airports needing to produce a detaiied five year
development plan which would include specific details on the
footprint, design, height and use of any proposed building, as
well as the likely franspori, environmental, employment,
economic and community impact of that building. For airports,
such detailed assessment is usually undertaken when preparing
a preliminary draft major development plan, prior to it being
exhibited for public and stakeholder comment.

Further, if such a detailed assessment identified a need io make
changes to any of the abovementioned features of the building
or its proposed use, the master plan would again need to be
varied or amended, resulting in additional costs and regulatory
uncertainty for airports. At the time airports are preparing their
master plan, they may not know precisely what type of
development may be required, or demanded by prospective
tenants in five years time (for example, due to external demand
factors). This makes meaningful impact analysis difficult to
undertake.

SACL refers the Commitiee to Chapter 15 of the Sydney Airport
Master Plan 2009°, which indicates that the actual timing for
each of the specific developments propesed for the first five
years of the plan’s 20 year planning period in various parts of
the airport “.. will depend on the realisation of the demand
friggers, SACL's assessment of prevailing and forecast market
conditions, the carrying out of any necessary environmental
assessment and approvals processes and the oufcome of
stakeholder consultation processes.” The likely environmental
and ground transport implications of these developments are
outlined in Chapter 5 of the Sydney Airport Environment
Strategy 2010 — 2015.°

SACL believes this provision will only work in a practical sense
if the requirement to include ‘detailed information’ in the
proposed five year development plans is interpreted in such a
way as to allow airports to present a five year plan which
inciudes a broad range of development options, each of which
is consistent with the permissible uses within the particular
zoning.

if additional detail is required then the minor variation provisions
should only be triggered by substantive changes.

% which can be downloaded at httn://www.sydneyairport.com.au/SACL/Master-Plan.himl

® which can be downloaded at httnfAwww. svdnevairpart. com.au/SACL/Environment—-Environment-Strateay . himl
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section 71{2){gc)

Inclusion of five
year employment,
economic and
community impact
analysis

Alignment with
focal planning
schemes

As with proposed section 71{2){gb}, an airport may not know
precisely what kind of development, or what mix of
developments, will proceed on any particular site at the time it is
preparing its master plan. Such decisions will necessarily
depend on the range of abovementioned criteria. As such, the
detailed aspects of employment, environmental or community
impact would not be known. Changing the use of the land,
even if the new use was still consistent with the zoning as
expressed in the master plan {for example from an office
building to a hotel}, may trigger the need to revise the impact
analysis and, more than likely, vary or amend the master plan
itself.

External factors such as changes in adjoining lecal government
land use zonings, as well as supply/demand factors will also
influence the analysis. Such analysis is based on a range of
known factors and assumptions, and can, over a relatively short
period of ime, change.

An analysis of how “.. . the proposed developments fit within the
planning schemes for commercial and retail development in the
area that is adjacent to the airport” may, in some instances,
result in an unfair compatison because many of the
developments that are located on airports are necessarily
airport-specific or related thus attracting different development
standards. For example, an on-airport hotel would require less
car parking than that proposed in local planning schemes for an
off-airport hotel because of the air passenger market caichment
and ability to use the airport’'s pre-existing car parks.

section 71(2)(h)

Inclusion of five
year airport
environment
strategy in 20 year
master plan

The inclusion of the five year airport environment strategy
(AES} in the 20 year master plan has merit and is supported.

However, it should be noted that, as an unamended section 116
{contents of draft or final environment strategy) of the Act is
simply being moved o become the new section 71(2)(h), the
AES will still be required 1o contain the specific actions, policies
and targets that the airport proposes to undertake or meet over
the first five years of the master plan planning period to address
the range of ground-based environmental aspects and impacts
associated with the operation of the airport.

Therefore, as with the proposed five year ground fransport
plans, five year detailed development plans and five year
employment/economic/community impact analysis, the linking
of relevant actions, policies and targets to specific
developments proposed in the masier plan will need to be
interpreted flexibly. This is because, at the time the master plan
is prepared, an airport will not necessarily know exactly what
kind of development will proceed on any given site or precisely
when it will proceed. Such decisions will depend on a range of
factors, as outlined in Chapter 15 of the Sydney Airport Master
Plan 2009 and as listed above. i is also the case that
innovative and environmentaily sustainable service provision
can sometimes be costly, thus requiring long lead times and
ceriainty over the future demand for such services.




oposed section |

As a result, the detailed environmental impacts associated with
particular developments will not necessarily be known with
precision at the time the master plan is being prepared.
Changing the use of the land - even if the new use was still
permissible in the relevant zone — may trigger a need to revise
this environmental analysis and, more than likely, amend the
master plan itself. This would create regulatory uncertainty as
well as be time consuming and costly.

Sections 71(6) and
91(4)

Analysis
concerning the
alignment of state
and local planning
laws, and
justification for any
nconsistencies

The Bill would require airports to undertake a detailed analysis
of a range of off-airport local and state planning laws and
schemes, with a view to identifying and justifying any
inconsistencies with the proposed on-airport planning scheme.

With respect io Sydney Airport, SACL notes the following
existing general inconsistencies:

e The periods for public comment under the Airports Act 1996
are not comparable with those operating off-airport. For
example the NSW Environmental Planning and Assessment
Act 1879 (for both the major project and development
application processes) are 30 days compared to 60
business days or more under the Airports Act 1996."° In the
case of councit areas adjoining Sydney Airport, the pubiic
comment period can be as short as 14 days;

= State planning laws have been recently reformed to reduce
bureaucracy and streamline development assessment
processes for major projects. Conversely, the amendments
proposed in the Bill would increase complexity in the
development assessment process for airports; and

» Local environmental plans, which in terms of land use
zoning are equivalent to an airport master plan, do not
prescribe specific developments as the Bill would require
airports to do.

Section 71(10)

Definition of
‘atrport service’

‘Alrport service’ is loosely defined. The language should be
more specific and include supperting developments, including
{but not iimited to) hangars, airport car parks and hotels.

Amendments concerning major development plans

Section 89(1)(ba)

A development
that consists of
altering a runway

This amendment - which was not foreshadowed in either the
Aviation Issues, Green or White papers - is flawed and will
result in unintended consequences. It would catch any runway
alteration, and not just those that would affect flight paths or
aircraft noise. And there is no definition of what constitutes
“altering” - does it extend, for example, to simple routine
maintenance such as surface repair, runway resheeting or the
installation of new or the maintenance of existing runway
Highting 7 In practical terms this amendment, if enacted in i{s
present form, could result in essential maintenance work that

% for example, see

hito:/Avwwrwe.planning.nsw.gov.aw/LinkClick asnx Pileticketi=7I7TX16ikH A%3d&tabid=203&lancuaas=en-Al
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would cause part of a runway to be unavailable for only a short
period of time being extensively delayed by a lengthy major
development plan process, thereby potentially compromising
aviation safety.

As with the Australian Airports Association, SACL would not
object to a requirement that runway developmenits that
significantly affected flight paths or increased aircraft noise on
an ongoing rather than simply temporary basis should be
classified as major airport development and therefore subject to
approval of a major development plan.

section 8%(1)(na)

A development of
a kind that is likely
to have a
significant impact
on the local or
regional
community

The vague nature of this proposed amendment is of concern as
it has the potential to create significant regulatory uncertainty for
airports. No definition is provided as to what constitutes
‘significant impact’. While SACL understands administrative
guidelines will be prepared to assist airports when making such
judgements, this amendment would, if enacted, give the
Minister the power to call in virtually every development at an
airport. As such, clarity is needed and airports should be
consulted before these guidelines are finalised.

For example, if the Bill's Explanatory Memorandum is used as a
guide, to assist when deciding what constitutes a significant
impact on a local community, airports are to ask themselves
‘Will the proposed development increase traffic in the immediate
surrounds of the airport """, Of itself, this has the potential to
capture any new development because, as outlined in the main
body of this submission, it would (for example) result in a fast
food outlet, small service station or minor airfreight handling
facility being subject to the preparation and Ministerial approval
of a major development plan.

This provision could also result in an additional burden being
placed on Departmental officers as airports consult the Minister
each time a development is conceived in order to ensure that
development is not ‘at risk’ of requiring the preparation of a
major development plan.

Section 89(5)

Major development
plan not reguired in
certain
circumstances

This provision would empower the Minister to determine, in
certain defined circumstances, that a proposed development
does not constitute major airport development, thus remaving
the need to prepare a major development plan.

SACL notes the following relevant extract from the National
Aviation Policy White Paper:

“... the Australian Government proposes to remove the
triggers for lodgement of a major development plan for
aeronautical-related developments, such as building a new
or extending an existing passenger terminal, or a taxiway
that does not affect runway configuration. Such proposals
have historically attracted minimal interest in the public

" refer page 26 of the Explanatory Memorandum fo the Bill.
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consultation processes. Proposal would still be subject to
all applicable safety and security controls. 2

However, the reality of the proposed new section 88(5) is that
the same triggers for lodgement of a major development plan
will continue to exist as hefore, though with additional discretion
provided to allow the Minster to excuse a proposed
development subject to it meeting a number of defined tests,
These tests are outlined in proposed section 89(5)(b).

SACL is of the view that the l[anguage used in these tests will
result in many, if not in all proposals, stili being classified as
major airport development, thus requiring preparation of MDPs.
Such an outcome would undermine the achievement of the
abovementioned White Paper policy objective.

The requirement for the Minister to be safisfied, on reasonable
grounds, that the development will not increase the operating
capacity of the airport is a good example. ‘Operating capacity’
thresholds can be nebulous and open to misinterpretation.
Increasing operating capacity is not limited to the provision of
new infrastructure (such as runways, taxiways, rapid exit
taxiways etc.}) An airport can increase its operating capacity by
a range of non-infrastructure means, such as by optimising
check-in services or installing more efficient scanning
equipment, Unless the meaning of ‘operating capacity’ is
clarified, some non-infrastructure innovations and initiatives at
airports, some of which could be relatively minor, could be
classified as major airport development, and therefore subject
to preparation and Ministerial approval of @ major development
plan. SACL. doubts this {o be the Government’s intention in
proposing this clause.

Further, in line with SACL's understanding of the intent of the
White Paper, the relaxation of major development plan triggers
should be extended to other relevant airport services and/or
aeronautical-related developments (such as hangars,
maintenance facilities, freight facilities and catering facilities)
and not be limited to terminals and taxiways as is currently
proposed.

Section 91(1)(ga)

Additional conients
for major
development plans

This proposed amendment will expand the existing reguired
contents of major development plans. In SACL's case, it will be
difficult to understand regional traffic flows because it is not
apparent that future modelling will be undertaken by the NSW
Government. Since the study area thresholds for the impact
analysis are not defined, this provision will be difficulf to
implement in practice.

Section 94(6)

Timeframe for
assessing draft
major development
plans

The Bill creates an option allowing a 10 business day extension
to the existing 50 business period during which the Minister has
{o assess draft major development plans or master plans before
they are deemed to be approved. Given the existing ‘stop the
clock’ provisions, this provision is unnecessary. While SACL's
preterence is that the clause be removed, as an alternative, and

'2 see page 165
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assuming the intention is to create flexibility in the assessment
period, the period after which approval is deemed to have been
given could be reduced from 50 to 40 business days, with the
option of extending that by 10 business days.
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AAL wouid therefors__respec‘tfmiy submit that the members of your committee
should give particular attention to this important issue,

Shouid you require any further detail or clarification in relation to any of the above
matters please feel free to contact me (08) 8308 9300 or John McArdle
(0B) 8308 9221. Once agsin AAL thanks you for the opportunity 1o make a
contribution to the finalisation of this.important proposed legislation.
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Adelaide and Parafield Airports
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AIRPORTS AMENDMENT BILL 2010 - Australian Airporfs Association Submission

Infroduction

The Austfralian Airports Association (“the AAA") welcomes the opporfunily to make this
submission fo the Senafe Standing Committee on Rural and Regional Affairs and
Transport in relation fo the Atrports Amendment Bill 2070 (“the Bill").

The AAA is a non-profit organisation founded in 1982 and represents the inferesfs of over
270 airports Australia-wide, from the local country community landing sirips fo the major
infernational gateway airports. There ore a further 85 Corporate members representing
aviation stakeholder companies and organisations that provide goods and services fo
airports.

The Charter of the Association is fo focilifate co-operation among all member airports
- and their many and varied parfners in Australian aviation, whilst mainfaining an air
transport system that is safe, secure, environmentally responsible and efficient for the
benefit of all Australians.

In making this submission, the AAA particularly nofes that all airporis subject fo regulation
under the Alrports Act 1996 [“the Act”), each of which is vitally inferesfed in the
amendments fo thar Acf that would be made by the Bill, are members of the Association.

To o considerable degree, the AAA's submission reflects a consensus view amongst most
or all affected airports. :

However, it may be that an individval member airport has a different view on issues
discussed in this submission. Should that be the case, we would expect that parkiculor
airport fo raise those issues in their own individval submission and we would ask, and are
confident, that the Committee would give any such submission the full consideration it
deserves. '

Background

The amendments proposed in the Bill generally derive from announcements made in the
Government’s National Aviation Policy White Paper released on 18 December 2009. The
AAA and ifs members welcomed the Government’s inifiofive in compiling o National
Aviation Policy and valved the exfensive consuffative process that was conducted in the
course of ifs development.

That is not to say that the AAA and ifs members necessarily welcome all of the policy
positions and announcements set outf in that White Paper. There are some areas of
confention and disappointment for some or all airports. However, the AAA and ifs
members fully recognise that it is the proper role of Government fo formulate and foke
policy decisions even where they may nof please all sfakeholders. Accordingly, the AAA
does not seek in this submission fo reopen the various policy decisions underlying the
individual amendments proposed in the Bifl. Nor does it seek fto comment on those
proposed amendmaenis that it views as unconfentious or merely fechnical.
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Rather in this submission the AAA seeks insfead fo comment on various of the
amendments with the aim of highfighting and seeking a remedy for difficulties that are
perceived in the implementation of the amendments in the terms in which they are
currently droffed.

In this regard the AAA nofes thal, in contra-distinction to the process followed in the
development of the White FPaper, there was no consulfation whatsoever with affected
parties in the development of the Bill. The AAA believes that some of the difficulties
highlighted below could well have been resolved had such consultation occurred. The
AAA now looks to the Committee fo effect that consultation and resolution.

General observations

Before furning to defailed provisions in the Bill, there are two general comments that
should be made:

* First, the Bill would make the development planning process for affected airports
more infrusive, more expensive and more time consuming thon it already is. This
confrasts with the frend of recent years evidenced in all States and Territories, with
the active supporf of the Commonwealfth and oversight from the Council of
Australian Governments, fo simply, clarify, standardise and expedite development
assessment and approval processes in all other areas of the economy, especially
where it involves the provision of critical and/or nationally important infrastructure.
There is a real risk that, if these confrasting frends persist. Australia’s most
important airports will become a developmental “island”, resulting in them being
subject to development approval processes that are far more cumbersome than
those applying fo other major infrastructure providers and operators. As such,
Australia’s major airports wifl be disadvantaged in providing, in a #imely and
commercially viable manner, the vifal national infrastructure that is so clearly
reguired.

® Second, the Bill would dramatically increase the afready very high level of
discrefion and judgment conferred by the current Act upon the Minister. It would
significantly add to the heavy use of undefined and velve-loden ferminology
olready fo be found in the Act and thereby deny both the community and affected
airporfs any reasonable prospect of anticipating with any confidence how particular
provisions may be applied. The AAA nofes that this problem sfems essentially from
various of the imprecise policy decisions reflected in the White Faper. As noted
above, the AAA does not seek fo reopen those policy decisions here, beyond noting
the adverse impact that they have on the affainment of understandable and
predictable legisfation.



Detailed comments
i Master Plans

The Bill proposes to expand the range of matters that are fo be included in an airport’s
Master Plan.

One of these changes’ would simply move the existing “free-standing” Airport
Environment Strategy info the Master Plan without necessarily increasing the regulafory
burden on airports. The AAA supportfs this move in principle, as it offers the oppeortunity
for more efficient and comprehensive ond less expensive consuffation befween airporis,
their local communities and relevant Government avthorifies.

At the same ftime, however, the AAA would be very concerned if the increased complexity
of airport Master Plans resulting from this change operated in practice fo unduly
complicate the assessment process, delay the approval of airport Master Plans or resulf in
more onerous conditions than those experienced under the present bifurcated processes.
In particular, we would be concerned if the incorporation of the Environment Strategy
allowed the Commonwealth Environmenf Minister fo place any conditions or other
requirements on the broader Masfer Plan through their involvement in the Environment
Strategy, or if the Environment Department did not afford such matters the same priorify
as they receive from the Transport Department, thereby delaying the whole process.

The AAA nofes that with this and other changes in the Bill, the original concept of an
airport Master Plan as providing a sfrategic overview of fufure development at the airporf
is increosingly changing fo require much more detailed documentation of the initial five
years of development.  There is a risk that this frend will simply resulf in more fime-
consuming, costly and vnproductive bureaucracy as inevitable changes fo foreshadowed
developmenis frigger requirements for an ongoing flow of Master Plan variations.

The other new matters required fo be included in a Master Plar® will clearly add fo the
regulatory burden borne by airports in their preparation. On passage of the Bill it would
be necessary for a Master Plan fo specifically address the ground fransport system on-
airport and as it relates fo that off-airport; proposed on-airporf developments that are
uvnrelated fo “airport services”; and likely effects of on-airport developments on
employment af the airportf and on the local and regional economy and community.

The AAA does not confend that it is inappropriafe for each of these matfers fo be dealf
with in a Master Plan. Buf it does note that it is far from clear whot degree of analysis will
be required by the Minister fo meef the stafutory requirement for “detailed information”
or exposifion of “fikely effect”. Aifrports would obviously be concerned if the level of
analysis demanded under these new provisions was unreasonably complex. Master Plans
are infended fo be long-ferm, predictive and strategic documents, with individval major
developments forecast in them requiring separate approval under the Major Development
Flan process. It is ot that latter stage that more defailed examination is appropricte.

! Schedule 1, Part 1, ltem 1 - new section 71{2}{h) and lfem 4 . new section 7193)(h)
? Schedule 1, Part 1, ftem 1 - new sections 71{2){gx), {gb) and {ge) and Htem 4 - new section 71(3)(ga), (gh)
and {gc)
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The AAA would also hope that the proposed new requirement fo predict the likely effect
of an on-airport development on the local economy and community does nof signal a
predisposition fo refuse fo approve any development that has any adverse off-airport
effect. Inefficient off-airport businesses should not be insulated from competing and
more efficient businesses simply because they may be locafed within the boundaries of an
airport. Local communitfies deserve access to compefifive and efficient suppliers of good's
and services, wherever they may be located.

With respect fo the proposed new “ground fransport plans”®, during the Master Plan
process airports will need fo obfain from State and Terrifory governments details of how
and when those governments infend fo deliver the landside road and public transporf
infrastructure and services that are required fo complement growth in aviation activity at
airports.” This approach has theoretical merit in terms of the need fo betfer coordinate the
provision of aviation infrasfructure by airporfs with the provision of supporting landside
ground fransport infrastructure by State and Territory governments and the AAA expects
that airports will work through the new Planning Coordination Forums - on which
relevant stafe government fransport agencies will be represenfed — fo achieve such
coordination.

However, in practice, should a Stafe or Terrifory government be unwilling fo provide a
landside road network and/or public fransport system that is adequate fo facilitate growth
in aviation activiy af an airporf, that government would effectively be undermining one of
the fundamental purposes of the Master Plan: that is, demonstrating how the future needs
of civil aviation users of an airport will be met over a 20 year period. At least for
Australia’s major airports, this would be confrary to the national economic inferest

The AAA would be concerned if, in such circumstances, any unwillingness on the part of a
State or Terrifory government fo provide the necessary landside infrastruciure and services
for which if was responsible was inferpretfed by the Australian Government in such a way
as fo prejudice the final approval of the Master Plan or, indeed, fo invalidate transport
assumpltions or conclusions posf-approval,

2 “Incompatible” Developments

The Bill proposes the creation of a new sfatutory concept of “incompatible development””.
Any development falling within the definition of this condemnafory ferm must be
foreshadowed in a Master Plan. Despite approval of a Masfer Plan confaining such a
prediction, the proponent wifl not be able to proceed to the preparation of a more
detailed Major Development Plan unless the Minisfer has permitted such on the basis that
there are “excepfional circumstances”. And of course, like all other existing developments
that require a Major Development Plan, it will nof be able fo proceed fo implementation
unless the Minister approves that Plan.

® see par 8, p18 of the Explanatory Memorandum)
* Schedule 1, Part 2, lfems 27 and 46
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The AAA believes that the ferm ‘“incompatible development” is both inaccurate and
undesirable. None of the developments listed within the definition of that fterm?’ is
inherently incompatible with the operation of an airport. A development that prevented
the aimport being used as an airporf would be “incompatible”, but none of the listed
developments necessarily fall info thaf category. This is evident from the ferms of the
provision ifself. For example, while an educational institufion is said fo be “incompatible”,
an “oviation educational facility” is not. And while a “community care facility” is prima
facie “incompatible”, it will somehow become “compatible” if the Minister decides that
there are (undefined)] “exceptional circumstances” that justify its development.

The AAA js nof just concerned with the inappropriate use of the label “incompartible” as o
matter of English usage,; ifs greafer concern is that this pejorative label is likely fo
effectively “kill off” any development, no matter how sound if may be, by generating a
groundswell of opposition simply by reason of the “incompatible” nomenclature and
without regard to the merifs of the proposal.

At the same fime, the AAA accepls that the current Minister, and perhops some future
portfolio Ministers, may validly hold the view, afbeif that it is subjective, that some fypes of
developments generally should not proceed on an airport sife as a matter of policy. Buf
this does not mean that these new provisions are required (whether with or without the
“incompatible” ferminology).

This is because decisions based on such opinions can already be legally made under the
current law. An almost identical range of developments has been prescribed in the
Airports Regulations 1997° for the purposes of section 89(1)(o) of the Act. This has the
effect of requiring that they cannot proceed without Minisferial approval for a Major
Development Plan. That is, the essence of the policy set out in the White Paper on this
matier has afready been implemenied in the present Regulations and no further
amendment of the Act is required - especially one in such pejorative ferms.

In any event, the AAA notes that, while there is o close correlation between the fist in the
Regulations of developments that require a Major Development Plan ond those listed in
the definition of “incompatible developments” (for which a Major Development Plan will
be able to be prepared only if the Minister occepts thar there are “exceptional
circumstances”, but which con equally not be implemented without approval of a Major
Development Plan), there are some important differences which should be resolved.

The Regulations require that a child care facility {except a facility that caters principally for
the children of persons working at the airport) be subject fo a Major Development Plan.
Such o development is not expressly listed as an “incompatible development” While we
understand that this was o deliberofe exclusion, we are concerned that such facilifies
might nevertheless be argued fo be a “pre-school” ffor which neither the Regulations nor
the Bifl provides a definition) or & “community care facilify” (for which both the
Regulations and the Biff provide only a non-exhausfive definition).

% Schedule 1, part 2, liem 27
¢ Regulation 5.02A
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The AAA submifs that, If the incompatible development provisions remain, the exclusion
of child care facilities from the definition of “incompatible developments” should be made
express.

The AAA is also concerned that the definition of “incompatible developments” included in
the Bill extends the range of developments that require Major Development Plans beyond
the scope of what was stated in the White Paper and beyond that which the Government
included in the Regulations. The White Paper referred simply fo “schools”. The
Regulations refer to “a primary, secondary or fertiary educational insfitution (except an
aviation educational facility)”. However, the Bill now proposes fo expand this yet further
so that it covers “a primaty, secondary, tertiary or other educational institution [excepf an
aviation educational facility)”.

The AAA submits that this exfension to “other educational institution” fwhich was nof

foreshadowed in any of the Government's Aviation Issues, Green or White Papers) should
be deleted.

Furthermore, and regardless of whether the reference to “other educational institution” is
refained or delefed, in order fo ensure that uninfended and unwarranted oufcomes are
avoided it should be made clear that developments associated with education in airport
operation, securify and defence related matters are not “incompatible developments” -
the current carve out for “aviation educational facility” is unlikely to be wide enough fo
cover activifies in refation to such matfers.

And if, contrary fo the AAA’s submission, the exfension fo “other educational institution” is
refained, an appropriately precise definition should be included to avoid the creation of
unnecessary uncertainty.

3. Time Limits

The Act currently sets time limits within which the Minister is required fo approve or not
approve o Master Flan or a Major Development Plan. Failing fo fake a decision within the
specified time would result in a deemed approval. These time limifs are subject to a
“stop-the-clock” mechanism so that, if the Minister requires additional information fo
allow a proper decision fo be made, the time faken by the proponent airport fo provide
that information does not count towards the time limit. At 50 business days, each of
these time limits is already exfensive by reference fo contemporary State and Territory
planning regimes. Despite this, the Bill proposes’ fo allow the Minister fo extend these
fime limits even further, fo up to 60 business days. The AAA believes that the time-limifs
shovld be reduced, not increased, jo reflect best-practice in State and Terrifory regimes
applicable in the economy more generally.

7 Schedule 1, Part 2, ltems 33, 36, 55 and 57
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4. Additional Developments requiring a Major Development Plan

The Bill proposes the following fo add fo the list of developmenis that require a Major
Development Plan:

"altering a runway, including altering a runway in any way that changes:
(i) flight paths; or
(i} the patterns or levels of aircraft noise™®

The AAA is concemned that this amendment is fundamentally fowed and will resulf in
unintended consequences. It would cafch any alferation of a runway, and nof just those
that would affect flight paths or aircraff noise. And there Is no definifion of what
constitutes “olfering” - does it extend, for example, fo simple routine maintenance such as
surface repair, or fthe insfallation of new or the maintenance of existing runway lighting ¢
The AAA would not object fo a requirement that runway developments that significantly
affected flight paths or increased aircraff noise on an ongoing rather than simply
temporary basis should only proceed affer a Major Development Plan was proposed. But
this proposed amendment (which was nof foreshadowed in any of the Government's
Aviation [ssues, Green or Whife Papers) goes so far beyond that as fo be simply
unreasonable. In practical ferms if could result in essential mainfenance work that would
cause part of a runway fo be vnavailable for a short period being extensively delayed fo
aflow for a lengthy Major Development Plan process. thereby potentially compromising
aviation safety.

The Bill also proposes that a Major Development Plan will be required for:

“a development of a kind that is likely to have g significant impact on the local or

regional community”.’

The AAA is concerned of the lack or precision in this ferminology, and the fact that if
extends fo developmenis where the communify impact is positive rather than negative.
At the same time, however, the AAA accepts that some developments that are likely to
have @ major ongoing adverse communify impact may require the rigour of the Major
Development Plan process and would nof object fo redrafting along these lines.

The AAA nofes thaot the Explanatory Memorandum for the Bill proposes thof
“administrafive guidelines on what may consfitufe ‘significant impoct on the local or
regional community’ will be provided to relevant industry stakeholders” The AAA
believes that:

. such guidelines should not only be “provided to” stakeholders but “developed in
close and cooperative consultation with” such persons,

® Schedule 1, par 2, lfem 40
? Schedule 1, part 2, ltem 42
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o the guidelines should clearly specify those developments that are nof fo be
regarded as having o significonf effect on the community and that will not
therefore frigger a requirement for a Major Development Plan. Failing this, there
is a risk that the imprecision in the Bill may cause Airport Building Controllers fo
refer every development fo the Department for confirmation as fo whether or not it
was a development that might cause a “significant impact” ; and

° consistent with the policy intent of the White Paper fo encourage investment in
aeronautical investment, the Minister should retain a discretion fo not apply this
frigger where the relevant development relates fo aeronautical services only.

5. Waiver of the Major Development Plan Requirement

The Bill signals an endeavour fo allow the requirement for a Major Development Plan to
be waived in cerfain cases. These are where the Minister is safisfied that consfructing or
exfending a terminal or constructing or exfending a faxiway:

“will not
(i) increase the operating capacity of the airport; or
(it} change flight paths; or
(iii) change the patterns or levels of aircraft noise; or
(iv] unduly increase the noise heard by, or unduly cause a nuisance to, the

community adjacent to the airport”.'°

While the AAA welcomes the intent apparently underlying this proposal, ifs drafting is
legally and practically ineffective.

From a legal perspective, a new or extended taxiway only requires a Major Development
Plan if it “significantly increases the capacify of the airport fo handle movements of
passengers, freight or aircraft”. Accordingly, if a Major Development Plan is required for
such a development, the Minister will never be able fo be sotisfied that it will not
“increase the operating capacity of the airport” and will therefore never be able to waive
the requirement for a Major Development Plan. Conversely, if the development would
not increase the operafing capacity of the airport, a major Development Plan will not be
required and there will be nothing to waive.

And from a practical perspective, it is beyond realistic expectation that a commercial
airport operator would ever construct a new ferminal or taxiway, or undertake a terminal
or faxiway extension, that would not “increase the operating capacity of the airport”.

19 Schedule 1 Part 2, lflem 45



Accordingly, the AAA believes that:

° this provision should be amended so as fo delefe the requirement that the Minister
be satisfied that the development would nof increase operating capacity. Insfead,
the Minister should be able to waive the requirement for a Major Development
Plan where satisfied that any one of the three remaining criteria is met; and

the provision should be expanded to apply in relafion fo aeronaufical investment in
general, and noft just fo terminal and taxiway works.

o, Reduction in Public Consultation Process

The Bill also signals another change with an apparently welcome infent. It is proposed
that the usual 60 business-day public consultation period for a Major Development Plan
should be able fo be reduced fo a period of nof less than 15 business-days where the
Minister is safisfied thot the draff Major Development Plan aligns with the details of the
development setf out in the airport’s Master Plan and:

“the proposed development does not raise any issues that have a significant impact
on the local or regional community.”"

While this is a sensible proposal in principle, the AAA believes that it does nof go far
enough. As o matfer of necessity, the process leading fo the approval of the relevant
Masrter Plan will Rave involved extensive consultation with the local or regional community
and communily views about the impact of the proposed development on that community
will have been aired and considered by the Minister. When development moves on fo the
Major Development Plan stage, those same issues will remain. As the provision is
currently draffed, the Minister could not reduce the consultation period even where he
was satisfied that all issves of communily cancern had been heard and considered during
the Master Plan process.

Accordingly, the AAA suggests that this provision be amended so that the Minister can
reduce the public consultation period fo o period not less than 15 business days where it
appears that the draft Major Development Plan raises no significant new issves nof raised
at the Master Plan sftage. This would be reasonable given the odditional detail to be
required for the first & years covered by a Master Plan and would sfill give the community
at least 3 weeks fo express or re-express ifs concerns. If new issves did in focf emerge
confrary fo expectation, the Minister would still have the option of issuing a “sfop-the-
clock” nofice fo ensure thot he or she had access to all necessory information fo allow a
proper consideration of those concerns.

" Schedule 1, Part 2, tem 53
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Conclusion

Without seeking to reopen ihe substance of those policy decisions previously announced
by the Government in the National Aviation Policy White Paper and now sought to be
implemented in the Bifl, the AAA believes that there are significant defects in the Bill that
warrant ifs amendment.

The existing Master Plan and Major Development Plan processes are complicated and, as
a resull, expensive for airport operafors fo comply with. This expense is necessarily builf
info the airport’s charges fo airlines and other airport tenants, and is eventually borne by
fare-paying passengers and the communify more generally. Exacerbating this situation
when it is not necessary to do so in order to give effect fo Government policy should be
avoided.

The AAA and its affected members would be happy fo consult with the Committee and the
Government in the development of detailed amendments o the Bill that would alfow the
Government's policy infenf to be implemented without any unnecessary or unintended
adverse consequences.

Finally, the AAA nofes that, in commenting upon the proposed amendments fo the
Airports Act which are the subject of the Committee’s current inquiry, it has not yef seen
other legislative proposals that might flow from the White Paper process which
might affect its members’ interesfs. To that extent, it must af this stage reserve ifs posifion
with respect fo any such proposals, including any interaction between such proposals and
the amendments fo the Airporfs Act being considered by the Committee.
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Committee Secretary ‘

Senate Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport References Committee
PO Box 6100

Parliament House

Canberra ACT 2601

By Email: rrat.sen@aph.gov.au

Dear Sir/Madam
RE: Inguiry into Airports Amendment Bill 2010

Thank you for the opportunity to provide written comment on the Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport
Legisiation Committee inguiry into Airports Amendment Bill 2010,

Queensland Airports Limited (QAL} operates Gold Coast, Townsville and Mount Isa Airports. The comments we
put forward are on behalf of these three airports.

QAL is a member of the Australian Airports Association (AAA) and support their written submission to the inguiry.

We would like to take this opportunity to reinforce our position relating to “incompatible developments” as
outlined in the Airports Amendment Bill. Unfortunately there were retrospective changes to the definition of
what constitutes an incompatible development after the release of the Aviation White Paper. There was no
consultation with airport operators-in relation to the reference changes made by the Government.

The Aviation White Paper released on 16 December 2009 refers to incompatible developments as being
“activities that are likely to be incompatible with the long-term operation of an airport as an airport. These
include long-term residential development, residentiol aged or community care facilities, nursing homes, hospitals
and schools.”

Unfortunately, subsequent information received from the Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional
Development and Local Government after the release of the Aviation White Paper now defines “incompatible
developments” as “o primary, secondary, tertiary or other types of educationol institution”. Furthermore,
information from the Department states “o redevelopment of any of the above facilities, that increases the
capacity of the facility” is also deemed “incompatibie”. There was no industry consultation on these changes.
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When the Airports Amendment Bilf 2010 was introduced to the House of Representatives on 24 June 2010, the
second reading speech given by the Hon. Anthony Albanese MP, Minister for Infrastructure, Transport, Regional
Development and Local Government, stated: “There are a range of activities that are likely to be incompatible
with the long-term operation of an airport as an airport. These activities include long-term residential
developments, residential aged or community care facilities, nursing homes, hospitals and schools. These
incompatible developments will be prima facie prohibited unless the airport is able to demonstrate to the Minister
that there are exceptional circumstances for taking the development to the next stage.”

The inclusion of “tertiary education facility” into the list of developments termed incompatible causes significant
concern to Gold Coast Airport in particular, where Southern Cross University (SCU) has already established its
operation. The “Building A” was completed and officially opened in early 2010 by then Deputy Prime Minister
Julia Gillard MP. Approval was received in October 2009 for the cormmencement of “Building 8”. Both
developments were approved following extensive community and industry consultation and the submission of
MDPs to the Minister.

At the official opening of SCU’s Gold Coast Airport campus, then Deputy Prime Minister Gillard reinforced the
Government’s commitment to this development during her speech: “V'm very pleased that as g Federal
Government we were able to support this development with $7.7 million of investment”...” This building has
already generated jobs for the local community”... “ It will provide employment for local individuals”...” it will
mean that academics are here generating new knowledge which can be used in the local community”...” The
presence of a university campus is goad for economic development”...” it's good for social development in a
community.”

The Federal Government has clearly highlighted their financial contribution to the SCU development at Gold
Coast Airport in addition to approving the MDPs presented.

The mast recent MDP approved for “Building B” was part of the ongoing development plan of 5CU. Gold Coast
Airport received extensive community support, as well as support from all fevels of government (local, state and
federal) and the local business comrrunity. The Federal Minister for Infrastructure, Transport, Regional
Development and Local Government also positively acknowledged Goid Coast Airport’s extensive community
consultation in regard to this development. At the time of approval, Gold Coast Airport acknowledged the
Minister's desire that SCU submit future plans on a campus-wide basis and SCU is developing a site master pian,
an approach 10 generate long term planning certainty.

It shoutd be noted that the development area of SCU is also geographically located some distance from the
aviation precinet, and in fact is much further away from the runway than other aviation education facilities on the
airport. It is also iocated further away than many singie and multi-unit residential developments adjacent to the
atrport complex.




Queenslan
Airports

The completed and approved MDPs for the SCU buildings examined in detail the issues of noise and safety
relative to the airfield operations and concluded that the University location was acceptable land use hased on
current standards. Based on these approved MDPs, the term “incompatible” with airport operations, in the
context of the Southern Cross University campus at Gold Coast Airport, is not accurate.

Yours sincerely

Dennis Chant
Managing Director
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Commitiee Secretary

Senate Rural and Reglonal Affairs and Transport References Commiitee
PO Box 68100

Parbament House

Canberra ACT 2600

Tothe Comumittee Secretary
Airports Amendment Bill 2010 Submission

Council is generally accepting of the key dreas in which the Bilf amends the Act,
These issues areg;

« Strengthening the requirements for airport master plans and major development
plans o support more effective airport planning and better alignment with State,
Terfitory and local planning;

¢ Inrelation tothe first five years of a master plan, requiring additional information
such as aground transport plan and detailed information on proposed
developments to be used for purposés not related 1o airpost services (eg.
commercial community, office orretail purposeas);

» Restructuring the triggers for major development plans including capturing
proposed developments with a significant community impact;

. Prohibiting specified types of development which are incompatible with the
operation of an afrport site as an airport; and

» Integrating the airport environment strategy into the master plan reguiring -only one
public cornment period for the combined document recognising that.an airport
environment strategy is better articulated in the context of the airport's master
plan.

However, Camden Council has some concerns regarding: o

s Airpori-lessee companies being able to seek exemption from the major
development process for aeronautical development;

= Alrports having an opporiunity to demignstiate the existence of exceptional
circumstances to proceed with some development that would be regarded as
ihcompatibie with airport operations;

» The non legislative establishment of Planning Coordination Forums and
Comnunity Aviation Consultation Groups.

Camden Council requests that local planning provisions are acknowledged and
refiected in airport master pians and that with regard o any exemptions that the local
Council is given an opportunity o comment.

While the setting up of Pianning Coordination Forurns and Community Aviation
Consuitation Groups is a way forward, Council is unsure how this will be achieved |f it

Wi sanTden SBWOOV.Al



is not a legislative requirement. Council however supports the setting up of these
forums and groups.

Camden Council is grateful for the opportunity to make a submission to the Inguliry
into the Airports Amendment Bill 2610 and supports any positive step towards more
effective integration of the airport planning process with State, Territory and toca!
governments. If you require any further information from Council please contact

Mary-Anne Madden| =~ 4

Yours sincereiy

Mary-Anne Madden
Senjor Project Officer - Strategic Planning
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“Committee Secr eiam ;
Senate Rural and Regmn& Affairs and Transport C ommittee
Department of the Senate

PO Box 6100

Parliament House

Canberra ACT 2600

Drear Sir

Inquiry into the Airports Amendment Bill 2010

The Australia Local Government Association (ALGAY representsithe interest of more than
560 councils at the Federal level. Its membership is made up.of the associations of local
governmentin each State and Territory, The ACT Government is also 2 member in its role
as the local authority in the Australian Capital Territory,

ALGA s interest in the Airports Amendmenr Bill 20](7is at a policy level while matters
relating to specific airports may be brought forward to the Commitice separately by
individual cmmciis and State'and Territory local government associations.

Alrports in 1he role of avi auoﬁ mfmﬁtmcmﬂ glone serve as swmﬁcant transporf and
economic hubs, handling over 120 miilion passenger movements in2008-09 and generating
thousands of jobs both directly and indirectly. This important role of airports needs to be
integrated into regional and local planning for both the efficient operation of the aviation ¢ -
industry and the local communities surrounding airports. :

Adrports when first established were on the cutskirts of cities and included large tract‘;"ef'
‘vacant fand, Fhese sites have now been largely enveloped by urban growth. The new
{:ﬂﬁhu:c;ai owners of airports have recognised the value of airport land not used.for.
avialion purposes and-are now developing it for various non aviation'commercial burpmc :
© . Activities such as retail centres and thcc complexes that generate large emp?ovmcm _
traffic flows have been developed om airport land. In some cases these deve opmﬁni\ resu;i
“In traffic movements,as Jarge as or even larger than the aviation activ me% at the atrp@n sit

The ALGA position in relation to airport planning, as expressed cfm-sistetitiy to the™
Government over recent vears, remains that: P

- the aeronautical elements of airports are kev parts of the nation’s infrastructure and
their planning is a matter for the Australian Government; : o
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- non-aeronaytical commercial developments do not constitute key national
idrastructure and do not Justify being excluded from state and loca! planning
regimes and should be consistent with state and looal plans, including taking
accourit the impact of the proposed development on nearby businesses; and

- commercial developmants on airport land should contribute to the cost of
mfrastructure reguirements off airportland and the' impact on local communities
shauid be taken into aceount as part of an approval process.

[tis therefore pleasing to read in the Minister's second reading speech for this legislation
his statement that:

“The primary role gf the leased Federal airports is io provide aviation
Hifrastruciure that servesthe Austration community”

l'-"omes this important distinction between aviation ant nonaviation commercial
itiesand the need to treat these d evelopments differently in the planning process.

Asdevelopments on airport land are taking place onleascd Commonivealth land they are
not subjectito local or state planning regimes. This has meant that major developments are
happening Within council areas without local or state planning approval and adversely
impactingon local communities, transport and other infrastructure.

The Ministernoted in his second reading speech for this legiglation that the need to
strengthien airport master planning and its relationship to Jocal communities was a recurring
theme in.submissions and meetings in the development of the Aviation White Paper. This
is hardly-surprising given the impact of some of these developments on.surrounding
communities and local economies.

In response to this input the Government is proposing five new requirements set out in the
draft fegislation to-address these issues-as well as changes in triggers for major
developrent plans. The five new provisions for airport master plansare:

e aTequirement to include a ground transport plan which has detailed information on
the.airport’s road network and transport facilities and shows how it connects with
the:road and public lransport systeni'outside the airport;

e deﬁ']sﬂ of proposed land uige invthe first five years of the plan coverin g aviation
infrastructure and non-aeronawtical developments;

= information on the numiber of jobs likely to be created; anticipated traffic flows, and
the airport’s assessment of the potential impacts on the local and regional 2conomy
and community;

 detailed analysis on how proposed developments align with state, territory and locaj
government planning laws, as-well a8 a justification for any inconisistencies; and

¢ inclusion of environmental strategies,



The legishation as proposed means a Minister must give reasons for any decision to allow
developmerits not consistent with state and local government planming.

ALGA welcomes these proposed changes in airport master nlanning as a significant step
forward and recognition by the Federal governm ent ofithe role airports play in local
econamies, communities and transport systems. They are consistent with previous calis for
ministerial accouhtability by ALGA

However, despite these changes,.decision making for commercial non aeronautical
development remains with the Commonwealth Minister and local planning can stitl be
gverridden.

The draft Tegislation does not address enother ALGA concern:that relates to the lack of any
provision for developers of non asronautical commercial developments of airport fand to
make & conlribution to the provision of supporting infrastructure off the airport site.

Asthe Committee would beaware, Commonwealth land, such as airports, i excluded from
paying council rates. ALGA accepts that there may be a-case for key natiopal
infrastructure, such as the aeronautical facilities, to beexempted from the payment of
council rates and local charges but there isno logical reason whiy a non-aviation
commerdial facility on airport land should be exempt while an identical facility onnon
airpoit tand would be requived o pay rates and make developer contributions for
infrastructure enhancements.

Tt is common practice for councils and states to seek “developer contributions” when
approving major facilities to belp pay for the necessary upgrading of any associated
infrastructure required by the development. There isno requirement for develapments on
airport Jand to make a ¢ontribution for off-airpott Yand infrastructure but there is-an

expectation that states and local government wisif.;pz:dvidé thé necessary infrastrudtare.

ALGA asks that the Comtities QXZQm:ineiéﬁiiﬁi:s'.éﬁ'é} tziy_an'dﬁ give consideration to the scope
for charging vommercial developrhents.on ai Gt land the equivalent of rates and developer

contributions which could be passed to-cotncils.

ALGA would be happy to expand on this submission before the Commitiee if required.

Yours sincersly

Adrian Beredford-Wytie
Chief Execufive
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Your Ref

Enquiries . Lesley Howell on (08) 9477 7293
28 July 2010

Ms Jeanette Radcliffe

Committee Secretary

Senate Standing Committee on Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport
PO Box 6100

Parliament House

Canberra ACT 2600

Australia

Dear Ms Radcliffe
AIRPORTS AMENDMENT BILL 2010

The Perth Airport Municipalities Group (PAMG) represents the interests of eleven local
governments affected by the Perth international Airport and Jandakot Airport. Councillors
and/or Council staff represent each Council.

The PAMG makes the following comments in regard to the Airports Amendment Bill 2010.

It is evident that the Airports Amendment Bill 2010 has been prepared taking into
consideration the Airport Commissions, Developer Interests, State Governments, Local
Governments and Community Groups. Overall, Option C as recommended is a ‘balanced’
option to provide a little more detail for Local and State Governments but also attempts to
streamline the development approval process to reflect the interests of the Airport
operators. While the Option foreshadows improvement in ‘consultation’ via Planning
Coordination Forums and Community Aviation Consultation Groups; there is little detail as
to how these will operate. Further detail is required on how and when the forums are to
be established and what measurements/ reporting will be put in place to ensure the
forums are effective. The effectiveness of C shouid also be reviewed after a 10 year
period and if it is shown to be ineffective (particularly in terms of community engagement)
Option B should then be implemented.

On more specific matters the following points are made:

s The detailed information that is only required to be provided in relation to the first
five years of the Master Plan should be required on an ongoing basis. Transport

Member Councils:
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and economic impacts of a master plan should be reviewed in the same way that
environmental matters are to be revisited.

incorporation of the airport environment strategy into the master plan is strongly
supported as it will reduce administrative burdens.

The amendments to the major deveiopment plan triggers are supported. However,
there needs to be clear guidelines produced as to what a significant community
impact is and how it is friggered. The examples given in the discussion paper are
not helpful.

The ability of airport-lessee companies to seek a reduction in the public
consultation period is supported however 15 working days is far too short. ltis
suggested a minimum of 20 working days should be applied. There should also be
provision for the Minister to opt fo extend the advertising period to the full 80 days if
a significant issue arises during the reduced consultation period.

For those development types highlighted as incompatible with airport operations, it
may be worthwhile removing the blanket prohibition as the uses can be considered
under other avenues. |t is therefore guestionable to refer fo them as ‘prohibited’ as
that only has the effect of increasing administrative burdens and a belief in the
wider community that airports and communities are basically incompatible. A
better approach would be to require a major development plan for those landuses
rather than a blanket prohibition.

The requirement of subsection 71(2) (ga) for a ground transport plan on the
tandside of the airport is supported.

The requirement of subsection 71(2) (h) for the inclusion of the airport environment
strategy in a draft or final master plan is supported.

The amendment of subsection 71(8) to include another paragraph which requires a
master plan to contain justification for any inconsistencies between the master plan
and planning schemes is strongly supported. The subsection should also require
that landuse classifications and definitions are consistent with planning schemes.

Section 72 ‘Planning period’ of the Act specifies that “A draft or final master plan
must relate to a period of 20 years. This period is called the planning period.” The
consequential amendment referred to adds a second clause which states
“‘However, the environment strategy in a draft or final master plan must relate to a
period of 5 years." The planning period and the environmental strategy should
relate to the same period of time. It is strongly recommended that the planning
period and the review pericd for environmental strategies be amended to a
consistent timeframe of 10 years.

The intent of the addition (nb) to clause 89(1) is highly applauded. However, the
example guestions given to ascertain if there is a significant impact on a local or
regional community are oo vague and open for interprefation. While the
administrative guidelines referred to may clarify this point there is concern that
unless the criteria are clear substantial problems will be encountered by both
airport operators and the general public in trying to apply/interpret this requirement.

Member Councils:
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The addition of new paragraph (ga) after paragraph 91{1)(g) requiring that a major
development plan set out likely effect on traffic, employment, and the local and
regional community is an excellent amendment.

The amendment of existing subsection 81(4) to include another paragraph (which
requires justification if a major development plan is inconsistent with planning
schemes) is supported.

The addition of new subsections 92(2A) and (2B) allowing the Minister to shorten
the 60-business-day consultation period to a shorter period of not less than 15
business days is not supported as the 15 business day shortened timeframe is too
short. It ts suggested that a minimum of 20 working days be applied consistent
with the Western Australian Planning Commission’s reduced advertising period of
28 days for some scheme amendments. There should also be a provision that
where an issue arises during the reduced advertising period (which indicates there
are additional issues that would have a significant impact), the Minister can extend
the advertising period to the full 60 days.

Where the Minister agrees to shorten the public consultation period the Minister
should be required to publicly release information on why the draft major
development plan aligns with the details of the proposed development set out in
the final master plan; and why the development proposal does not raise additional
issues that have a significant impact on the local or regional community.

The Minister should alsc have regard to amenity issues when considering
incompatible development.

Yours sincerely

Cr Glenys Godfrey
PAMG CHAIRPERSON &

MAYOR OF THE CITY OF BELMONT

Member Councils:
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Submission from the City of Cockburn

Economic Issues

While noting the economic importance of airports, there is a clear need to impose a
certain level of control on non-airport related development. For instance, in the case
of Jandakot airport within the City of Cockburn, it is proposing a very significant
commercial expansion to the extent that it will likely become a major drawcard
destination for the southern Perth Metropolitan Area. To concur with the issues
which this Bill identifies, it is very important to ensure that (in Jandakot airport’s case)
its major retail and commercial development does not undermine the viability of
existing or planned centres within the City of Cockburn. Across Australia we are
seeing the lines between commercial and retail development become very blurred,
so it is vitally important that floorspace controls and economic impact assessments
be done so as to not cause the demise of other pre-existing centres especially. This
would be in no one’s interest.

In terms of WA, it is acknowledged that State planning policy is changing so as to
‘remove’ the anti-competitiveness of restricting retail and commercial floorspace
across the Perth Metropolitan Area. However this is tempered by a clear caveat in
terms of undertaking an economic impact assessment in order to demonstrate that
major retail or commercial development can coexist and remain viable in conjunction
with other existing or planned centres. To date Jandakot airport has not prepared
such, and accordingly it will be important to ensure this requirement is imposed and
able to be made immediately retrospective so that Jandakot airport does undertake
this. Associated changes to its approved master plan may also result.

The nature of most, if not all, airports across Australia is that they are becoming 24
hour powerhouses of activity. This is particularly in terms of the commercial logistics
industry, which benefits from having excellent access to airport services as well as
the transport linkages which have already been developed by Local and State
Government. But they do exist in an existing urban environment, and in the case of
Jandakot airport within close proximity of existing residential and rural residential
development.

Noting the tension between balancing economic imperatives with public amenity
objectives, it is essential that a continued protocol occur in terms of dealing with the
detailed planning of airport and associated retail and commercial areas especially.
This needs to cover the preparation and adoption of structure plans for the precincts,
development standards, zones and permitted uses and specifications for roads,
drainages and other infrastructure. This collaborative approach is strongly support by
the City of Cockburn and the operators of Jandakot airport. The objectives for this
under the Bill are also supported.

Traffic and Transpoit Issues

The need for appropriate analysis of on and off site traffic and transport
considerations is vital, In respect of proposed access and development at all
airports, there are a number of issues in terms of the traffic, transport and road
system which need to be addressed. These include:



- That airport roads typically function as public roads, and must therefore
integrate with and complement the existing surrounding road system. They
consequently should be designed and constructed to a minimum standard,
particularly for public safety;

- Traffic generation associated with airports can be tremendous, especially in
terms of their objectives at becoming economic ‘powerhouse’. Accordingly it is
important to understand the off site impacts associated with traffic, and when
airport operators should be required to significantly upgrade transport
infrastructure which exists outside airport sites;

- Detailed traffic studies must accompany master plans, their amendment as
well as major development proposals. At the least, this should model traffic,
access requirements and upgrades to accommodate the fraffic generation
and transport impacts on the road feeder system and the freeway/highway
system which are associated with an airport's expansion.

Environmental Issues

Similar to the State and Federal processes of environmental impact assessment, it is
appropriate that the environmental acceptability of any proposal be determined
relatively independent of non-environmental related matters. While this Bill seeks to
integrate the environmental strategy aspects of the current Act to form part of the
master planning process of airports, it is important that non-environmental priorities
don't cloud judgement about whether or not environmental acceptability can be
achieved. That is, a proposal is either environmentally acceptable or not, and that an
impartial environmental assessment can stand up to scrutiny where it has been
based on environmental issues.

Regards,

Mario Carbone
Senior Planning Officer
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Chigf Executive

5th Floor, Enargy House
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Darwin NT 0800
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Web www nL.gov.aw/dlp

Cur ref LUPD2008/0032~0021

Ms Jeanette Radcliffe

Commities Secretary

Senate Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport Reference Commitiee
P2 Box 6100

Parliament HMeuss

CANBERRA ACT 2800

rratsen@aph.cov.ay

Dear Ms Radeliffe

| refer to your letter dated 6 July 2010 requesting submission on the Airports Amendmeni Bill
2010.

The principles as set in the draft bill are supported. The proposed amendments relating to
the information to be included in the futiire into the preparation of masterplans for the airports
will aid this Department in its endeavours to integrate the developménis at the airports in the
Northern Territory with the development happening around the airperts. The inclusion of
specific reference to “consistency with planning schemes in force under & law of the state”is
also supported.

The inclusion of an environmental strategy inte a masterplan that provide detailed
information is supported and welcomed.

The sections dealing with “incompatible developments” clarifies the uses not aflowed at
airports but aiso aliow the necessary discretions for specific airports to apply and prove
special merit and circumstances for incompatible developmenis {o ocour.

it is suggested that the bill include generic reference to Territory to cover for the:
Northern Terriiory and Australian Capital Terriiory's planning laws.

Yours sincerely

DAVID RITCHIE

Tho July 2010
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29 July 2010

Ms jeanette Radcliffe
Committee Secretary, Senate Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport References Committee

By email: rrat.sen@aph.gov.au

DCear Ms Radcliffe,

Re: Airports Amendment Bill 2010

Southern Sydney Regional Organisation of Councils {SSROC} is an association of sixteen local councils in the
southern area of Sydney. SSROC provides a forum for the councils to deal with common issues, particularly
those that cross boundaries., Sydney {Kingsford Smith) and Bankstown airports are located within our region,
and are key elements in our regional economy, with their operations and local supporting businesses providing
many jobs and commercial opportunities. The region has a unigue mix of industrial, commercial and residential
iand usage, some of which results in considerable noise and subsequent loss of amenity: much of our region is
directly under the flight paths of aircraft arriving and departing. SSROC therefore has a keen interest in the
operation and development of the airports, and weicomes the opportunity to comment on the proposed
amendments to airports legislation.

The Explanatory Memorandum circulated by authority of the Minister highlights a number of key areas for
improvement in the legisiation. From the perspective of SSROC, the major issues that need to be addressed in
further deveiopment of the legislation inciude:

1. Integration of airport plans with local area strategic plans — there is currently limited reguirement or
opportunity for plans to be integrated, or even simply aligned, since each plan is developed under a
separate reguiatory framework and to different timeframes. Yet there could be potential for good synergy
between the two sets of plans if mechanisms existed to allow this to occur.

2. Integration of on- and off-airport transport plans — it is critical that airports, especially Sydney Airport, are
supported by efficient and effective land-side transport options. Connections currently to Sydney Airport
fall far short of global standards for a major international airport in relation to trains, buses and cars. Thls
aspect of operations certainly needs to be covered in airport planning processes. It F
is also impeortant to consider the needs of airport workers in transport planning,
many of whom reside in the southern Sydney region, are currently charged high rail




fares if they travel by train as a result of the levy, and who often need to travel at non-peak times.

In the southern Sydney region we are also expecting significant increases in rail and road freight as a result
of expansion at Port Botany’s Container Terminals. This will undeubtedly exacerbate the problems of road
and rail congestion in the next few years, and highlights the import and increasingly urgent need for a mare
integrated approach {0 transport planning.

3. Alignment of Airport Environment Strategy with Airport Master Plans — incorporating the environmental
strategy into the master plan should serve to put environmental considerations on a par with economic and
social issues, and would represent an improvement to the current process, The scope of the environmental
issues should also be subject to review as part of the process, to ensure that there are no serious omissions:
for example, the recent draft Sydney Airport environment strategy did not appear to cover the impact of
sea level rise, which would seem to be a major threat in the future. Noise considerations should also be
covered {see separate peoint below},

4. Controls on non-avistion development within Airports — where there is deveiopment at an airport that is
not related s core business of aviation, then the development needs to be considered within the broader
context of the local area. tocal planning authorities need to be informed of such development and given
the opportunity to seek more detailed information, and where a petential conflict or synergy is identified,
the chance to work to resolve the issues with the relevant stakehelders.

5. Controls on aviation-reiated development within Airports ~ aviation-related development is obviously the
core of the master-planning process, and some such development does occur within the boundaries of an
airport without significant impact beyond them. However, where airports are located close to developed
areas as Sydney and Barkstown Airports are, almost all development will have some impact on the locality.
Better consultation that includes advising stakeholders of on-airport aviation-development would alleviate
concerns about developments that will have no or very little impact, and would improve relations between
stakeholders. Where this type of development will have impacts beyond the airport itself, such a
generating noise or traffic during construction warks, broader consultation should cceur and should be
responsive to concerns,

S5ROC s not generally supportive of the possibility of lessee companies gaining exemption from the major
development plan process for aeronautical-related developments does not seem to be aparopriate, since
these developments might have serious impacts on the locality, Rather, the process should aillow for a rapid
assessment of impacts, and if it is considered that they would be confined to the airport site then an
appropriate form of conditional zpproval should be given.

6. Noise issues — with much of our region directly under the flight paths of aircraft arriving and departing,
aircraft noise is a major issue, From the perspective of residents, aireraft noise in endured in conjunction
with noise from major roads that service the traffic generated by the airports, trucks and freight trains from
Port Botany, and the noise associated with commercial and industrial activity around the Airport/Port
Precinct.

Compounding the issue of noise in cur region is that many of our residents work shift-work at either the
Airport, Port or at major hospitals and as a resuit have irregular sleep patterns. The impact of noise on
issues such as sleep and preductivity is contentious, with some studies indicating risk to individual, social
and economic development. The management and abatement of noise is therefore of considerable interest
to our member Councils.

We would therefore recommend that all airport planning processes include consideration of neise impacts
on the local community, and that this impact assessment should be made from the perspective of the
residents’ actual experience.

The recommended option C with its regulatory change and improved integration of on- and off-airport planning
wouid be an improvement on the current process. However, it would depend heavily upon the Planning
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Coordination Forum and the Community Aviation Consultation Groups operating effectively from the
perspective of all stakeholders. This means permitting actual participation in planning processes by the
stakeholders, and not simply a forum in which loca! residents and planning authorities can raise concerns that
are noted but not influential. Provision of information by lessee companies as highlighted in the explanatory
memorandum would be critical; modifying plans in response to issues raised during consultation would be
equally critical,

The Planning Coordination Forum as put forward would provide a high-leve! forum for discussion and would be
a positive change, However, on the basis of information provided to SSROC, it would not “ensure that planning
decisions taken by airports are better integration planning obiectives of State, Territory and local governments

M: changes to relevant planning processes at each level of government would, and should, be required to
ensure better integration. Similarly, there is no guarantee that local governments would be able to influence

alrport plans.

In conclusien, | would emphasise the need for the planning process to support the principles of sustainahble
development and put social and environmental censiderations on a par with economics. This implies real
participaticn by all key stakeholders in the process, facilitated by the governance framework.

Thank you for the opportunity to present this submission and | trust you will find these comments useful.

Yours sincerely,

David Lewis
General Manager
Southern Sydney Regional Organisation of Councils
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30 July 2010
Enguiries: Peter Camilieri - 8364 (0642
Cur Reference; 2203165

The Commitiee Secratary

Senate Standing Committee on Rural and
Regicnal Affairs and Transport

PO Box 6100

FParliament House

CANBERRA ACT 2800

Bear 8ir / Madam

CITY OF MELVILLE COMMENTS ON THE AIRPORTS AMENDMENT BILL 2010 ~
SENATE INQUIRY JULY 2010

The City of Meiville's south-eastern boundary abuis the northérn boundary of the
Jandakot Airport and the City of Cockburn.

in-October 2009 -the City of Meiville submitted comments in response {6 the Jandakot
Airport Master Plan 2008 Preliminary Draff. A copy of the City's report fo the
COrdinary Mesting of Councilis attached for your information.

The City's subnyission covered a range of substantial issues including governance,
tand usefactivities planning, infragiructure and cost recovery/management.

The City's submission also highlighted the need for an update of governance,
planning and cost-contributions parameters for airport corporations so as fo ensure s
more precise definition of the girports’ resgondibiliies and their participation in and
contributions fo, the regulstory, planning and management frameworks of Siate and
Local Government Authorities (LGAY).

The City acknowledges that the proposed Airports Amendment Bill 2010 recognises
and ingeneral addresses the main points of concern for LGAs abulting airports.

However {(he Cily also wishes o express -concern that neither the Ainports
Amendment Bill 2010 nor the accompanying Explanatory Memorandum provide
sufficient definition of the instruments and processes needed to ensure the airports’
regulatory or legislative basis for full and effeclive contribution to State and LGA
planning and cost~management procasses.

The City of Melville's submission on the Jandako! Airport Master Plan Preliminary
Draft 2009 acknowiedged -

Jandakot Adrport's positive contribution fo the: sub-region’s economic
development.through its role as a Regional Specialised Activity Centre.
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Nevertheless the submission also indicaies that a number of proposals in the
Prefiminary Draff are likely to generate significant impacts for both the City of
Melville and the sub-region.

in this context the submission recommends that Jandakot Airport werk co-
operaiively with the City of Melville and other key stakeholders to ensure co-
ordinated and mutually beneficial outcomes.

In generai it is noted that the Airport Amendment Bifl 2010 and the Expianatory
Memorandum specify provisions that have been the basis of local government
concern in the context of strategic urban centres and transport planning.

in particular local governments have highiighted the significant inconsistencies
arising between the scale and intensity of non-aeronautical developments, the flow-
on impacts on LGAs of management and costs and the limitations imposed on
integrated governance by the separate State / Commonwealth jurisdictions.

These managementicosts impact particularly on major planning and infrastructure
issues at both the district and sub-regional levels including for example -

&

The impacts of traffic volumes and transport categories on lecal and regional
transport infrastructure, as well as the equitable apportionment of
responsibiity for coniributions for flow-on mfrastruciure maintenance costs.

Commercizl, retail, industrial and employment impacts of un-planned activity
centres.  This is partially addressed in recent draft Western Australian
Flanning Commission (WAPC) policies wherein Jandaiot Airport is classified
as a Regional Specialised Activity Centre. However no reciprocal mechanism
(Commonwealth or airport corporations) exists to effectively implement the
integration of the airports’ planning and management framework with district
and sub-regional planning and infrastructure management processes.

Environmental management — the integration of environmental reporting is
acknowledged however the proposed section 71(2)(h} and 71(3}(h) sub-
section (h) should include an addition specification as follows -

{vii) the specific measures (if any) to be carried out by the airport-
lessee company oulside the airport site, in consultation with the
relevant landholder, for the purpeses of preventing, centrolling or
reducing the environmental impact associated with airport operations.

it should be noted that the current Airports (Building Controf) Regulations
1996 provide for the appointment of an Airport Building Controller (Part 4
Airport building coniroller) and that this may be either

{a) an authority of the Comrmonweaith, or of the State or (b} a local
government body.

This provision should be explored as a means of establishing the mechanism
for managing the implementation of Commonwealth, State and LGA
govermnance, planning, infrastructure, environmental and contributions-to-
costs decisions. For example this agency could be a regional organization of
councils.
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The City of Melville appreciates the opportunity to provide this input and looks
forward to contributing to processes as may be appropriate.

Yours sincerely

KYM DAVIS
MANAGER STRATEGIC URBAN PLANNING

Enc.

ce. Perth Alrports Municipalities Group

Page 3of 3



;.w_}, - City af
. %ﬁ Melville ORDINARY MEETING OF COUNCIL
o 13 OCTOBER 2009

PO9/3096 JANDAKOT AIRPORT MASTER PLAN 2009 PRELIMINARY DRAFT (REC)
(ATTACHMENT)

Ward 1Al
Category . Strategic
Application Number © N/A
Subject Index . Strategic Urban Planning - Jandakot Airport
Master Plan
Customer Index : Jandakot Airport
Property o N/A
Propesal : N/A
Applicant . N/A
Owner © N/A
Disclosure of any Interest : No Officer involved in the preparation of this
report has a declarable interest in this matter.
Responsibie Officer : Peter Camilleri
Acting Manager Strategic Urban Planning
Previous items : N/A
AUTHCORITY / DISCRETION
DEFINITION
X Advocacy when Council advocales on its own behalf or on behalf of its

community to another level of government/body/agency.

] Executive the substantial direction setfing and oversight role of the Council.
e.g. adopting plans and reports, accepling tenders, directing
operations, setting and amending budgsis.

] Legistative includes adopting local laws, town planning schemes & poficies.

] Review when Council review decisions made by Officers.

] Quasi-Judicial when Council defermines an application/maiter that directly
affects a person’s right and interests. The judicial character
arises from the obligation to abide by the principles of natural
justice.  Examples of Quasi-Judicial authority include town
planning applications, building licences, applications for other
permitsflicences {eg under Health Act, Dog Act or Local Laws)
and other decisions that may be appealable fo the State
Administrative Tribunal.

KEY ISSUES / SUMMARY

Jandakot Airport is within the City of Cockburn but is governed by the Commonwealth
Airports Act 1996.

The Airporis Act 1996 (Section 78) requires the airport lessee to formulate a five year (5)
master plan and fo consult with local governments surrounding the airport.
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ORDINARY MEETING OF COUNCIL
13 OCTOBER 2009

P09/3096 JANDAKOT AIRPORT MASTER PLAN 2009 PRELIMINARY DRAFT (RHEC)
ATTACHWMENT)

Subseguent to the final master plan the Airports Act 1996 [Section 91 (1A) (b)] requires the
airport lessee io produce a major development plan consistent with the airport lease and the
final master plan, and setting out objeciives for, and a detailed outline of, the development.

The major development plan must also '...address the extent of consistency with planning
schemes in force under a law of the Stafe or Territory in which the airport is located.” [Section
91 (4)]

The Jandakot Airport Master Plan 2008 Prefiminary Draft has been issued for public comment.

The Jandakot Airport Master Plan 2009 Prefiminary Draft proposes developments for new
aviation and non-aviation related land uses and activities with the potential to impact on some
residential, environmental, infrastructure and activity centres issues, both existing and planned,
within the City of Melville.

The Jandakot Airport Master Plan 2009 Preliminary Draft includes changes in proposed land
uses to secure some areas of environmental significance for example exchanging Precinct 5
(commercial) for Precinct 1A (conservation).

The City of Melville will submit comments covering these issues to Jandakot Airport Holdings
on the Jandakot Airport Master Plan 2009 Preliminary Draft.

Attachments:

3098 Jandakot Airport Master Plan 2008 Precincts Map

3098 Jandakot Airport Master Plan 2008 Aviation Ultimate Development Plan
3096 .Jandakot Airport Master Plan 2008 ANEF

3006 Jandakot Airport Master Plan 2008 N60 Contours

3096 Jandakot Alrport Master Plan 2009 Traffic Flows

3066 Jandskot Adrport Master Plan 2008 Rare & Endangered Flore

3008 Jandazkot Alrport Master Plan 2009 Ecological Corridor

3086 Jandakot Alrport Master Plan 2000 Apvendix 1 Traffic Forecasting

BACKGROUND

Jandakot Airport comes under the jurisdiction of the Commonwealth Airporis Act 1986, as
well as the Airports {Environmental Projection) Regulations 1997 and other relevant
Commonwealth legislation such as the Environmeni Protection and Biodiversity
Conservation Act 1999,

The Airports Act 1996 requires the airport lessee to formulate a five (5) year master plan that
is approved by the Minister,

The Jandsakot Airport Master Plan 2008 Preliminary Draft has been circulated for comment 1o

local governments surrounding the Jandakot Airport as required by the Commonwealth
Airports Act 1996,
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ORDINARY MEETING OF COUNCILL
13 GCTOBER 2009

P09/3096 JANDAKOT AIRPORT MASTER PLAN 2009 PRELIMINARY DRAFT {REC)
(ATTACHMENT)

Contextual Overview

in the sub-regional context Jandakot Airport has a catchment that includes;

The local government areas of the City of Cockburn, the City of Melville and the City
of Canning

Bush Forever (Ken Hurst Park — City of Melville)
The Jandakot Water Mound - a significant regional water catchment area

Endangered flora — the Caladenia huegelii (Grand Spider Orchid) and the drakae
elastica (Glossy-ieaved MHammer Orchid)Endangered fauna — the Calyptorhynchus
iatirostris (Carnaby’s Black Cockatoo)

Fauna of conservation significance - the Marcopus irma (Western Brush Wallaby)
and the Isoodon obesulus fusciventer (Southern Brown Bandicoot - Quenda)

Resource Enhancement wetlands (Damptlands)

Major regional and sub-regional transport infrastructure and associated transport
activities

Major regional, sub-regional and district residential, commercial and industrial activity
centres in the local government areas of Melville, Cockburn and Canning

Rural land uses and rural / urban land use transition areas.

Key Development Issues
The Jandakot Airport Master Plan 2009 proposes the following developments:

Aviation

s Provision for a fourth runway

Extensions to the existing main runway fo 1,600 metres.

Provision for extension of runway 12/30 {o a length of 1,508 metres,
Provision for enhanced helicopter training area and operation.

Expansion of physical aviation capabilities

Expansion of aviation operational capabitities by the airport's clients eg Royal
Flying Doctor Service

Expansion of aviation activities eg training, maintenance efc

e Expansion of complementary activities eg FESA

¢+ The expansion of Residential Housing for Trainees,

L

Economic Bevelopment

« LUrban land development for commercial buildings and associated transport,
sewerage, drainage and telecommunications infrastructure

Enhanced aviation-refated businesses

Establishment of commercial businesses

Enhanced employment

Enhanced financial contribution to the sub-region and the metropolitan region.

e & @ @
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ORDINARY MEETING OF COUNCIL
13 OCTOBER 2009

P09/3096 JANDAKOT AIRPORT MASTER PLAN 2009 PRELIMINARY DRAFT {REC)

(ATTACHMENT)

Existing and proposed scale of commercial activities

Current Estimated
40 businesses Approx 190 businesses
1,00C employed 5,700 employed

Environmental management

» A new environmental conservation area - Precinct 1A.

s« Topsoil from development areas to be used to rehabiiitate sand mining area
adjoining the airport ie areas 7 and 8 (note these are outside the airport
boundary)

s Proposed environmental greenway linkages with Ken Hurst Park and other areas
around the airport

» Proposed environmental management strategies for critical bio-diversity
resources such as bush forever (Ken Hurst Park), Carnaby’s Black Cockatoo, the
Western Brush Wallaby and the Southern Brown Bandicoot (Quenda).

Proposed Commercial Precincts, L.and uses and Activities
Land use
The zoning, objective and permitied discretionary tand uses are consistent with the City of
Cockburn’s Town Planning Scheme No 3. The Jandakot Airport Master Plan 2009 states
that -
The uses in Precinct 4 will be based on the City of Cockburn’s mixed business zone
with the exception of Precinct 4C which will also include aviation uses.'(p.71)

‘Precinct 4 was identified for commercial development under the approved Master
Pian 2005 and is approximately 116 hectares in area. Precinct 4 is currently partially
under consfruction and will include business, office, bulk retail, showroom,
warehouse and storage uses consistent with the Master Pian 2005." (p.70)

Summary of Proposed Land Uses

Precinct Area Type of activities

Precinct 4A 22ha Existing commercial development
Bulky goods and show rooms

Precinct 4B 9ha Existing commercial development identified for
office commercial land uses.

Precinct 4C 13ha Commercial mixed uses and land aviation uses.

Precinct 4 72ha Existing commercial development, ware house
storage land uses.

Total Precinct 4 116 ha
Local and convenience Some retall services for airport-based work force
retail eg convenience and day-to-day retail services

for example, lecal or neighbourhood centre level
retail facilities as per City of Cockburn Local
Commercial Strategy.
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13 OCTOBER 2009

P09/3096 JANDAKOT AIRPORT MASTER PLAN 2008 PRELIMINARY DRAFT {REC)
(ATTACHMENT)

Precinct 5 40ha Some new commercial area, warehouse storage
land uses; exchanged for Precinct 1A previously
conservation.

Precinct 6 and 6A 53ha Conservaticn area but to be reviewed in 5 years
for future commercial/asronautical development
subject to environmental objectives.

Additional commaercial /aeronautical
development potential is for approximately
160,000m?2 of warehouse and storage floor
area, approximately 50 businesses and 1,072
employees.

Summary of Proposed Commercial Activities and Floorspace {m2) [NB it is not clear
whether m2 are net lettable area or gross lettable area]

Commercial Activity m2

Business and office 40.000m2

Bulk retail and showroom 80,000m2

Warehouse and storage 470,000m?2

Ultimate potential businesses — Ultimate potential employees —
¢ approx 190 businesses = approx 5,700 employees

Metropolitan Planning Context

Although Jandakot Airport is under the jurisdiction of Commonwealth legislation it is also
classified as a Regional Specialised Cenire (within the City of Cockburn) by the State's
Directions 2031 Draft Spatial Framework for Perth and Peel {June2009), and the draft State
Planning Policy Activity Centres for Perth and Peel (June 2009)

The Role and Function of Specialised Centres
The attributes of specialised centres are explicit in the draft State Planning Policy, Activity
Centres for Perth and Peef for exampie -

b. Specialised centre ... have a focus on specific activities that generate a high
number of work and visitor trips. They have significant economic and employment
benefits, may lead to accumulation of similar activities and reguire excellent
movement networks, including access fo high-frequency public fransport. They
should only contain _uses that are consistent with the growth of their primary
functions; however, mixed uses that compiement the role of these centres are
encouraged, but should not be of a scale that will compete with other centres in the
hierarchy. (Appendix 2 Activify centre hierarchy page 15)

Page 5



ORDINARY MEETING OF COUNCIL
13 OCTOBER 2009

P09/3096 JANDAKOT AIRPORT MASTER PLAN 2009 PRELIMINARY DRAFT (REC)

This statement underscores the intent of planning policy at both State and Commonwealth
levels for example, although the Jandakot Airport is independent of both the Western
Australian and iocal government fields of statutory and policy parameters it is also guided by
the complementary intent of Commonwealth legislation (Airports Act 1998 Section 91 (4) )
that requires the airport's major development plan fo

‘...address the extent of consistency with planning schemes in force under a law of
the State or Territory in which the airport is located.”’

The category of Specialised Cenire therefore acknowledges the Jandakot Airport’s
contribution to the sub-region, specifically in the context of enhanced aviation and non-
aviation activities that will increase substantially employment and economic development in
the sub-region, and integrate the airport’s functicns and role intc the WAPC's framework of
activity centres for Perth and Peel.

In addition the Jandakot Airport Master 2009 Plan Preliminary Draft expresses the intent o
comply with the City of Cockburn’s local planning scheme and local commercial strategy
guidelines for commercial land use zones and activities.

Local Government Context

The City of Cockburn Town Planning Scheme No3.

Jandakot Airport is entirely within the City of Cockburn local government area. The Cify of
Cockburn Town Planning Scheme No3 provides some broad guidance for land use and
development including,

{6.5) Jandakot Airport (JA}

{(a) In considering any proposail for the subdivision, use or development of tand within
the boundaries of the Airport, referred to the local government by the lessee, the
local government shall have regard to the Jandakot Airport Master Plan and
Environmental Strategy for the airport land, approved by the Federal Government,
when providing advice on a pronosal.

{c) The referral of and processing of any proposails for the airport is to be undertaken
in accordance with any informal or formal protocol estabiished and agreed between
the airport lessee and the jocal government.

The City of Cockburn Local Commercial Strategy (2008)

The City of Cockburn Local Commercial Strategy identifies both Mixed Business and Mixed
Use areas.

The Local Commercial Strategy specifically acknowledges the potential of Jandakot Airport
as a Mixed Business area, that is containing “Other Retail” activities such as showrooms and
bulky goods.

The Strategy also suggests the need to moderate a tendency for the “Shop Retail”
categories to drift into the Mixed Business areas.
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P08/3096 JANDAKOT AIRPORT MASTER PLAN 2008 PRELIMINARY DRAFT [REC)
(ATTACHMENT)

The role of “Shop Retail” s pritmarily to contribute to and suppert the diversity and viability of
Mixed Use activity centres, for example Regional Centres such as Mebville City Centre or
District Centres such as the Buli Creek Shopping Centre.

The atiraction of “Shop Retail” into Mixed Business areas is typically based on a combination
of factors such as close proximity to major refail centres, availability of diverse floor space
areas {m2), availability of parking and favorable lease and costs per m2 of floor space.

The Cify of Cockburn Local Commercial Strategy provides a summary of the primary
distinguishing characteristics for Mixed Business and Mixed Use areas, that also apply to
Jandakot Airpori, as follows:

Mixed Business Areas Mixed Use Areas

Predominantly car-criented rather than

pedestrian-oriented.

Predominantly pedesirian-oriented rather
than car-oriented.

Generally suitable for showrooms, some
office buildings and a range of other large
stand-alone commercial developments,
including maior chain fast-food outlets.

Pleasant and/or interesting to be in,
forming part of an identifiable ‘central
place’,

Generally not suitable for “Shop Retail”
uses,

Suitable for a wide range of “Shop Retail”,
office, restaurant, entertainment and other
commercial uses in a 'main street’ format.

Generally not suitable for infegration with

Not suitable for on-site parking between

residential uses. buildings and the sirset resarve,

Suitable for some on-site parking between
buildings and the road reserve.

Suitable for integration with medium and/or
high density residential development,
which is highly desirable to impart some
after hours liveliness.

iIn some cases suitable for service
industrial as well as commercial uses.

Generally not suitable for showrooms or
major chain fast-food outlets.

Appendix F Examples of Mixed Use and Mixed Business Development: City of Cockburn Local Cammercial
Strategy (2006)

This commetcial land use and activity guidance reflects the intent for the preferred type of
land uses and acftivities for Jandakot Airport. However the scale and intensity of the land
uses and activities proposed in the Jandakof Airport Master Plan 2008 Preliminary Draft
requires clarification through joint-agency processes as described in the City of Cockburn
TPS No3.
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implications for the City of Melville

Environmental Health — {City of Melville Environmental Health Services)
The Jandakot Airport Master Plan 2009 Preliminary Draft modelling of flight numbers and
frequency for the period to 2029/30 shows that:

» alarger catchment is likely to experience noise levels over 60dB (from planes) more
than 20 times on an average day

= catchments closer to the airport are likely to experience noise levels (from planes) at
60dB or more as many as 100 times daily.

In 2029/30 an estimated 590,650 movements including 76,000 helicopter operations are
forecast.

The average daily movements at the airport will be 1,618 an approximate average of &7
movements per hour and more than one every minute.

The City of Melville does not support the increased number and frequency of fiights
estimated by the modelling provided in the Jandakot Airport Master Plan 2009 Preliminary
Draft and the following measures shouid be explored as a means of attenuating some of the
impact

« The ‘Fly Neighbourly’ campaign should be maintained and strengthened to ensure
that pilots are more answerable for not flying as per the approved flight paths and
policies.

+ A comprehensive study into the impacts of current and increased helicopter activity
an approved flight paths in residential areas.

» Airservices Australia (ASA) should continue to maintain the complaint ine and a
good complaint management procedure.

The Natural Environment - {City of Melville Environmental Services)

From an environmental perspective the proposal to iniroduce a large commercial estate as
well as extending the airport runway and roads facilities will have a negative impact on the
local environment.

The airport zone is Bush Forever site No 388 and home to a large area of excellent through
{o poor condition remnant bushland inciuding rare orchid species, kangaroos, bandicoots,
reptiles and visiting bird populations. The proposed plans will further degrade and fragment
the exisfing habitats at the airport.

It is proposed that top soil and flora from Precinct 5 {commercial) will be deposited at areas 7
and 8 (not part of the airport area) and contribute to these area’s rehabilitation. Areas 7 and
8 are a degraded former sand mining site and are proposed to be rehabilitated with fopsall
and flora from development areas as an offset for pristine bushland containing rare crchids
and remnant Banksia woodland vegetation. Areas 7 and 8 are proposed as a linking habitat
but are currently degraded and will not be able to significantly contribute to the
environmental corridor linkages for up {o 15 years.
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The degraded site is also proposed as a Carnaby’s Black Cockatoo habitat and food source
however it will take a minimum of 10 -15 years for trees to mature to the point where there is
enough food for a flock of Carnaby’'s Black Cockatoos to graze.

Other general comments:
e The plan does not specify the timeframe for the revegetation proiect; ongoing support
and funding will be essential to the success of this type of project.

s The report proposes changing conservation areas 6 and 6A to commercial uses and
aviation development, subject to the effective rehabilitation of sites 7 and 8 {not part
of the airport area).

¢ There is a lack of depth in the environmental plan. The environmental plan is mainly
concerned with complying with legislation and overall management of the site, not
specifically the rehabilitation project.

¢« The ecological corridor linking Ken Hurst Park through areas 1A and 1B io the former
sand mining rehabilitation sites (areas 7 and 8) will be bisected by a new road which
will again fragment and degrade at least the edge areas of the corridor,

e The report proposes transplanting rare spider orchids from developmeni areas to
other areas of bushland. This technigue has been tried with limited success and is
not the solution to protecting rare and endangered wildlife in the Perth area. It should
be noted that fifteen percent of Western Australia’s bicdiversity is found in the Perth
metropolitan region and more sustainable offset models should be devetoped for
commercial iand uses.

e There is no mention of mitigation techniques o prevent the adverse impacts of the
new road cutting through the proposed “corridor” to Jandakot regional park.

Transport Infrastructure and Traffic — {City of Melville Traffic and Road Safety -
Engineering Design)

The Jandakot Airport Master Plan 2009 Preliminary Draft indicates access to the Airport is to
be provided via the following connections:
« Karel Avenue, via Karel Avenue extension (Hope Road)
¢ Berrigan Drive
s South Link — a newly constructed road linking Berrigan Drive (from Jandakot Road)
o Karel Avenue
+« East Link, a new road linking to Ranford Road, via Nicholsen Road

It shouid be noted at this stage, that the South Link and East Link have considerable merit
as they provide alternafive traffic routes to the existing Hope Road. Should this road be
blocked due to a crash or any ofher incident then this could lead to the following risks:

+ Emergency access is lost — this has severe ramifications for the Royal Flying Doctor
Service (RFDS).
Access to RFDS by St John of God Ambulance is restricied.
Evacuation due to a chemical spill or bushfire is limited.
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The new road links will alleviate much of these identified risks as the proposed road network
affords increased flexibility for airport access. However it should be noted that a more direct
connection, outside the immediate Master Plan site, to Fiona Stanley Hospital for
Emergency vehicles has not been addressed in this Master Plan. For example, the
connectivity between a future extension of Roe Hwy and the southern end of Murdoch Dr,

Traffic Forecasting

Traffic forecasts for 2016 and 2031 were undertaken in 2007 using a Paramics modelling
system and at that time, several traffic scenarios were modelied. The results were published
in the final report Transport Planning for Jandakot airmport Major Development Plan — August
2007 by Bruce Aulabaugh .

A summary of the forecasted traffic volumes for 2016 in the PM Peak Hour (the worst case
scenario) is presented in Appendix 1 Traffic Forecasting and shows what traffic conditions
are likely to be with or without the East Link. In the Natural Environment section of this
report, it was identified that the East Link Road will have a negative impact on the iocal
environment and was raised as a concern by the City of Canning.

More significantly, is the change in land use for Precinct 5 from Conservation to Commercial.
This change will support warehouse and storage uses. Whilst this falis with the City of
Cockburn’s jurisdiction for Planning issues, it should be noted that traffic generated from the
changed fand use has not been quantified.

The Jandakot Airport Master Plan 2009 Prelirinary Draft does not identify if traffic generated
figures were remodelled and therefore, the traffic impacts of this change are unknown.

It is recommended that Jandakot Airport Holdings {JAH) provide the City of Melville with
updated traffic forecasts for 20186.

in addition these, and any other projected traffic generation changes need to be made
availabie for input into the current traffic modelling as pari of the South West Corridor and
Peel Strategic Transport Review currently being carried out. (See also below regarding
traffic forecasts to 2031)

The Jandakot Airport Master Plan 2009 Preliminary Draft shows the Development and Non-
Devetopment Traffic flows for the PM Peak. There is no mention of when these figures were
modelled but suffice to say that Kare! Avenue and Farrington Road will be affected as these
routes both provide direct connectivity to Kwinana Freeway and South Street.

Not explored in the Master Plan is the increased demand for heavy vehicles to access the
Jandakot Airport, transport goods for showrooms, bulky goods stores and warehouses, the
proposed routes that these vehicles might take between Fremantle and Welshpool, and any
likely impact this will have on the City of Melville road network.

The Commercial section of the Alrport development will generate approximately 32,000

vehicular trips per day and the traffic related to Aviation component will generate
approximately 4,000 vehicular trips per day.
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The Jandakot Airport Masier Plan 2009 Preliminary Draft identifies the extent of road
improvements required by 2016 to support the road network within the land owned by
Jandakot Airport Holdings (JAH). These include the following:

« Queuing lengths on Karel Avenue approaching the Karel Avenue Extension /Berrigan
Prive intersection currently (known as the Hope Road/Berrigan Drive intersection),
are identified as an issue, particularly if there is a strong demand for a right turn in
the evening peak hour into Berrigan Drive. JAH proposes to install traffic signals at
the intersection and restrict green time in peak periods for traffic moving infout of
Berrigan Drive {(north).

e To address congesiion on Karel Avenue it is proposed to upgrade Karel Avenue
{south) and Hope Road to a 4 lane arterial standard (additional investigation is
required to determine the Karel Avenue/Roe Highway interchange upgrade
reguirements),

¢ Upgrade Karel Avenue bridge to 4 lanes and taper back to 2 fanes prior o Farrington
Road. {Additional investigation is required to determine the Karel Ave/Roe Highway
interchange upgrade requirements)

Of concern is the last point as this will ieave approximately 100m of two ianes on Karel
Avenue (south of Farrington Road) that will generate congestion as motorists try to merge
into this narrowed section of Karel Avenue, given that north of Farrington Read is 4 lanes
already.

JAH are responsible {o fund and construct the all the infrastructure that falis within the
Jandakot Airport land. Whilst some infrastructure outside of JAH area is normally under the
responsibility of the City of Melville and Main Roads, JAH should be responsible for this
infrastructure given that the significant traffic impact was generated by the proposed
development of the airport.

It is therefore recommended that JAH fund the construction of lanes on Karel Avenue from
the Bridge over the railway line to south of Farrington Road by 2016.

The need for upgrades to the road network affecting the City of Melville have not been
discussed in any detail in the Master Pian. City officers are concerned with impacts on Karel
Avenue, Farrington Road, South Street, Murdoch Drive, Findlay Street and North Lake Road
as these routes provide direct connectivity io Kwinana Freeway, Murdoch Railway Station,
Fremantle and Woeishpool Industrial areas. It is anticipated that future congestion on
Kwinana Freeway, South Street, Leach Highway, and Karel Avenue will lead to 'rat running’
ordo minor roads within the City of Melvite. To alleviate the existing and future demands
made on these roads

It is recommended that JAH actively examine the feasibility of a more direct access io Roe
Highway and to Murdoch Drive, which may entail the extension of Roe Highway.
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Also not fully addressed in the Jandakot Airport Master Plan 2009 Preliminary Draft is the
proposed change of Precinct 6 from Conservation to. Commercial by 2029. This will
significantly alter the modelied figures for 2031 and increase the forecasted traffic figures to
over 40,000 vehicles per day.

it is recommended that JAH provide the City of Melville with updated traffic forecasts for
2031,

JAH indicated that they are committed to reducing green house gases and to this end have
pursued the provision of “regular shuttle bus services between the Airport and Murdoch
Bus/Rail interchange while TransPerth bus services are being upgraded.” The proposed
routing will be via Karel Avenue, Farrington Road, Findlay Road, and South Street fo the
Murdoch Bus/Rail Interchange.

it is therefore recommended that Strategic Urban Planning consult with JAH on the feasibility
of extending the proposed “CAT" bus service from Murdoch Train Station to Garden City and
the Canning Bridge Precinct.

Land use and Activity Centres Planning
The basis of activity centres planning is the principle of optimizing the concentration of
complementary urban, economic, infrastructure, sociaf, and environmental factors in the
context of a metropolitan spatial framework.

Through the draft Stafe Planning Policy Activity Centres for Perth and Peel (June 2009) the
network of planned activity centres is further guided by governance objectives that aim for
high levels of infrastructure and services integration and usage.

These objectives are in turn achieved through synergies between a mix of land uses and
aclivities such as types of employment, commercial, retail, residential and community
services.

This diversity of co-located infrastructure, services, land uses and activities in and around
aclivity centres is a fundamental objective for all activity centres, and State and Local
Government policies and statutes provide distinct management and governance guidelines
that distinguish clearly the atiributes and related planning parameters of centre typologies
and their predominant roles and functions.

This provides the context for determining the appropriateness, proportion, scale and mix of
tand uses and activities in specific centres as defined in the draft State Planning Policy,
Activity Gentres for Perth and Peel {June 2009).

Similarly this approach also establishes the policy and planning context for assessing the
appropriateness of the mix and scale of land uses and activities proposed in the Jandakot
Airport Master Plan 2009 Prefiminary Draft,
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It is important to acknowledge the substantial positive initiatives and the contributions of the
economic, employment and skills development proposed by the Jandakot Airport's aviation
and non-aviation land uses and activities.

It is also topical to discuss the types of activities, proportions and scale proposed, in
particudar the 40,000m2 of Business and Office floor space, and the 80,000m2 of Bulk Retail
and Showroom, particularly in the context of provisions for these land uses and activities in
adjoining centres and the airport's aviation focused primary functions.

This acknowledges that specific converging synergies define the predominant
characieristics, roles and functions of Commercial, Specialized and Industrial activity
cenires.

A number of key activity centres within the City of Melvilie could be affected by the significant
scale of some developments in the Jandakot Airport commercial precincts.

These include in particular the Melville City Centre - Booragoon, with a total of approximately
93,800m2 of nla floor space, Myaree Industriai Area, with a total of approximately
277,100m2 (nla), and O'Connor Industrial Area with a total of approximately 88,400m2 (nla).
{Department of Planning, 2007 Perth Employment Survey, Preliminary Results)

Also the Murdoch Activity Centre mixed use and medical precincts will have significant office
{ business fioor space capacity and Murdoch University's eastern precinct has an estimated
potential for approximately 300,000m2 of education, office and business related activiiies.

It is clear from this overview that a land use and activity centres governance and planning

gap exists and that a joint management model should be developed in order to ensure
complementary and integrated planning within the sub-region.

STATUTORY AND LEGAL IMPLICATIONS
N/A

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS
N/A
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STRATEGIC AND RISK MANAGEMENT IMPLICATIONS
The maintenance of a consistently applied commercial and industrial land uses and activities

governance model is a critical pre-condition to planning, investing and managing viable and
sustainable infrastructure, commerce, industry, employment and community services.

Risk Statement Level of Risk Risk Mitigation Strategy
Unreguiated development | Medium Non-statutory  inter-agency
that introduces a significant framework to work towards
scale of new land uses and achieving  complementary
activities, in the context of development strategies.

specific  State  Planning
Strategy parameters  for
existing and  proposed
acfivity centres, in State
and local government
jurisdictions,

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

The City of Melville contains a number of activity centres that are potentially influenced by
the development proposals outlined in the Jandakot Airport Master Plan 2009 Prefiminary
Draft,

In particutar impact on pfanning, land uses, and activities are likely to range in significance
from the Regional Melville City Centre — Booragoon, the Strafegic Specialised Centre of
Murdoch, the District level centre of Bull Creek and the Industrial centres of Myaree and
O’'Connor.

Aviation related developments will also impact on residents within the airport flight-path
caichment.

CONCLUSION
The sub-region to which Jandakot Airport is a significant contributor is characterized by -
+ a Sirategic Specialised Cenfre at Murdoch that comprises major hospitals, a Mixed
Use Activity Centre, a major train station, Murdoch University and its commercial
oriented eastern precinct, and the substantial development potential on land along
the south-eastern portion of Murdoch Drive,

+ the Regional Melville City Cenire — Booragoon with major existing retail and
substantial office potential,
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¢ major road transport routes such as Leach Highway, South Street, Kwinana
Freeway, Roe Highway and the commuter railway to the Primary Centre of
Rockingham and Mandurah.

e significant environmentally sensitive flora and fauna resources.

The joint-agency protocol model as expressed in the City of Cockburn Town Planning
Scheme No3 is especially relevant at the sub-regional level.

This illustrates the major scaie of developments emerging within the sub-region and further
highlights the need to ensure a co-crdinated approach to achieve optimal planning and
implementation effectiveness for both individual agencies and jointly.

This approach provides a sound option given the range of jurisdictions, regulatory and policy
instruments, and critical impacts on the land uses, economic planning and sustainabiiity of
activity centres, transport infrastructure and environmental resources within the Jandakot
Airport catchment area.

It is considered that an inter-agency framework or process should be explored with the
objective of establishing a co-operative basis for land use and activities planning to ensure
complementary commercial development at the Jandakot Airport.

it is alsc considered that detailed structure planning for non-aviation fand uses and activities,
including scale and intensity of activities, staging and implementation schedules, should be
formulated according to the intent in of the draft State Planning Policy Activity Centres for
Perth and Peel (June 2009) and the relevant sections of the Commonwealth Afrports Act
1996.

in this context centre planning according to assigned primary roles and functions,
accompanied by relevant impact assessments, and including appropriate consultation with
adjoining local government areas, should be key componenis of Jandakot Airport's
development processes.
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PREVIOUS OFFICER RECOMMENDATION {3096) APPROVAL
1. That the City of Melville acknowledges the positive contribution to sub-regional

economic development and employment as expressed in the developments
proposed in the Jandakot Airport Master Plan 2008 Preliminary Draft.

That in response fo adverfising for comment on the Jandakot Airport Master Plan
2009 Prefiminary Draft, Jandakot Alrport Holdings be advised that the Cify of
Melville submits the following issues for consideration;

2.1 Environmental Health

The City of Melville does not support the increased number and
frequency of flights estimafed by the modelling provided in the
Jandakot Airport Master Plan 2002 Preliminary Draft.

The ‘Fly Neighbourly’ campalgn should be maintained and strengthened
to ensure that pilots are more answerable for not flying as per the
approved flight paths and policies.

A comprehensive study be conducted into the impacts of current and
increased helfcopter activity on approved flight paths in residential
areas. :

Airservices Australia (ASA) continue to maintain the complaint line and
a good complaint management procedure.

2.2 Environmental

The environment management plan should elaborafe on the timeframe,
management and resources for implementing sustainable rehabilitation
projects associated with the developmen! stages of the Jandakof
Airport Master Plan,

Due to the limited success of transplanting rare flora fo rehabilitate
other areas of bushland further consideration be given fo develop a
more sustainable offset model.

Specific mitigation ftechnigques fo prevent the adverse impacts of the
new road cutting through the proposed “corridor” fo Jandakot regional
park be developed,

2.3 Transport Infrastructure and Trafiic

Jandakot Airport Holdings (JAH) should provide the City of Melville with
updated traffic forecasts for 2016.

Jandakot Airport Holdings showld fund the construction of lanes on

Karel Avenue from the bridge over the railway line fo south of
Farrington Road by 2076.
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e Jandakot Airport Holdings should actively examine the feasibility of a
more direct access to Roe Highway and to Murdoch Drive, which may
entail the extension of Roe Highway.

e Jandakot Airport Holdings should provide the City of Melville with
updated traffic forecasts for 2031.

2.4 Land use and Activity Cenires Flanning
e Notwithstanding the roles and guidance defined by Commonwealth,
State and Local Government jurisdictions it is clear that a gap exists in
land use and activity centres governance. This suggests that an
inter-agency management model should be explored in order fo ensure
complementary and integrated planning and development at the
Jandakot Airport and within the sub-region.

® Detailed structure planning for non-aviation land uses and activifies,
including scale and intensify of aclivifies, staging and implementation
schedules, and appropriate impact assessments should be formulated
according fo the infent of the draft Stafte Planning Policy Acltivity
Centres for Perth and Peel (June 2008} and the relevant sections of the
Commonwealth Airports Act 1996.

3. That the City of Melville advise the City of Cockburn, the City of Canning and the
Western Australian Planning Commission of the issues addressed in the foregoing
report (P08/3096).

Following the Council Agenda briefing forum held on 29/9/09 and the Elected Member
information Session held on 7/10/09 the recommendation contained in the report has been
revised and is presented as follows.

OFFICER RECOMMEMDATION (3088) AFPPROVAL

1. That the City of Meiville acknowledges the positive contribution to sub-regional
geconomic development and employment &3 expressed in the developments
proposed in the Jandsakot Alrport Master Plan 2008 Preliminary Draft

2. That in response to adveriising for comment on the Jandskot Alrport Master
Plan 2009 Preliminary Drafl, Jandakot Alrport Holdings {JAH) be advised that the
Chty of Melvilie submits the following issuss for consideration;

2.1 Ernvironmental Health

® The Cliy of Melviite does not support the incressed number and frequency
of flights estimated by the modelling provided In the Jandakot Alrport
Master Plan 2008 Preliminary Drafo
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® The Fly Meighbowdy’ campaign should be mainiained and strenglhened o
ensure that pllete are more accountable for not flving a8 per the aporoved
flight paths and policies.

® & comprehensive study should be conducted into the impacts of current
and increased helicopter activity on approved flight paths in residentizl
BEEHS,

@ Alr Eervices Australia {A8A) should confinue to maintain the complaint line
ant an effective end responsive complaint management procedure,

@ The number of fighis por vear should be capped at an agreed fevel
significantly lower than 514,000 for fixed wing snd 78,000 for helicopter
flights uniess i i3 shown that recommendations in the Jandakot fdrport
Master Plan 2009 are being met and that assessment is being made for
other training cireuits.

+ Individual plane nolse level assessment for an agreed nolse emission rengs
and maximum shouid be enforced with the “nolgiest” planes having
restricted flight mes e.9. not permitied 0600-0B0G hours and 1800-2200
hours Saturday and weekdays with further agresd Himits for Sundays.

2.2 Environmental
® The enpviremnment management plan should slaborate on the fimeframe,
management and resources for implementing sustainable rehabilitation
projects assoclated with the development stages of the Jandakot Alrport
Haster Plan 2008 Praliminary Draft.

® Due t¢ the Hmited success of transplanting rare flora to rehabilitate other
greas. of bush land further consideration should be given to dovelop & more
sustainable offset modal,

s Specific mitigation techniques io prevent the adverse impacis of the new
road cutting through the proposed “environmental corridor” 1o Jandakot
regional park should be developed.

# JAH should speclly how much of the remaining bush land in a 20k radius
of the airport is suitable hablizt for Carmaby’s Black Cockatoos and Grand
Spider Orchids.

® JAH should specify how much of remaining bush land (both on and offsite)
s permanenily protected from development,

e JAH should clarify exactly who completed the surveys of Grand Spider
Orchids and when they were completed and in whizh areas of the alrport
site,

. JAH should sonduct annusl surveys of Caladenia huegelil for the whale of
the area o glve an adeguate estimate of the total population.
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2.3

JAH should present evidence, sourced from peer reviewed technical
research, of the sucesssful wanslocation of orchids over a five year period.

JAH should provide bush land conditfion surveys for precincis 4 and 44
which will be subject {o development so as to provide a comparison with
the proposed conservation areas T and 14,

JAH should establish measures fo protect, {and regularly monitor impacts
on, the Jankakot Water Mound from the adverse affects of development.

JAH should provide a detailed plan for determining the success measures
for the rehabilitation in precinct 7 and 8 before further clearing and
development of Precinot 5.

JAH shouid provide 3 commitment to the timeframe for the rehabilitation of
Precincts ¥ and & and the provision for monitoring ite ongoing success,

Pracinots § and BA sheuld be clearly identified as conservation areas i the
2009 Master Plan and should only be considered for future reslassification
in the context of subsegquent Master Plans subject to indepsndent
evaluation of the sustained success of the rehabilitation of aress 7 and 8.

Jab should provide a commitment to protect the remaining “remnant bush
fand” from future development by msans of a covenant [eg. Bush Forever
Siztus).

Transport infrastructure and Traffic

&

The proposed deveicpments in the Jandaket Slrport Master Plan 2009
Preliminary Draft will generate direct and sign#icant traffic and road
infrastructure impacts. An infrastructurs contributions agreement should
be sstablished between tha JAH, the City of Melville, Main Roade WA and
other Local Government Authorities as appropriate.

Under this agreement JAH should be responsible for contributions to the
construction and malntenance of traffic and rosd Infrastructure commensurate
to the demand and maintenance impacts generated by the expansion of
developments at Jandskot Alrport.

For example: the upgrading of the Karel Avenue bridge to four lanes; and the
upgrading of the approach and departure lanes rnoar the Roe Highway
interchange should be continued as four lanes to tie into the existing four
lanes south of Farrington Road by 2018;

JAH should actively examine of the feasibility of a more direst access fo
Roe Highway and to Murdoch Drive which will entail the extension of Ros
Highway and additiona! linkages into Murdoch Drive.
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&

Ja should provide further traffic forecasting/modelling reporis to 2018
and 2021 incorporating data that demonstrates the Impact on roads within
the City of Melville and covers transpor! routes such as Karel Avenue,
South Swreet, Leach Highway and local distributor reads such as Farrington
Hoad, Finlay Road and Murdooh Drive,

The iraffic reports to be undertaken should Incorporate:

{1

{if}

(i)

assessment of demend generated by the proposed commereial land uses
that includes Precinct 5 as well as the increased hesvy vehiculsr
movemants accessing the Alrport (o transport goods wifrom showrcoms
bulley goods stores and warshouses;

the propoesed change of use for Precinets 8 and 8A from Conservation fo
Comemarcial should be incorporated in the updated traffic forecasts and
impact assessments o 2031; _

assessrment of whether traftic signals at the intersection of South Sirest
and Findlay Read should be provided o accommaodate the infroduction of
the proposed shutlie bus service from the Alrport to Murdoch station via
Karel Avenue, Farrington Road and Finlay Road,

In the context of sdditional raffic forecasting /modelling reports JAH
shiould provide a risk assessment covering the possibility of a orash on
Karel Avenue or Karel Avenue extension (Hope Road) that sddresses:

{1y aliarnative emergency access

i} access by 5t John Ambulance or FESA

{iy  evacuation due to fus! or chemical spillages.

2.4 Land use and AcHvity Centres Planning

&

Motwithstanding the roles and guidance defined by Commonwsallh, State
and Local Government jurisdictions it i3 clear that a gap exists in land use
and activily cenfres governance. This suggests that a formal interagency
management modsel should be explored and established in order to ensure
complementary and integrated planning and development at the Jandakot
Alrport and within the subwregion

JaH showld conduct 8 comprehensive and integrated economic Impact
assessment of the aviation and non-aviztion proposals contained within tbe
Jandakot Alrport Master Plan.

The study ares for the comprehensive and Integrated economic impact
assessment should includs the abrport land and the adjoining local
government areas {the Cliy of Coclkburn, Gy of Melville and the City of
Canning), and provide objective evaluation and guidance on the viabifity
and sustainability of options for relall and commercial activities, traffic and
transport, infrastructure, the natural environment and environmenial health
issuses for Jandakot Alrport, the adicining Local Governments ang the sub-
region, including in particular the impacts on the Murdoch activity cenirs
and other commercial centres in the vicinity,
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e In order to facilitate co-ordinaled planning and governance JAM shouid
provide detailed structure planning reports for avistion and non-aviation
land uses and sctivities, including scale and intensity of activities, staging
and Implementation schedules, and approgpriate Imipact assessments
formulated and administered according to the intent of the draft Seate
Flanning Policy Activity Centres for Perth and Peel {June 2009) and the
relevant sections of the Commonwealth Alrports Act 1886,

3. That the City of Melville advize the City of Cockburn, the City of Canning and the
Western Australian Planning Commission of the issues addressesd in the
foregoing report {PUSI3096).
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Dear Jeanette Radgliffe
fnquiry into Alrports Amendment Bilf 2010

Thank you for the invitation to make a submission regarding the propoéed Alrports
Amendments Bilf 2010. The Depariment of Planning (DoP} has reviewed the Bill and provides
the following comments for your consideration.

Paragraphs 71(2){h} and T1{3}{h)

The DoP i=s concerned with the five year planning timeframe for the matiers outlined in {ga),
(gb). The road network and public transpert systems ouiside the airport are significant
infrastructure ftems. lLonger planning timeframes will be required to ensure adegquale
integration with the surrounding networks and the capacily of such networks are developed in
a timely manner and not unduly impacted by development at airports.

The DoP suggests omitting point {ga}{iv) and replacing it with:

the arrangements for working with the State or local authorities
or other bodies responsible for the road network and the public
transport system and the relevant endorsed strategic plans.

[t should be noted that the DoP is of the opinion that airport lessee companies and/or the
Federal Government should take responsibility for capital and re-current funding agreements
for private passenger, public transport and the freight demands they generate.

Regarding (hi(ii), the DoP suggesis clarification be given as to who has the authority to
declare what areas within the airport site are identiffed as environmentally significant,

Regarding {(h){iii}, the DoP is concerned that the sources of environmental impact associated
with airport operations are not specified. The DoP suggesis that as a minimum the following
environmenial aspects associated with the operation of the airport are addressed:

Environmentai Management and Community Engagement

Climaie Change and tnergy Management

YWater Management {stormwater quality, groundwater quality and water conservation)
Air Quality

Grourtd Transport

Ground-Based Noise .

Biodiversity and Conservation Management

2 & @ & £ & O



Government of Western Australia
Department of Planning

i
o Cultural Heritage

s Waste and Resource Management
e Soil and Land Management

» Spills Response

The DoP suggests omitting point (h)(vi) and replacing it with:

the specific measures to be carried out by the airport-lessee
company for the purposes of preventing, controlling or
reducing the environmental impact associated with any
operations iocated within the aimort precinct.

The DoP is also concerned that the effects of proposed developments within master plans on
employment levels and the local and regional economies should be considered over the long
term and not just the first 5 years of the master plan as proposed in (gc)i) and {il}. This will
ensure that adequate measures can be taken lo address any issues and long term and
irreversible impacts are avolded.

Subsection 71(6)

DoP supports the view that if a draft or final master plan is not consistent with planning
schemes in force under a law of the State in which the airport is iocated there should be a
justification for the inconsistencies. In addition to this, DoP suggests that a condition be put in
place that ensures adequate discussions have taken place with relevant government
agencies and stakeholders to mitigate any such inconsistencies.

Paragraph 83{A){4)

The DoP suggests a contravention of su bsection {2) or (3} is an offence.

Section 88

The DoP is concerned that the term 'exceptional circumstances’ is not defined and suggests
further clarification be given to this phrase. :

Yours sincerely

Bruce Macdonnell
A/Diractor General
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Submission to the Inquiry into Airports Amendment Bili 2010 —
Department of Local Government, Western Australia

introduction

Western Australia is the largest Australian State, occupying one third of the
continent and measuring 2,400km from north to south. Perth is the most
isolated capital city in Australia, being 2,700km from its nearest neighbour,
Adelaide, and closer to Jakarta than Canberra. Air fravel and airports have
great significance within this environment. Accordingly, the State has an interest
in supporting and strengthening this industry for the benefit of the WA
population.

Airports have significant impact on the communities situated within close io
medium proximity. This includes issues to do with noise; land development
implications; commercial competition; and environmental considerations, to
name a few. This paper examines fo what extent the Airports Amendment Bill
2010 supports the relationship between WA’s airports and local governments. [t
will also look at how the provisions of the Bill will affect the communities of
those local governments that are in close to medium proximity to the airports
under consideration.

To do so, this paper will focus on the extent to which these proposed
amendments align with recommendations relevant to the local government
sector that were put forward in the State of Western Australia’'s 2008 Whole of
Government Submission (the 2008 WA Submission) to the National Aviation
Policy Green Paper. Four recommendations from that submission are relevant.

It is noted that the Airports Amendment Bill 2010 addresses only those airports
which are Commonwealth-owned and which have been ieased for 50 years
{with a further 49-year option) to private companies. For WA this means that the
proposed amendments apply only to the Perth and Jandakot airports.
Consequently, some recommendations from the 2008 WA Submission that
were relevant to local government do not apply.

Recommendation 1
The first applicable recommendation outlined in the 2008 WA Submission
proposed that a written bilateral agreement be developed regarding how
consultation and joint planning activity would be progressed. Whilst this Bill
does not provide for developing a bilateral agreement, the amendments it
contains do support greater consultation and joint planning between airports
and affected local governments. For example, the amendments provide for:
¢ Certain developments of the type which the Government considers
would normally be incompatible with the operation of an airport would
constitute ‘'major airport developments’. As a result, such
developments could only be carried out where they have been subject
to a public consultation process.
¢ A development of a kind that is likely fo have a significant impact on
the local community is considered a major airport development. This
triggers a requirement for the optimal level of public comment to



enable members of the community and other stakeholders to have
input into the proposed developments.

= The public consultation period may only be shortened by written
consent of the Minister as long as the Minister is satisfied that the
development proposal does not raise additional issues that have a
significant impact on the local community.

The Airports Amendment Bill 2010 then, does significantly provide for, and
increases, consultation and joint planning on issues potentially affecting local
government areas adjacent fo airports. This will strengthen the position of local
governments that may be negatively affected by airport developments. The
Department supports these measures which will allow local governments and
communities to make comment on and influence significant future
developments.

Recommendation 2

The second relevant recommendation from the 2008 WA Submission proposed
that detailed articulation should be encouraged for the immediate 3 to 5 year
period in an airport's Master Plan, though simultaneously with improved
consultation. As outlined in the above discussion on Recommendation 1, the
amendments contained in the Bill do provide improved consultation opportunity
for local governments.

Greater accessible detail of the Master Plan is also addressed within the
amendments, which include proposed requirements that:
* A master plan is required to confain, in relation to the first five years
of the master plan:
o Detailed information on proposed developments that are to be
used for any other purpose not related to airport services, and
o The likely effect of the proposed developments set out in the
master plan on employment levels at the airport and on the local
and regional economy and community including an analysis of
how the proposed developments fit within the planning schemes
for commercial and retail development in the area adjacent to the
airport.
* A major development plan must set out the likely effect of the
proposed development on:
o Traffic flows at the airport and surrounding the airport,
o Employment levels at the airport.

These amendments will also have positive flow on effects because by meeting
these new requirements, airports will be encouraged to consider the impact and
consequences of their developments on surrounding local governments.
Additionally, the greater sharing of information has the potential to facilitate
better consultation between airports and local governments.

Recommendation 3

The third applicable recommendation from the 2008 WA submission proposed
that ground transport plans should be made mandatory to ensure that Federal
Airport lessees consider the impact of airport-based activity. It also stated that



the lessees should be required to contribute to related off-airport development
of which they are a key benefactor.

The first half of this recommendation is met by the Bill, as the amendments
require that a ground transport plan be produced as part of an airport’'s master
plan. The amendments state that:
¢ A ground transport plan on the landside of the airport should provide
details on:
o Arrangements for working with the authorities responsible for the
road network or ground transport system; and
o The likely effect of the proposed developments set out in the
master plan on the ground transport system and traffic flows at
and surrounding the airport.

A further provision is that:
¢ |n making a decision whether to approve a draft major development,
the Minister will have regard to the likely effect of the development
on the ground transport system at, and adjacent to, the airport.

Measures such as these will be welcomed by local governments. For example,
the additional requirement of a ground transport plan as part of an airport’s
master plan will assist in the management of traffic congestion in roads at or
near an airport. However, local governments may be concerned that the Bill
makes no mention of a requirement for airport lessees to contribute to related
off-airport developments of which they are a key benefactor.

Recommendation 4

The last applicable recommendation from the 2008 WA submission proposed
that the Commonwealth Government should provide model guidelines for land-
use planning around major airports. This recommendation was made by the
then Western Australian Department of Environment and Conservation in
regard to noise impacts and relates to a matter of direct concern to local
governments, especially those in proximity to an airport and under a flight path.

The Bill does not address the use of land beyond that of the airports concerned,
and thus this recommendation has not been directly addressed. However one
amendment states that:
¢ The Minister may determine that a development is not a ‘major
airport development’, and therefore does not require a major
development plan, if the Minister is satisfied, on reasonable grounds,
that the development will not unduly increase the noise heard by, or
unduly cause a nuisance to, the community adjacent 1o the airport.

This provision has the capacity to improve noise cantrol to some extent. Where
the Minister deems a development a ‘maijor airport deveiopment’, this would
trigger related consultation requirements, at his or her discretion, with noise
being a consideration.



Conclusion

The Department of Local Government views the Airporis Amendment Bill as a
positive step in improving relationships between the operators of
Commonwealth owned airports and affected local governments. However, two
additional areas could be addressed by the Bill. First, it is desirable that airport
lessees be required to contribute to related off-airport developments of which
they are key benefactors. This would contribute to greater consultation and joint
planning between local governments and airports. It would also have the
potential to fast track the development of infrastructure designed to improve
access {0 airports. Secondly, it could be beneficial to deveiop model guidelines
regarding land use planning around airporis. Such guidelines could assist in
matters such as coordinating aircraft flight plans with the needs of communities
potentially affected by aircraft noise, taking into account noise impacts on
sensitive facilities, such as child and aged care centres. The implementation of
model guidelines could also further support the exchange of information and
consultation between airports and local governments.

On balance, however, the Department of Local Government views the
provisions of the Airports Amendment Bill 2010 as a positive contribution to the
way in which local governments interact with and are recognised by the
operators of Commonwealth owned airports.
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Dear Commitize Seoretary

=

Submission to the Senate Inquiry on the Airpérts Amendmment Bill 2010 ©

Bankstown City Councll askmwéeééés with théﬁks'thé opporiunity to make.a -.éubmis'srs i
the Senate Inquiry on the Airports Amendment Bill 2010, - : SRR

A8 2 Councit having & major general aviation: sirport withiriits boundaries, Council has
sgnificant lssues and concemns that need to bestaken into consideration by the Senats

Committee. prior to enactment of the Bill. 1

~ Council recognises the major contribution of Bankstown Alrport 1o'the City's econamy.
Fowever, significent ongoing development and expansion, ‘both aviation and non-aviation;:
must cocws in g way that'is consistent with state and local planning regimes and effectively
consider and mitigate the impacts of airport development.on focal communities, infrastructure
cand existing businesses. S

Adthough the B appeers 1o be & move in the right direction, Council is concerned that in
ceriain Key areas (e.g. airport master plarning:-consistency.and integration of on—airport
fevelopments with state and local government planning laws and surrounding zones; and :
funding infrastructure upgrade and environmental mitigation}, the policy statemerits are likely
foresult i little ivended outcomes.in fact they have theéipotential for status que - as formal
mechanisms to make them effective are missing:. . o Pl

bt £
f

i 2008 and 2009, Council made two comprehensive submissions to the National Aviation
- Policy Issues Paper and the Grean Paper. Although the Green Faper had taken on board: 7
S some of the important issues and Councll's recommendations on these, subseguently some-of ..
hese either failed.to fing their way into the National Aviation Policy White Paper or were =

madequately addressed. As a resull, these inadequacies persis? in the BiL

Council strangly advocates that, as part of its review of the'Bill, the Senate Inquiry .
FECOMIMEnds necessary amendments to the Bill to address the significant outstanding issues .
o connerns raised in the attached submission from Council, including the need o statutorily

s

Enhance and ensure the leve! of state, local government and community involvement
S0 the sirport plarming prosess and betier irdegration of or-girport developments with
etate and local government planning laws and schemes, '

ﬁﬁ%‘é@&%ﬁ 5ER¥§£E§' CERTRE Upper Grourd Floor, Ghic Tower, £5-77 Rickard R, Banksto

.f"%:{}‘;ifﬂ £.30am - S.00pm Ronday to'Friday BRI councikBbankstown newegovae BX 11220 ABR 38 380 045 375
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2

Furiher strengthen the airport master planning process, gamw ety o addresss the
current overly flexdble. and accommodating land use ZOTHNG!

Make provision for the sirportlesses operators fo cmm%ﬁﬁﬁt@a {o-the infrastructure
;:g}z;fgd@ and environmental mitigation costs arising from large scale commercial

developments in alrports. A provision similar io cﬁwe%pﬂr contributions.used by the
sigte and ocal governmenis could be the solution.

znsure hat'the general avisticn character of maior sﬂcmdaw airporis such a5
Brankstown will be retained andregular passengerservices fromeairpors such as
";ksig_}wﬁ will be oucluded on safety and other grotinds,

5;1’3 xiti m

Fevent excessive land use forratal !cammezf“ = ﬁeyeiapmﬁni stiheexpense af futum
gl aémx ;*ffa siructure or aviation business nesds.

&5t @?‘%;%’“&%i ;2 issues fafssefj iy ‘éi‘%ss ;:,u%wmsazm Council requesis that the matiers rﬁiéed :

e Codinc ?@ﬁésv‘h &ifair w@é?aﬂ""

Vourssincersly
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Introduction:

- Bankstown City Council acknowledges with thanks the opporiunity'to make a submission-
ihe Henate Inguiry on the Arport Amendment Bill 2008 As 2 Councll having a major’
wreral aviation sirport within 88 boundaries, Coundil has significant issues and concems
hat need o be laken mts f‘mngeratton by the Commitiese ‘and prior to enactment of the
crwiment ﬁué e . .. R . - S o

2 the Bl p resents 8 rcxre and valuable G;}nﬁ’wnuy 't{:* E’:’”?ES?JE‘EE‘ ihaa c?gtxg}ropﬂaz“ provisions
ide o sustaing ﬁéy m@nagp the growth and development of the nation's aviation
‘gfzms‘z* ure and facii # i considered an appropriate Hime 1o review and amend
& of the major g}rmwm% i the BEl relating o planning and development control;
ransport and other éﬂfra-s;‘imcwre needs -and mitigation of environmental impacts in
privatised airports. B

Background

The 313 hectere Bankstown Arpoct site, which s - situated wholly twithin “the "Ciy ot
Bankstown, was first sarmarked in 1029 for development as’ a second or fraining
Jmerodrome for Sydney. Dering World War i # was used as an RAAF station and then
a5 g base for the US Army A Corps. o in Movembaer 1848, afler the selection of the
present Mascot site as the siie for Svdney's Intsmational Alrport, the Department of Civil
fm‘wia‘iion fook control of the Bankstown site for use by raining and charler aircrafts and
%{w orivate fiving “and: aireraft. manufacture. - 2 Since  then  Bankstowsy Afrport has
gr@mve grown-iosbetoms ioday: one of thedlargest general avialion airporis in
Au‘azfai and the second busiestby number ol al rr"fa%‘z MoVEmEnis,

The Federa E Qewmmwm&; aﬂmuncemem i Decemnber 2000 about upgrading aviation
Heities at the airport for uselas an overfiow airport for Sydney Kingsford: Smith Adrpord
et Wn?" sir J"ii} arp(}gétim from Bankstown: Council and the community. Council and
commurtity groups organised protests.and dnade representations. against the proposal
and the plan was subseguent| y sﬁe wd :

Under the 1808 Airports Act) airm{t zmci% wre federal terdtory. . Asssuch neither Siate
Governmenis nor local councils have any-planning icontrol oversairport land. Since
December 2'9{}&- Bankstown Councit has made several unsuccessful representations o~
the former Federat Government oasvarious issues including the'right for Council fo
Huslinl= *}fsnmmv iation developrmient proposals #n iairport land. . This, femains*Council's

Bamnbstowr -_mz‘pé}f‘a wr*ﬁfi*vf--gé"cwtﬁ over decades ihas obvipusly had an impact ondthe
sty of © .3; Oy sub Ne:vesﬁhmie&j ihere hias been a general level of:mmmtﬁn'w
aptance ofithe Airporfiniis current form. The Council itself has bsen committed 10 &
oy of %zmc;ﬁz;’zg the existing generalaviation (GA)nature of Alrport operations, _:
Cetober 20030 a";mt it Alrportitegether withsCameden . and  Hoxton Airports -
sed io & mrs‘gaae ce rtitm s Thepost privatisation changes now unfﬂ iding are. bp ng
fw follored y U c;% ?ns.me.amkq DWW SOITIENURGy.

i A ug&‘i g(;f}fi uﬁﬁ;}gy ng wm‘ ‘mc Adrports Act 1995, a draft Masier Plan was exhibited
by ihe Banksiown Alrports Lid (BALY, who-had ;}usf“mse@ the ﬁ'aérm)r% 2003, Although
ey ohiactives and aviation: development concepl proposed: in the Plan included a
megz.nw‘a o relain Bankstown Arport's role as the premisr DA {general “aviation,
cluging piiot trainmgy faciiity in NSW. much:of the actual focus:of the Master Plan was
' '?F;?ff; hectares of commercially developable fand within the toial site of 313ha. The
o tHan also clearly detailed'the fﬁem@oa of the privaie owners o make Bankstown
ﬁ’%é:‘ 8 %z = regionat distribution, dogistic and retaibhub, wel apar from ﬁeﬂerai aviation.



mihe:Alrpor -

@ fmaﬁ*zer Plang inchuded, among others. & refleralion of Bs long-mainfained policy that the
saenaral sviation character of the Airport should be retained, 2 request that the change in

:':_d&é’é}tif}ﬂ mix proposed be reviewed and minimised, and that lrge-scale commerni c;% '

development on alrport: land with impacts on local amenily, economy, infrasiruciure;
Araffic and environment be discarded, Other than gaining some minor concessions on
‘noise management, flood control end consultation issues, mosh ssues raised by Councll
sand algo by the NSW Government, whe made a separate submission, i relationto
wornmercial development and resulling excessive demand on existing infrastructure have
jmrgely remainad unaddressed in the Airport Master Plan approved by the Federal
Miruster m 2005, T_?“eés 2*-:}1 E% %‘é‘?as?ef FPlanisrcurrently awaiting the Minister's approval,

i

The privatisation of Bankstow Jrportiantiits 20-year Master Plan approved in 2006
poses an ongoing chatenge for Council and’ its community 1o ensure that the growth and
evolstion of the Alrport follows a'path consistent with the objectives of the City.

Motwithstanding the above, it has been (Councif's policy 1o continue and build upoh the

st consultative arrangements that existed with the Alrport prior to privatisation. Since:

2004, Council and the Alrport have 'maintained: an effective working relationship
Hankstown City Counsil is the only councll to contlude & memorandum of understanding
(MO with the privatised aiporhwithin s locat goverament area, This exempiifies an
overgi commitment on the'part of bothiparties for mo;}esatﬁon and consuliation on issues
of pnportance between us.

Counci representatives also’ participate i the quar‘ieﬁy defiberations of the Bankstown

Airport Community Consuftative: Forum (BACCF), established as part of the Airport’s:

mraster plan process and corginuing since then: While this is & positive siep, byl the
forurn's effectivensss remains :;ue*s?aonab;e for a namb&z e:)f Feasons, which have been
sutlined n the foliowing submissi o : P .

Councit recognises the {xmt;‘%i}u‘zim%s; of ‘Bankstown  Alrport 1o the City's 2CONOMY:
However, significant ongoing development and expansion, 'both aviation and non—
aiation, must ocour in & way that is-consistentwith state and ‘{;zca%';} anning regimes and
sffectively consider the wider efiecis of airport dewéapmmt on lncal communities
infrastructure and exisling busxr?essms

Comments on snecific Wawsmm in’ the Aﬁmarts ;&m@ﬁﬁmem Bifl 2010

Part 1t - Master Plan ameﬂﬁments

P Paragraph TH2V 0
él“mf{;m&ﬂi::

White the provision i (gay for a-ground fransport plan s sdpporded mere requirements i
THZY (W (v for detailing “arangements forworking with the Siate or local suthorities ™
§UTE AR g g

i likely to qch‘%e very Btite or nothing, without any formal mechanism in piace to ENsure:

that this N‘ G cur. once the masier plaris approved 2 m :mp @m@me@

i
el

iheinput F&:{@wea anc ?h -outcome of such consultation is inclded in the master pl an,

Councils m:vmsrmmfzgiife-ﬁﬁﬁé and’ 2000 ‘submissions on the Bankstown Airport Draft

] vj ‘needs to be amendsd maki ng-consultat o wzh the State and im:a £
councit i”f"cmh?}?{}!”}»* and provision included inthe Bill fo meaningfully and effactively use:

3



R THZY ) gy e the orovision for unilsterst sssessment of the likely effect of the
sroposed ﬁevmiapm,ma should be rep ?C‘"d witha+ Qrwss;m for assessment of the
gffects in c,omurm ion with the siste and facaf authoribes  Afiernatively, any such

i3 jr

pssessment included In the master plan need to be accompanied with comments or

Vo

sreement from the ‘%1&%«# ‘oriocat authorities, including; HEBsUres 0 t}ﬂ xmpiﬂmmntecﬁ to
address the impacis.

Fe 712} (b} (ge)(iiy~ Supponsd;
e 7102) () (vl - Shovid'be am’éﬁde@'m rea:

sed SH% %W the airporidesses mm;}aw m orrsuttalbion
’3f€)!“ the purpose of | reduung f%’?@ enmmnmen%

7HEy (k) i) - Should e amande

b

erails of the wonsultations undertaken with-the Stafe and Tocal & fmf:rrm@s i gﬁrﬂ;}amg
?‘é?"‘a@ strategy (including the cutcome of thesconsultationsy,

2 Afersection ¥t

~Shoukibe amenﬁﬂd i@ ?ead

The exc mp‘emﬁ aliowsd  to” "accommodation: for sludents  studyi ﬂg at “anaviation
ducationat facility at the airport” has the polential for significant residential cieve opment’
a the: azmwﬁ Bankstown: Alrport has nasrty 120 aviation educational Tacilities or. Tlying:
schoois) noluding e Lniversity's flying-school Usewof dwellings initially appswed for
5_&'iiaﬁc‘ﬂﬁa car i future be used by othars of mixed fenanis, Most airports have résidential
_-Q?}LP'EHHL i close proximity, therefore there is no ustifi “atwn forallowing this incompatible,

devetopmert, g‘ Eihw expense of salely.

:p{@mﬁécmo‘;

Re B115) it i ‘the st partshould be. amended to read: .. the Minisier is taken, at the
endof that period, 1o have refusedito approve the.plan undar S:,es‘g oTe! -{8_; (b

hecurrent provision Hin ihe Bill gives fise 10 serious comem’ﬁa*.Pcﬁ.ientéaiiy, in.an
; i lance; master - plan significantly n breach . of ';;théf Aot-may get
s,w WU any-recourse o reverses i

B& AT the end of section &%

Section 81010} - Supported. However, to.enhance, should beemended: amt% e
The bMnsiers ap@-seua% of 2 draft master planthat cr ATLEING arn mmmg}atm & gzwmopmﬁm
of g development wituch on subsequent assassment i considersd o be dnoomy ;r;e;b
B

toes | not- siop ?3’3 Minister from. refusing 107 BDDOvVeL. L. for the incompatibl
Sevelopment,

=
iy



3% Subsection B4(3}.

& lasbpart should be dmended ioread:

Re Subsection 84(3) ;j_b';"

ihe ?zﬂiﬁéaze; a%cam .8t ’fhe end of that period. 1o have refused $p ag}prt}w me sien
under subsection ng '

The current Qrm%és%éj;‘%fé e
unforesesn crcumstance,
HBOUTOVEd m;ﬂtm‘éﬁoﬂai 3« Wit

:hout as’w rECoiurse fo feverse

Subdivision C »»-Am:xzfémi g@#b&égs
A7 Afer patagraph S1(T{g)

Fe B (oo (8) -~§.S%_§é3'u_'§%':§ b a_ﬁi@ﬂdﬁeﬁ 1o read’

Thetncat and Tegiona "\,@mmy and community, inciuding an analysis, dEV@f{DﬁPd in
corunchion with ffiv %‘!&é@ and: lpcal - acthorties. of “how'  the . propo
CEVEISOMIENTE. it s snie el D B BCEN BEE,

53 After subsection

e subsection 82f1) { By~

It should be omittedas 'this hae@ the potential o &mcﬁn mm rationate behintd the maior
tavetopment process anﬁ the olifcomes it s meant io ensures it will also be mcens%stem
D s@*mdard norms of tequl ;*amenf for meaningful ;}&E} ;c e:onmi’aatmn

A ma;er development always ?*a% the ;}mer‘zza! 0 i’%gwe stgmffcam impacton the ameni ity
ratural and built enviromment andithe {:ﬁmmumty t mmrefam c:a’mot be axem@ted ;mrr
sandard public consultationonia = '
may be canvassed for this exempli

3 {m} iﬂ} -

understood who cm_ik:? bié-thits: provy for the ai?paﬁw
ication for this

:%%é:gméﬁ@aﬁ% Gutgmﬁé’mﬁ;éss-we& and Concarns

'"ﬁ"‘?‘?@* Foiiowi ng significant issues "-ha\f@ remained unaddressed or neffectively addressed
through the 2008-09 Naetional Aviation Policy devel ocpmentiprocess and conseguentially
il theAdrporte Amendment Bil2010

% -53‘%;%;":;395@’% Planning aacﬁ-ﬁéﬁ&ig@mem’

F%afsk%m s City Councit remains mmamed that. while during the ast ‘decade or sgi28;

IhEfor airports trzmz;g‘&(}& e countngdng umr;g the BarkstownBirpod have moverd from’

public ownership to management by private lesses operators = the issues of land. usa,

and planning control of non—aviation commercial development az these airports had not

b e warious! y considered (or appropr wately adw&s&»d prior. {33’ subsequeﬂt o the
atisation: {; these airporis.




tis Counci's considered opinion thati the fundamental problems with the current airport
:§>§df‘m rg reo me nclude:; - RS

e c'ﬁni%huaﬁ e*v'fi>mr4f§{3ﬁ' «of:, commercial development al  airpors  from
. assessment under the state ang looat planning laws— resulting in developments
hiie: %z may be ncons &%6*’5% or ﬁ”@ﬁ"{{?ﬁiib%éﬁi wﬁh qunﬁsmqu {_}ev& opr**fﬂn’fs or
“local growih strategies. : -
“The abs:*’a > of ary devel 0;:‘;(—3?“ mn‘ir ﬁmiam rfﬂg meio ensure’ that rgmr‘ Le&:;%
~Companies (ALOs), and oot the local’ m’i f‘a&;ersr ‘pay for the enhanted-
s infrastructure cosis of their developments. S Lo
The inadeguate communily consulfation. lacksof tansparency and public
sacoountabl mf i the dgevelopment approval rocess for developments worth less
dhan 320 wmillion s Unlike otfher “development con ?*’a:;é authorities the Alrpor
‘Buikking Controller s not reguired o give any, pu ic. notice Gf *;uch a%:rp owvals
soughl and aoproved, : . Sad :
The inadequate planning assessment, which fails’ o' “oﬂszdar ;mpams of airport
development on envirorment, amenity, infrastructure, properties and business i -
surrcunding areas. The only requirement 1o publish these on the airporf's websivs N
appears o be lokenistic and not likely 1o result inany tangible oulcome
w00 L ineftective master planning and development approval process msuiting friv.
o urrestrained refail [development et aliporis ai [the expense. of future aviatio
sxnansion needs, ey

’?

b The nadequate time. givensio ithe public {am *“zd ‘?é days) it
corrnent on major developrments, Lo .
® Lack of fransparency as io whether the !":}{}ﬂf Lessee Commﬂy ‘ortAirport

Buiding Controfler takes into consideration the lssoes raised in submss ons, ‘and
ton this process g doowmented for the public’s information.

Airport Baster Planning Regime: Exclusion of State andLocal Laws and Controls

The Awporis Act 9&;6 xg"@%sy excludes the applcation of State, Terrifory, and focal
mlsnrEng é%mfs ?m{ controls 1o cevelopmeant on airports. - The 2008 amendmenis to the
f%; ports At had ores tmﬁ an opporiunity 1o address the issue but dtcﬁ rot dosoe. o fach,
£ &,f amendmeants @cé cad opporiurdies for consuftation: and Sinput from the logal
commnties in Mw i f;s it development apgmva tprocess.

Airpird f%f:;r‘r;mg Amr*:u@mmm Commf p Ak *i?af ﬁapzc; Loy COAG

Thecurrent armn@em it o non-aviation dawkﬁzﬁmmis on airpont tand s not cm!y often
inconsistent with: state and- local government: planning regimes and having sericus and

{f‘i rse consequencesiithey are aiso inconsistent with sn agreed national policy,  The
PSR Qf}vemmam i ;rs Tanuary 2007 submission o the Asmaﬁs Ar‘f’;endm@m Bl 2008

Kz

V7 the Cauncii-of - Australian Govemments (COAG)“signed a Heads of
et on -Commonwsalth/Stete Roles [ and . Responsibilities . for. the
ironment. | Under #his agreement,. all parties agreed. that tenants and persons
L :(“?fvf""affz W activities” on Commonwesith Jand would be subject to.iStafe
rofment and planning laws. The only *xﬁ@“z‘rar to fhis in-relation to,airportsis
o sirspace:managsment and or-ground girport management (see Appendi
.‘?}‘ '“f"!‘::ﬂ- Commonwsalti's failure fo reguiate ‘the planning of ‘por-aviation
' ents in a manner consistent with State Government plarning regimes s

BV Vo

@ oonirary fodhe posiion agreed by CUAG,

cause oftithe deficienciesiin the Almport Amendrments Bl 2010, the risk s ihat alrport
mgster plans and malor devel ogmem proposals prepared with no effective requirement
tocomoly with state planning legisiation or local development control regimes can still




result in statls guo, and confinue to allow an unrestrained inappropriste developments
o arport sides: This can then make them inconsistant or smmmpat biﬁ with off-airport
“mi{jg}m snte surrounding theairpornts,

{“‘;Gum'* bel fieves there is no public interest wistification “for ax'ampté*&g non-aviation
j{zwei@msmmz on airport dand from assessment under the state and local planning faws.
that a%piy to mf@ﬁ; other daveloprment surrounding an airport. “

While, given their national signi ificance, Commonwealth cortrol of aviation developrment
@t airpons s ustified and warranied, there is no simitar justidfication for exempling non=
aviation development from local planning laws and not subjecting. these to'the same
rudes and condr r}fs as applied (o simitar developments on off-airport pmper‘&;es

s also not s the pub’éi{: in-fmmi thal rate pavers must meet i“he--c:@st of any significant
fransport and other infrastruciure (e, flood mitigation) maintenance or upgrade requirsd
z5 a result of these commercial developments going info airport land becauss S’Eat%”aﬁd
iocal government cannol make airports pay rates or a;%evefapment caﬂtrzbuu@ns a5.in
other cases o ;ur Hthe m?ixgai o '{}s rrpacts of those devel mg}m@ms

Economic of “financial mnmraéws appear io be the pnmepa d; iving: factor for
development proposals inthe master plans for leased ai irports. . Unforiunately, ai‘i%wug, -2
nember of previous submissions raised this issde; thers are no provisions'in the Bl
Zlow review of appeal mechanisims 'in relation 1o decisions on these development
proposaks. The only: sttempt so fario’ challenge this through legal proceedings in ifi_hﬁ_s
Fadoral Court'was underiakeniby the owners of Westlield and Cﬂ-mrc} against a maor.
refmil developmen! proposal i ab: Brisbane  Alrporl, which was  unsuccessiallon
constitutional grounds. . Clearly, [t is hot @ practical or affordable option for local sounc:is
OF - COMPLINTY - groos o laks st Har iproceedings nvoiving  constitutional lsaueai:é}
rescivethelr concams. '

ankstown Alrport occupies & hage dract ofiland inthe middie of bujli—up  subur
Council along wilh s community, especially those whoreside in proximity to'the Alrport,
mre of the opinion that the community should 'be permitied to have an effective’ sayirn
reletion o land use propossls = particuladyrthe nonsavigtion use-of land and those that
reight result in further affectation onlocal living conditions and neighbourhood amenity,
This iz also consistent with Ecologically, Susteinable Development (ESD) and’Locg)
sgena 21 principles, both 2nshrined In various Commonwealthlegisiation snd policies

These principles support the ags;xmg::m;‘ that' local sgovernment,. with Hsgrassroots
understanding of local communities ds best equi ipped to'deal with development decisions:
foriocal areas. The only way do effnctwsiy implement thisis o allow jocal Councilsithe:
right to determine. non-aviation: development proposais’ on airports . within *Em-:;rr"
srisdiction. :

[y
ey

Idasily, the ;}réuat'&&?'{m of airportssshould have ‘been accompanied by a legislativs ¥
mandated and effective planning: management| and regulatory regime o ensure
favelopments on 13{9@{%% are {,OﬂS istent with E’.ﬁrﬁ‘kf‘:‘?i}pf’"%ﬂﬂi“§ in surrounding areas,
nowever unfortunately. this hes nob been theicase. | Notwithstanding o lilany of well:
argued submissions, 'mc uding & number of L previcus -submissions from Bankstown
- Council, to the 2008 Alrports Amendment 'Bill. and/the 2008-09 National Aviation Policy
process, the Airporis ﬁmmdmenz 23t although zomove i the nght direction, alsofell
shorl of addrassing this issus '

ay be "3?«:;’15@{% that the Commonwealth in passing.onithelr priviieged powers to'the

priveie essee companies have efiectively allowed a significant deviation from the origingl
in imt ems:ﬁ-: purpose anil. may have exceeded the purpose-for thie: compulsory acquisition
of the airport sites, =




Inpdenuate Qemmumiy&fﬂamuitaﬁoﬁ
s regime of f@;ﬁ@“m{; develooment on priva atised armsz"fs aLEC?‘ as Bankstown
- a5 provided Horin the Adrports Act 1885 and as proposed in 'the current Biff -

¢ m}wﬁ* fm ited wbi'c mput during master planning and major development approval
§}f£}§e’:«:ges r other development proposals, the Alrport Building Controller administers
the dey @iwmmi approval process.without aﬂv reasonable exposure o local community
wishies and often without the -benefit | of wiilising In such decisions detailed Hocal
snvironmental knowledgeavaiiable with local couns § R

¥ .zy ]

Developments cosling Jess thar320 million {or staged o present as <$Z0M) cannowbe
undertakan st sirports without” ‘the need for a maor development plan and associated
public exhibiion and opportunity for public comment.  This has the polential toistrip
communities of thew nght (o have o say abotd develonment decisions that affect their

amenity and e, Although the current bill provides for Ministerial intervention in some
cases requinng a major development plan, it is not clear what will actually trigger suchia

daision

némw;%nmm the: fact that_some: sort of sokenistic consultation’ ocours, it seems

_._;éc@w& SUDE ‘%k:za or-at best itlle considerationrissuesiraised on individual planning
A0S ’% i ever assessed in @ -comprehensive ’md Transparent. manner or -
e ’

nY u& in mc,tmna changes o proposed ﬁeveiepmmm

ouncil %‘ﬁé:'z:}gﬁiws that the Alrports Armendrment B%ii 006 and the Airport Development
onsultation Guidelines 2006 made some new reguiremeants 1o make development plans
smore readily avallable to the community “and councils, and made more explicit. the
ctation that ALCs demonstrate how they have given due regard to public comments
3 “’ﬁ&‘-TH{ p;ans magbr development plans: and airpod environment sirategies bul there
i no formal mechanism specified as 1o how the improved consuliation should ha appen
and how p@gétéve outcomes from this consultations will be-ensured.. The Guidelines are
vo%umaﬁg and doinot '?z’ Ve ?ﬁe force of law required to balance the positfon of anAirpor

iy cont mimg the i’%"aﬁnﬁ anprocess, against that of mmmbe c:e‘f the f‘ammunéty.._
The o aqm atively:  astablishe usmrmm’;y :Consuliation
Lo “‘*ssﬁ ‘tiai} ::,bed in ssrr?a as*poﬁ:} iC dmng ;:;aﬁ%fsiawr% has 1 emcsmea

20 f*’fz“nu”nr rz?;ur* pr&cegs beeti: the ar{;}uﬁ' and 3‘{:%%( ho#d&: “hi some tases atle ’aww
thelr meesting frequency 7 drrimany issues discussed subwquen toor towards the
f the {j\,ws@rm making process, whan the development s 8o far advanced that
¢ Counci ns;}..:;.esssden'z. frmm éikeiy éj:m&uenm theouicome.

[tcistatt g instrument the %'Q% r;;or*s At has significant matﬁaquaai&s a}m The
rmaster plarning process under it is fundamentally flawed. Commonweatih control of land,
use on leased airporis have practically become ineffsctive because master plang
Bpproved su far give airport lessee companies the sole control of what will be approved
oy thedst awporis. The current provision fordeemed gpproval of:an arport master plan or
rrisr da?wt:éff;) gt plan if the Minister does not make s decision within the maximum
e altowed 16 bim tends {o substantizie this concern.

E @ n?‘%‘{@&'ﬂﬁéif‘;{}&ﬁ is situgied within the flocdplains of the Georges ‘River...A significant
f hesite is aiready e ficod hazard area susceptible for ve;‘mf as;d..i&ca% Hooding,

uUbmissions ;{sﬂgeﬁ by State and Local Government, commnity groups or individusls



wni ch has dbeen exacerbated by a number of devr‘%u;}man%s' such as the Bunnings
farahouss, heavy eguipment auction yards, and recent fillings on Aér‘pc-rt land to markst
w; @nd as floodfree, with off-site ffmdmg zmp wwations,
The fooding mplcations of the proposed developmeﬂé in Banksiown Airport-are obmaior
concern 1o Council. Although modelling carried out by the Alrport showed that filling
within the Alrport will result in an increase in‘peak flood level along an approximate 18
e streteh of the Georges River, the Alrport chose to absolve iself simply by making
guslitative statements in ifs Stormwaler and Flood ﬁf*anagemeﬂt Straiecy including that
this increase in peak fiood level is insignificant.”
A review by anindependent consultant {L&EWEZ}EGG?) of the Airport's Stormwater and.
- FHood Mansgement strategy document in conjunciion with the Milperra Catchment Flood
- istudy report end the NSW Floodplain Development Manual conciuded that increase in
Siood levels will have an pact upon more than 500 ex%%’img rasigential properiies: that
ey @xgxerien above floor nundation o a 1in 100 year flood events The
potentially increased annual flood damage to these hundreds of properties, as a result of
ihe proposed developments at the Almort:has be%r esti mateq} io.be inithe range of
Coimdlions of dollars. : :

Threat o Biothiversity
“Severat parts of the Bankstown Alrport site have %e&n teﬂnmed ‘as ares s wéth threatened
‘plant species and threatened vegelation communities’ listediiunder the Threatenad
pecigs Conservation Act 1887 (NSW) and there is alse a poteniial biodiversity corridor
long the eastern edge of the Awport site . Yel the Alrport Master Plan only states that
envirorament impacts "will'he determinediand assessed dusing the development approvat
sprocess for individual projects " O A

ouncit considers that this ke not the most sulfable process fﬁf asaesgnng of addrassing
L senvironmental inpacts given the significant volume of development that womd be:made
permissibie on more than haif of the 313ha Alrport site uhder the approved Master: Plan
and thal & development gosting below 320 million can now sbe-approved. without ‘any
public consultation. ' T

Touncil considers that a: detailed environmental assesw*a—:—m o mpacts including
&,wmzsmz:w mpaz:ts amu!ﬁ Have been essential as part of *mﬁ ' 95;%@? g}éan DIOCESS:

The above &ré & ‘amm:;; of issues that will potentia! by reri
deficiencies it the; Alrports Amendment B 2018

a;c:éfiregseﬁ_s:due todhe

Fadera @Egmm'ﬁg ;ﬁg}w{jmf :

'm*eﬂi%w the primary focus ofthe. Arports Act fs-on . regulating aeronautical matiers,
--mz’swayf: and terminals and this has resutted in a2 very nadeguate land use planning ang
#seessment ragime fornon-avisgtion development,. This' perhaps reflects the fact fHat
Pplanning  assessment and  development confrob cusually has not been a Feder i
mz;c;mm*i:;y which does. not have s historcal frack record of! eng}ar‘ssc: mnithis area
Foppa rently the E}ﬂaaﬁmem which underiakes the'planning assessment of master plan
@nd major developrmant p ans has Htim aexpertise inland use planning and very little loca E
krowledoe, : R

To achieve improved focaliares planning and environmental outcomes, it s essential i

utiise available Knowledge ofie ecosysiems, site opporiunities and constrainis. Therefore,
& raformeot the currant gwnnmg regime 1o put in. place a statuiory obligation for the ALC‘S
usse 8 joint aporoach withithe docal gaverremmz i the: master planning and [impact

ansassment of devel s;?m%“'semmg to be the solutic




%’?ﬁw@y?ywﬁaxéé}%@_-z&ﬁﬁl;&cmmmmaﬁﬁg LandUse Provisions in Master Plans
he Alrports A nent Bitl 2010 fafis short of effectively addressing this significant
m‘gﬂ;‘iamu 11 Issue. % mt;&;‘% cases, zonings in the curently approved master plans of
""" sirport are chardcierised by such overly-flexible generalities that they are ineffective.
“’ here g almost no’ concevable development. which would be prohibited by any -of the
wster plans so far aporoved.  Additionally, ofter they have a ;}rov'sim o go for any
fw:-af type of developrment, i the ALC intends todo so. For example zypaca example
ol wm g}m“sqmn m themester olan of & maior airport, whose dect ared ;3 anni nt} ohjective
isto manimiss t;’ \_f:_ai ategic vaiue of airport: %:ﬂd "states

i
7

pport's

The Jand usses are int e.fm;‘zmafiy broad o ;zrcvif:;‘»-r--af* nverall vision for the
Broperty whilst scoommcdating Rexibile resolulionsdo future opporivnities.”

Besides s flexible long st of uses. which may ‘be approved in var'éus zones; . the
Sydney Axport Master Plan-also includes the provision that, "Development uses. whic !;
arg not spacfied inoa partioular zone may be permitted on & case by case hasi

Foftowing consideration by SA‘&C‘A [Sydney Airport Corporation Limited]

The 2005 Bankstown "é'%?rg}gr% Master Plan is no different:in its "broad range and mix of
commercial ang busingss! development” including 2 fong list of activities such as hotel

cmptel, hospital, ohildeare, bulky goods, transpm terminal, depots, m{imtw and reta uffm
-+ that would be allowed aimost identically in-all thres zones identified in the master planfor

nor-aviation development.. . The<Plan’ goes on furtherito add, "Other employment
neratngdevelopment will b&« erm;zfed within the zone frriccations that ‘are compatibie
commercial awfwgf 5 R

mingiy, the reason w?w almost né- proposals save fora Sydney Alpott one r@}écted.i
then %‘f trasterson public safely grounds because of proximity to runways. have. B
been refected is betause there s no proposal which would not comply with %ha
extraordinarity accommaodating fand use planni ing provisions ‘of the: airport master plans
Rothing is prohibited under the master plans and there s’ no provision within the manter:
plans fooreject any Z}z‘c};}m“‘ Antexample substantfiating this’ s the then Minister's
approval in 2006 of & $100 milion brick works on a 32 hectars site at Perth Ajrport;
r"ae:;amm' stiff opposition from the community already heavily impacted by poliution from
ther nearby brick works. P e o

ubmifssions o the BankstowrAlrport Prefiminary
serious concerns that thesvagueness, the Tack
i z«m;ﬁ ﬁ;f?’“csmf:w broad rmgﬁ--_of uses that would be permissible in the non—
sivE a,%uca iy orovides o s,efta;mw or fittle indication of tha atﬁiua! nafure of fand

fts- compr wéhensive 2004 and 200 ﬁ
aft Master Plans, Councif expresse

iy
;{5_

‘depots may-have
Fmpact on wrrour*dmg residential and commercial communities, inciuding
fcommilnity and environmental costs such as increased levels of fraffic onithe
stworks:noise- gffectation and-sconomic Impacts on established comImersial
e siting 'of such major trip generaling development in a dispersed. ipcation

such g the mmksmw* Alrport is also inconsistent with State and local planning fegimes

T ey qt}r}sﬁs larpe retait-premises, ira nsnort tenminals and,

Linforttynaiely, iiae POA0 Billfa Ew shortof addressing this.

incompatible Developmient”

The exclusion of incompatible devélopmenton azfpm and iwrecognised and strongly
S To further strengthen the principle of incompatible devslopment and provide
ceranty to the process, the provisiorsin the B may be ;evéew&;ﬁ and amended:




Recommuondations:

i

The dsfinition of incompatible development must include ‘child care cantres’. The
term child care cenfres' includes long day carecentres, which are also
ncompatinle developmeant simiiar o pre—schools.. e

Special provigsionwhich allows the Minister to amprwe ﬂf‘{)mﬁm%bi déxf&lépmeni

ona ?;}9;‘[ land ivicerain circumstances be omitied.

A Hok at ?em master plahs of various privatised airporis suagesi‘s a patterﬁ:s:xf" a;rpof
_ smgpelcomparnies {ALCs) using the master planning process 1o sliocate the absoluis

" minimuen quantity of land they require to undertake aviation activities and develop the
- remainder for masimum commercial gain, in some cases even by dismantling existing

&

aster Plan has earmarked 160 hectares fe. more than half (51%) of its total land (313
}_?C};‘-f‘ion aviation.commercial development, o E : i

ﬁfe@?f:é}%ﬂ%é large 3‘3f*a‘ﬂ retail/commercial development can effectively tie up important

: .-::e@? agrongl s‘%’sc,ca n?rabﬂdcmfﬂ iy fudure and-during the period of | eab&:

"i:ms; Cﬁﬂiéxiy Eémét;ng the potential future aviation expansion at -Béi’pﬁ?ﬁﬁ‘;'% inconsistent
ith the original purpeses of compuisory acquisition of vast afrport sites in the past: It is
shori-sightad - poor gconomic’ management appm%h which-isi jikely io' impact on
saciy, efficlency and viability of fulure airfravel, raining, av am}ﬁfaemapace bus__ﬁesss
ntd T?Q%q a‘i msmbuimn rza@»:i** -

“anal gﬁa 'y the: Naw Gover nment, guoted s 2007 submission %a the Seﬂaie

*;sr;(**tg' m;ur‘?f_‘ e b{?'f"l{‘;r‘“i"ﬁqﬁd iha’é thzs mxg it g"eiﬂnme ihw ﬁ“d OnCe {Easafdeé

anksiown @s a will over: aamor‘ ?Gr *%ydney Aarport and afsoincreases ihe nke%zhmod hat
_-;frﬂc;'mg .::!““E%ﬂé%‘w may ‘;;a {fl‘x;) aced from Sydney Alrport i}ﬂcz&mse of sp%ﬁ hm iations*';_-

sl aETgeEd fhm-"hw -i;c}mm@awea§f=: in passing on their prw éemeci pow&»r
et lessee VO%”"»QC&E’Y s MW ‘fvctéve }f dsiaweo* & s&sgmfscant réwxahor from the c}ria‘na!

il mm ’z‘m.. ’

mcua% review: Emens&s’cercy wsfzh %&an{ma Csmpeﬁimn Foiscy

'{';m*smaméaé-n-amm_-avéaé'é@n ._demmpmw on.airport lendishould be subject :-La';ihbf_ :
fmvel of scoruding, smma'ﬂ;‘sy' constltation and aimm'nq assessmeant as
tevelopments understate-orjocal piaz‘;r}mg laws andregimes,

Clmently. the inister or the Arpmrﬁ Building f"can%ro% s the sole cfmtﬂrm nei of @
development proposal; “Fhere'ls nojjudicial review proce ?he process can hardl
considered ransparent Brianc c«untame R

With theexception of asingle Gase: G? rejection on safety grounds of a retall development: .
cione o e aunway st Sy;:mmy fﬁfrmﬁ refewed o ﬂaf"hw the absence of any su bsﬁmt,aifii

ameronautical infrastructure such as runways.  In the case of Bankstown Airport, the

ast tracts of airport lend for icmg periodsmuch of which may be. re{;uﬁ’ecf for expansmn‘

iy into the Alrports Amendment Bilf 2008, indicated that the forecast g}eak growih
cluded in the Sydney Alrport Master Plan could ocour up to 10 years earfier. This is
fikety o bring forward the need for additionaliiand for aviation purposes including a;rcmﬁ'_'
nither
sing’.

1t




of significant amendment or retection of a development propasat
rs substantiates the inefflectiveness of the whole process.

self-regulating form of devslopment approval process i airports has cocooned
?mmeﬁi in airports and businesses from the ngors applied fo alt off-sirport business,
w onot & Mevel playing feld", and creates unfalr dissdvantage to off-airport
i ws;mme; in 2 way inconsistent with the National Competition Policy and the principles
ompetiive neutrality. It can lead 1o substantislly detnimental impacis on the viability
sﬁm off—airport b usmesws and
invesiments theral
iwm ot shoutd be
g:-esz 0orE f}ﬁwaamr}ﬁ ;—mﬁ rest of the community.

;}:-“gilr{}_éﬁ developmend eﬂ;w a competifive advaniage over similar development off-airport. '

Erovernment the nght o aﬁ: SITTHNG dszvmgpm—mm app%wai ons of alk
--f&i?p\;ﬁa :

E the Commonwealth-is not preparsd to aliow local ¢ nd araie gwemmem ‘:0 e:éﬂierml%_
-mw mercial developments i airports, a new regime of comprehensive assessment by an’
spendent pane! of the local counail be infroduced 1o assess the extemal and. ovetall: .

Paca of the development oroposals as well as thelr compliance with state and losal
sEnmng regimes, This assessment could then bethe basis for approval or rﬂgem on: o
e proposal by the Alrport Bullding Condroller orthe Minisier, as the case may be

infrastruciure Reguirements of Development on Alrport and ﬁnmuitgai&d %mpac%
on Locat and State infrastruciure, Environment and Properties

When approving maior faciliies, Siate and Local Government require by law daveioper
contributions o contribuieto the costs of providing the ‘new or.upgraded infrastructurs
-’ma; mighlbereguired by the-development,

The standard praclice is 10 levy the developar in proportion’ 1o thesimpact or infrastructure
peads of their development and the avies contributed are-nvested in compensaiory
works andior ‘he provision-of Jnfrastruciure, pubgsc services and commuinily facilities,
Currantly, His iz f%ppaxc,%c o developments on arport land due (o Commonwealth's

lsasing { *@:éa wr than saled of the airports the lsase provisions do nol override the privilege:

H
of Constitutionat excl USE‘:}?“& from state planning laws enjoved by the Commonwaaith.

on o state planning Jaws for alrports 'may have been acceptable o the
i the past, when airpors were  operaied by the Comrmonwealth Just as
predominantly for.aviation activities .and for.comimon good, At is Jentirely
'r;j-%“*bée that this exemplion shoud still continue for non-asronautical, commercial
of f?*e atrporis for generating lucrative gams ior private operatorsof airports
Htatso provides airportidevelopments with an unfair cost.and.competitive

;;avm vevalopmend contributions to aia.'t@ oriocal-govemment
o thermat the expense of pubiic benefil, leaving stale: anc‘f s
imrastructure required to service the proposal,

e {sea a ﬂeﬁffaéi- g;aim
-gdwmmu ﬂfz opay for the

# 2 102 Productivity Commission Feport estimated that around 6% per gent wof 1otal

reverue earmned by privatised airporis was from non-aviation aclivities.  Ag'reported:in

retall centres and act as & disincentive for potential-
controls cand regulation -for .non-aviation’ airport.
pc}ﬂ«sxstm‘tw% the requ dtoy camms that zoply o ther

e master plan af‘é mg}{}; {fmwhﬁpfﬂew plan mc}c BE805 ﬁ@ed to be {efcrm@{é S0 ’f%m.
imnd use olanning In‘all leased girports. is deslt.with in & way that no non-aviati e aTa

stncil considers: tﬁa Senate Qofﬂméﬁ@@"s"iﬁ@&%iy istor the A%r{mf’té Amendrment Bilt. ZQ’E o
the appropnate time for addressing ' this iong outstanding issue by allowing Lm;af'!'
tm—-ausatfan uses a;m;'j

14



. bm%’;é‘i StGwr A rport's 2008 Mester Plan, 80 per cent Jf ma Adrport's rweﬁuﬂ i5 geﬂerﬁtﬁd
from non-aeronautical and nrc};ser‘zy SOUICES. ;

The 2005 Bankstown éésp-sf%'ﬁféaster Flan identified the necessary road infrasiruciure
works thal would be required as’a consequence of full development of the Airport site. In
fis submission on the Bankstown Airport Preliminary draf Master Plan, the NSW
Government estimated that the iotal cagz of these road works, excluding property
acuuisition, will be in the tune of 3100 mition and that none of these works is currently
srtd&zd&d in any State fmd&d ng;&ff}%S B

The 2010 A s‘;::zor{ Ammdmenf Bilf does not inciude any’ mfi@{:me statutory fequﬁmeﬂfﬁ
o ensure the almorts will mitigate the effect of devel topments on surrounding land and
anffastructure or the peed fo contribute towards raltigation r:mgs’amﬁ; ar ..mfrastraff‘turé
Cungradss *Ty *ha staie orlocal govemment, : :

Cawcéi aimﬁqiy yrges thal a prcvés%oﬂ be ‘made that would require the airport operators

effectively consider the impact ‘that -devsiopmenis on airport land can have on
”rmmdmg fand and infrastruciure ‘and,. where necessary, reguire c;omrmut;am o
infrastng %u;&, upgrades, maintenance, and ef‘e& mitigaiion. . :

ane d"f:m' if?aam” siong fromy f.”'ic;:'a,zn"c:'éi and cther :,‘sa?etiséﬁerﬁ the 2008 National Aviation
‘Ijif cy ‘Green Paper had taken this on'board. Unfortunately, this failed to find its way in
%_subsmuﬂmﬁ issued 2009 White Paper and as ‘asresull did not get included in the
et 815 o IR o
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‘Counci proposes Saclion 112 of ‘me Alrports Act 1986 w*wscn axci u@ms Siatﬂ and
" Territory - planning laws for ‘airporis “be Temoved from the Act:to aliow’ State
wGovernments and local Councils the FEgm to determing development ag}p ca‘{;@m

- for alfinon-aviation usesion airports..;

By Alrport lessee companies! be s’eauzfeﬂ i contribite fo zrﬁ astruciure maimamm_;a
and mc;m'@ reauirament mss as required. under state and kycal planning
._s‘e@smea o BRI '

i the.event that Commonwealth doesinol find this practicable. an alternative would be 10
amend the Actto: require the airport lessee companies 1o lodge all their DAs
(Wevelopment . anplications) with the local’ councll as. wel’ as  the . Commoniveshh
department administering the Arrpe*’t& Act and give Councl 80 days to prepare iz full
clanning assessment of the proposal vis'a vis State and docal planning regimes to'be
‘odged with the Commonwealth Minister and the Minister will be required te-gve dm&
consideration of the matters raised iriihe assessment eam wherz rraking hs
oy sm: ﬁmmml E

Ly

ﬁ%tematé%%g/; Coppni ;}f{;pﬁses the A%?Qors‘sa ol ,5196 b-c: ameanded o reqn

i’“feaﬁef gdﬂmfemy t}@fwmen ‘air ;}0!‘{ {é&;ve Gpmergﬁ policies and apprwa
. processas with the State and local government pl lanning regimes,
e . andated obligation for thp airport operators 1o use a joint approach viith
the. local governmentdinsthesmaster planning am:i %;mct assessment of
developmeant in privatised airports. ; -
% Dafined consultation: processes by afrport 0;} at’sss wéth Stais; -i;gc:a%.
Government andthe k,omfnumiy " _ .
w Provision for referral of major development a ;} caéidn'@f%c:”an independent:
assessment “panel. for exemple. a federal development assessment’
commission; 1o approve o reject any deve loprment proposat,
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affecied parlies ia Siate or Local Govemment or communities where

gveiopments have & significant impact on them! o

& Land use planning control regime for ieased airports that, consistentiwith
national competition: policy principles, ensure that no non—aviation. one:
girport . development  enjoy 8 mw*pﬂmw@ advantage over similar
devewpment off-alrport. :

C“m

& Amend Section 112 of the Alrporis Ac t toi allow the cpes’aﬁc}n!-af & Siate
lewe that imposes g fnancial impost, including local government ratas on
land owned by the commonwealth bt leased by a private company, asiif

sthe land was not & Commonweslth place.? & provision such as this: w%i

provide better certainty to ALCS' obligation o payt Council rai andipit

make this enforceable by Councils.

w0 Sigtutory abisgat ons for funding infrastructurs upgradﬂ ard mpact:

ritigation requirements of developments on alrornt,

# ctBtatutory cobligation to pay local government rafes chazges few,;

'._%_ﬂ(:?%jdiﬁg' s‘t i-; and local govermnment develnper mn“[rs%mtieﬂs

the relevant Siate Terrfiory and local land use planning laws and controls,

L siternatively, all non-aeronautical development on airports should be assessetd.
' 23?5; an approg}r &?fa Cﬁmmanwm ith Depaﬁmeﬂz with wwn péanmng assessment

State or Territory

pm; «of ‘aircralt noise on their quaiiéy of Heand value 'of their propertiss,

sircraft noise: and ‘future’ forecas! impose. 2 considerable s burden on
szrmmﬁ‘;m alrports,  Likewise, the noiseimpact from aircrafts using
hias b—\—e\r aastgnificantiissus forf i 'a*rw rﬁanm‘?@wm ?ﬁ?S%de%’ﬁ% as well as

. %i?ai’;u{mlv .

m ng tothe s 20050 Bank stowin Ajrport - 20-year . Master: Plan, foretast airoraft
ja'*wwme s i ZU24/25 will reprasent & 72 per centincreese on 2003704 evels The
Master Plan gise provides forinfroduction of regular passenger transport (RPT) fxgh LB
significent increase-in _freight activity, *and .an increase. in night- time mwemf—*nta -
including movemsnis :;ﬁ%weﬁe*; ’E tpm~-Gam(ofherwise known as curfew hours), .Council's
st gmsc:rm‘ carried outfor its 2004 submission on the Alrport's preliminary draft master
Fla {P“*ﬁf}“r ndicated that noise levels from forecast . actvities will result in
unacceptable impacts on many residents in our City and mmmmiéi’&s-fuﬂher af_ieéd:-

. the 2010 Master Flan-even pwpesmfz mmaf EXDROSION of tne fioise
due o the forecast growth incaviation aclivitiss,

Councit i s comprahensive submission tothe Draft Master Plan had pointed outdack of
datad informetion on avigtion development .oroposals and thelr nolse impacts on the
community and’ nadequate exploration . and. consl {iefaﬁoﬂ of . potential - mitigating
_.:n‘;wwm'ﬁ&' Councll alse advocated for imposing-a curfew-or at least night time activity

1o a:}s”%.ifw oht ard m‘me fnovements bui these remained unaddressed.

; in}fﬁuﬁawy the Al mor‘@'!\éo isg Maragemem Pgar‘ ae&-mggzmcf by the Bankstown Airporl
s ionly on awoluntary Fly Meighboury pracedure by pliots and engine ground running

it

\wpeal mechanism for both the airport aperator (Bs an applicant) and

Amend'S ﬂ%_ésrz 112 of the Alrports Act 1805 so that asronautical developments:
on tand showrn in the master plan of airports as zoned for aviation uses shall be
excluded from the operation of State or Terrtory laws relating o land’use
planning, but'that'all non-aviation development ir an airport shall be subject e



ioalows dentification of pliots and airerafts breaching noise abatement

recommendad ;:erc«\,e;ffwe o mitigate nolse wpacts on the G’”ﬁrﬂuﬁi'{y f-}'hese ‘iyg}ns o
controls rely upon piiols complying with guidelines and the problem with these confrols is
ral these are not enforceabie and there are no sanctions for a breach of the quidelines.
Fhight track analysis, which uses a transponder (flight recorder) fitted to each aircraft that
- requirements:
Anparantly, no GA alrport in Australia uses this wmem amnd mimﬁuci ion ofit will require a
de s&ou from *ér‘e Leda«.m GCovernment, : :

Alroraft {“J& 5E am:f :,sﬁcmc:o T?zf?g‘; @f fieNcr as aToo

Under: section 'Hf ca"tiae NSW Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1678
Councils have a statutory:obligation @ incorporaie appropriate provisions in their Local
Ervironmentsl Plans (LEPs) controlling developmert near licensed aerodromes against
increases in residential duns;ty and mcorporation of Insulation against g rcraft m:se -
based on what msg?‘ ﬂaf}{}&ﬂ e 2{} years e, ;

brem oy like E&aﬂkgac}w“@ amprmv&mants io the existing built environment can only g:}{:czzf

through redeveiopment and rastrictions ike this can:prevent redsvelopment from be:mg'_

viable Therefore, &t s sssential that current and fulwre aircraft nolse information (e
ANEFs) s accurafe, abt ze be wmhmswﬁ and easy—-to—-unders zaﬂd by the {:Jmmumy

The ANEF sy:ﬁmm wes deveio;:%etf i Australiz. in the 1580s primarily as_a'iemf .';us_é-'
planning fool, a purpose it has served well. . BULANEF s not @ very usetul tool fori the!
provision of noise information totresidents affected by aircraft nolse. o Because the

Adrports: Act 1880 requires the production of ANEF contours only, mostiAustralian

sirports are still providing this as both a land use planning ool and noise information for:
e community, . Based-on  experience ‘in Sydney and other major: alrports, ‘the:
shortcomings of ANEFs as curentlyiused a3 an approachiio ;}mvrqu-aimraﬁ nmsgr
mitormation fo the ;}ub i %w bz::eﬂ zdemsr ed andare outhinedibelow:

% Arn AMEE mapis noté:;_ wUEiabEE noise ';ﬂmrmancm tool for use by 2 non- expeﬁ

noise affected resident. Usually, ANEF maps are also particularly deficierit. as
they provide noise information based onan annual average day, which is rarghs
typical day and offen ’fsps ;mt relate Jgsei‘g 0 2 person's actual éxper:ence :

# Also, usually no t;’zmrmaf or“?cm noise: exﬁosum patterns beyond ’ihe ,2{} ANE‘-,%
provided. But impact of iaircrafl noiseidoes not stop at the outer most nolse
contows prepared by the ALCs  whichis ofien 20 ANEF. in fact e‘gzdeme hiag

been. mounting: in recent iyears. that ‘most complainis about aircraft: noise éf’.;:
Australian airports came fmm ra&sarﬂm% wﬁﬁ it areas oulside the. aonuennong%*_

(ANEF) noise contouwrs;

N For some airports, commuhity‘concerm and noise complaints against Tocation of
flight paths can éextend up 10.30-40 km from the airport. This has bsen .z key:
reason behind comenunity. demands for information: on the location of, and the

leval of activity on fight paths: This type ofsnformation has proventto be useful
tboth becavse # 18 much morg comprehensible and because it generally ex’ée}rw};
o arsas waiboutside thosecoverad by the ot ;vemi{ma‘ COTHILIES,

& Since privatisation of sirports, there he% bheen: ‘a deviation from histori practiceiln
- the production of ANEFs. CANEFs are oW, p aduced by ALCs, rather than .z

o ‘government agency {Alrservices).

The “endorsement” process for technical accuracy of ANEFs ‘undertaken by
yMirservices Australia reportedly doss no more than confirm that the modstliing
igec o compute’ ANERs thas been run.correctly and doss not check the
‘assumptions and choices upon which . the result fs dependent;  This means




Arservices. only reviews ANEFs prepared by ALCs fov lechnical:accuracyin
oroducing an accurate ANEF from ALC's assumptlions deemed io be accurate.
There i no opportunidy for public debate or input on these. Thig has the potential
for the ALL to oversiate the needs of the airport at no costor other disadvaniags
o itself but with the consequence of imposing an unnecessary burden ondhe
surrounding.community, -

> Thed 'f"aiféec'g-aaiﬂ’?efﬂnlca review of ANEF contours by Airservices Australizawho

T ido not eritically scrutinise the raffic assumptions oniwhich the ANEFs are‘based
s Hkely to pul communities.al a distinct disadvantage. - The affected communities
the local counciiihardly have any access fo the presumptions, or ;}maedx;m%
ad and any @‘f&z ve Gmgoﬁunfty fO'ﬁCGN"ﬁsz o, %?z@ vahﬁw

& ;oﬁgza year pﬁa;“a:‘ziﬁc

forecast of aviation: aclivilies “have been found fo be uprefiable.” But surprsmgfgf

baturity mmm"y ment forecast rﬂmamnm mrgets may nevern be a“hsmwﬁ

E fa%armrsg ool t;c ain’ ;:awp'"*%ﬂ of ANEFs g to B,evcﬂ;: om'inrm}-

=5

short term, which v d??&im& thewuseof somesbther ools,

Firtraft noige’t ? smam haned on numbears and fnes of movementis:(e.g. MEC or NTh
maps), location of flight paths, efc can bereadily verified by an affected resident simply
Keeping 2 ;og of the time sach oraft passes near ther home, which then can be'cross
checked with the ‘officiad” published data. 2On the other hand complex:noise metrics
senerated by computer fmodels, even it Undersiood cannot be easily yerified by s
,.m’z»f“'“‘e%:fs::r o the public,

oiseomplaint Serses
s not known whether thererhas beenany format evaelustion of the effectivensss of the
existing noise enguiry and the nolee complaint services: ‘Currently .. the noise complaind
services appear 10 be under-promoted.  The availability: of this service nesds o he
promoted ameng communities surounding endimpacted by aircraft noss.

Becommendations

1 The Arports Act 18996 be amended ’{G inglude requirernents Toralrports, including
major secondary-and GA alrporistio

(ay"  Review and remodel ANEF contours-every five wears and produce and
publishirevised ANEFR antiNBG-orNT (ooniours every'five years. -

(b _._’"}&\re!gg and rrake availableto public detdlied and easy-toindarstend
“L Cinformation including fiight path’ maps, and respite chars on guirent.and
proposed fight:paths within 30-nauticalimiles of an.airport

£
o 5

cess for fechnical goouracy of ANEFs undertaken D‘y
enhanced and made comprehensive o also inciude 2
check: fors sdundness of assumptions. and forecasts used by airporis for
ﬁeve;c}pmf these.

hoiss rz-warammf*‘z‘f experience gained at Svdney Aurport through: community and
souncil pardicipation and initialives under ils nolse abatement and sharingregime

' g%m;eaf&mﬂ for fgmca‘%z E‘g ma;’ur”ﬁ movements an{} ] ng these:
Jor ANEFs s also seen as a problem, There are past instanc es when evenifive ymas*'-
for:
kample, ) ANEF for: Perth, Alrport “has 2 50 'year “horizon. . ‘Given the suncertai inties.
@arcﬁmg the future siuation. in the aviation ndustry, Inciuding fossi fuei f‘ast% gmdf;.:

resndenisaif;_
Fcroachment in clos £ 1 f}}f’m*’y to airporis.. Therefore s relatively longer fime frame:is:
coeptable but the noise information usually sought by g;ﬁi:» i are Qf‘@ﬂ r*:m@d;ate o

15



called the (LTOP (Long Term Operating’ Plan); wihich tnciuéed publishing: of:-
detated fhgh? oath maps for the communily. provision of ‘respite’ or break from-
airctaft nowe  noise sharing between suburbs. and rotational use of runways .

should be considered for use in maior smmﬂ«:ﬁ&ry of GhA airports including-
Banksiowr, whereipraclicable.

B

right Hme noise impact, pasticu%ar%y during Tﬁgmm@am._:

e Maior general g aviation “«*Lzmorm fhe Bankﬂtowrs %}ﬁ» a%.%

: *m@rmair{:m for future noise management plans,

B -?ﬁére Hensive ain or‘{»aommw}siymi@ca? Qvernrr*s:ﬂ’z pame;’sm approaches in:
%'} P

_ noise maragement through provision of information m a comprehensible mumez‘;
and undertaking gﬂﬂum@ consplitation,

- Hflessures should the taken to promoie the assiqé”bﬁmp‘iain; service among
Soormmunities smrour}qu and impacted by aircra ft noise. i W

W

Emergency Maaagé&?}éﬁifaf;ﬁ%maﬁs

. fecording 1o the Bankstown Airpert; Master Plan approved in 2005, ‘forecast aircrafi
~moeaments will undergo 8 steady annual growth to achieve & 72 per cent increase in 20°

years — from 247 398 movements 1in.:2003/04 1o 474125 in 20024/25. Passenger

’az{}wmem forecast moluded in the M&&,ier Plan due to the proposed infroduction of RPT
egular passenger transport) servicesiwill 'generaie 288, 000 §a°senger ma}vemenis par:

annum *é‘emwh ghr» Airport during? EQSQHG o U425,

EEsiatiing :mv emeargency incident
oi-sita emergency unit should belemp
incldent. - Aroverall emergency management ‘framework, inciuding profocols, is needed

%m& would provide details as'to ﬁ{}%ﬂ! the Alrport would manage an neident and:allocate!

foles and responsibilitics 1o various 'support services {e.n. SEB, Fire Brigades, Police,
Ambulance Services:ant:the hospitals jto-ensure gdeguate pr&:p_amdn_ess,___;“espcnse and
TELOVETY SRR A

Fecommendatioh

For secondary afrports with' considerable forecast growth dn movemenis ncluding
PESSENger Movemernis:

{aj A series of plotocols: under an overall emergency management framework need 16
be estabished that weuld provide details-as fo how the Almort wou it manage an
incident and allocaie roles and responsibiiifies 1o various emeargency sucport
services oensure adequate preparedness: rsaggﬂs&e and recovery.

{oy - The fessibifity of establishing an-on—site emeggmcy responss unit 16 provide initial

rpaponse durng anancident may besinvestigated:

Ancurfew (1 ?pmwsmm; which effectivet v pi’Ohéth ﬁgé‘ti ‘i;me aircraft movements.
would be Council s preferred option for Bankstown Airport:. However, if a curfew
is not feasibie, 2 night fime movement cap be introduced in major secondary or
GAairports fike Bankstown fo protect surrounding comimunifies from excessive.

orily required to underiake:
irial and use the flight tracking system in order to dentify noise impacted areas?
and tevel of compliance with voluntary Fly Neighbouily guidelines and to generate’

HS ’?SM' mbﬁ“‘zs:ﬂ;ion o the fiifpé:z{f‘ ---g:}'re iminary drafl master ' Plan (PDMP)  Couoncil
poted that an overall emergency -management framework must be esiablishad for the:
Adrport pm}f %{} any substantial increase i aviation traffic and ‘introduction of RPT
mauemm?g Hbis understood the Alrport-operator intends 1o rely on external agencies 1o
B A_{;}*’}I’L Nevortheless | it s considered that an-i
oyed 6-provide the initial response during: an

16
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Andrew Barr MLA

MINISTER FOR EDUCATION AND TRAINING
MINISTER FOR PLANNING
MINISTER FOR TOURISM, SPORT AND RECREATION
MINISTER FORGAMING AN RACING

MIRMBRE FOR MonongLo

Mis.Jeanette Radeliffe

Committee Secretary

Senate Rural and Regional Affairs and
Transport References Committee
POBox 6100

Parliament House

CANBERRA ACT 2600

Dear Mis Radeliffe

Thank you for your letter of 6.July 2010 about the Inquiry into Ajrports Amendment
Bill 2014,

Fnote that the Amendment Bill gives effect to some of the legislative reforngs.
foreshadowed in the National Aviation Policy White Paper. particularly those
concerning the planning framework, The ACT Gevernment provided detailed
submissions o the Commonwealth in the preparation of the White Paper, through
submissions made-on the preceding National Aviation Policy Issues paper in 2008,
and the Green Paper in 2009,

I support the intention of the Bill to improve the requirerments for airport master-plans
and major development plans. However, 1 am concerped that the Bill does not go far
enough:to address the issues of concern with these plans and with the airport planning.

framework generally,

For instarice, the Bill requires master plans and major develepment plans to address
road anid tzansport impacts ‘outside’ or ‘surrounding’ the airport. However, as
detailed’in the ACT Governmient’s submission on the Green Paper, it {s eritical that
the-plans address the metropolitan implications of development on sirport land, not
just the Tmpacts-on the immediately surrounding arca: The government’s sebmission
made anumber of other recommendations regarding the content and detail of master
phans and major development plans, It recommended {amongst other matters) that

vaster plans contain suificient information of proposed developments and document
the changes between the current and proposed master plan; It also recommended that
the triggers or:thresholds for major development plans be reviewed. These issues do
not appear to be covered by the Bill

ACT LECISLATIVE ASSEMBLY

Londén Circuit, Canbersa ACT 2601 GPO Box 025 Canbema ACT 2601
Phone (0218205 0017 Fax (026205 0157 Email barr@act.gov.ae
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1 note that the Bill requires airports to-justify the provision efincempatible
development such as residential dwellings, community care-facitities.and educational
instigations on airport Jand. However, the ACT Government submission.on the Green
Paper also addressed this matter, calling for such uses to be prohibited 4t airports.

Please find attached a-copy of the ACT Government submission on the Aviation
Green Paper. The submission expands on the above 1ssues and also addresses arange
of other planning reforms that do not appear fo be reflected in the Bill. Thesednchude:
the use-of independent planning panels: closer scrutiny of nen-aviation development;
thenped for sufficient information on the infrastructure implicationsof proposed
development; the need for master plans to address climate change; and the
arrangements for airports to contribute to the costs of off-site works required o
support.their grbwih.

Thank you for the: opportunity to provide a submission to the inquiry. Ttrust this
information is ofassistance,

Yours sincerely

Andrew Barr MLA
Mimisier for Planning




ACT Government Submission

National Aviation Po

v Green Paper

Bebrasary 2009
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Introduction

The ACT Government congratulates the Auvstralian Government on its release: ofg
a&mpe&eﬁszv& Mational Aviation ?“ohcy S:aatemem and welcomesthe @;Jm”wmty t&
pmmc@ mmmvn* on *he G"‘@ﬂ ?zmvz P =

As mdmats& in the ACT: G@vemmﬂm submission on the previcus National Awa;mn
Policy Statement Issuss Paper (2008), the ACT Government has & major interest and =
stake in National Aviation Policy. Thedevelopment of the Aviation White Paperis
one of the few opportunites Gov ent has had to make & case for planning and
uther reforms in the regulation of Australian sirports since the privetisation of ﬁae
feéﬁmi Alrports more than & decade gga, . y .

The ACT Government fa'ewgﬁisas the _mie‘-aﬁ contribution of the major airports o the
economic and social wellbeing of the commusnities that they serve. The Canberra
Intemational Airport isa key econondic driver for the ACT, and is a major gateway
for the Capital Region. The ACT Covernment supports growth at the airport and in
aviation services to the Yegion = but netes?t’aa% ﬁm mm be achieved in & balanc ec&--:ﬁnﬁ!
weii; gﬁamgvé W‘y

”‘hﬂ ACT madﬂ z éet&éed suhzmss;cm.ta -t&e-‘ﬁsz&ss ?a;}@r ’E‘b:ss submission refze*a’{es
kzy points from the previcus submission, while providing sdditional information in
relation o key issues such.as planming, infrastructure, and noise.

The ACT Government Jooks forward to m*imm uk}seiy with the Ausiralian’
- (overnment to s&zeamime Es:vy meme*ts :f Avmmn ?aimy as they relate to the ﬁ@'.%.".

1. Aviation & g?é@

Provisiop of Emergency Services st A¥rport Precinets

The ACT Government submission tothe Issues Papernoted that responsibility for
provision of emergency services at non aviation (non airside) precincts of major
girports may require review to ensure that appropriate force responses can be made to
. events as they occur. The increasing number of non sviation developments at airporis
such 25 office buildings, retail facilities and hotels increase the potential nesd for ~
" emergency service responsss 1o incidents &t these establishments.

In respect of the Canberra International Alrport, Alr Services Australia, Aviation
Rescue and Fire Fighting Service has responsihility for aerodrome {airside), and the
ACT Governinent nor airside precincts. In terms of foree capebility, Alr Services
Australia doss not provide 2 24 hour service (with the ACT Government providing
services afler the airport closes), gives pna::‘%v 1o aviatior fre-fighting and rescus
services and has Bmited cagam?y to-deal with some specialised catpgories of wban

- fire fighting and rescue. Forexemple, stucturaland | mgﬁ mse ‘m&& herardous -
materials and road sccident rescue,



Similarly, the regulatory responsibilities of the jurisdictional brigades al airports {s‘a"

55 -the ACT Fire Brigade) may need to be'better defined. This: gaﬁcwar%y epplies in
regard 1o approving/enforcing safety measures within hd_ud.mgs on'th azma”a

precinat.

1t is proposed that the Australian Government,in consultation with State/T ervitory
governments, tindertake & policy review of arrangements for provision of emergency
services-al non zirside areas of major sirports. Issues 1o be addressed would include
legislative and. reguia‘m’y reguirernents, force cepability and funding issues associated
with the provision of emergency servicss to m‘noz"s, particularly those with
significant g:amh in non-aviation uses.

%ﬁ@ﬁ@ﬁ %@@%%‘%

The ACT Government considers that the following principles should be considersd in

respect of é;eveieping future gvigtion secunity errangsments:

® _ﬁwa ation afméy including se ectrity shouid remain the key focus for government

'anﬁ m&w&?}f
e ¥ azma*t ’mﬁmg&pm gzczeases the law enforcement capability and response
should be reviewsd and, f necessary, increased:

e There should be a consistent approach to passenger security sereening regardiess
of gircraft type..

‘e There should be & consistent approach to passenger security scresning regardiess

of flight tvpe.

» MNew technologies should be evalugted and adopted as they become available. Any
technological advances introduced into the aviation seourify environment have the
capacity 10 impact on ﬁaw enforcement resources dus to ar incrsase in detection of
criminal offences, _

= The costs of increased seourity and potential fmpact on the speratio

- pirfines and thus regions] tourism need 1o be minimised.

‘Whesler Review

The Wheeler review secommended the formation of sp%za}y rained on site police
nmits, The review ﬂa&eﬁ for co-operation’ He%:ween State and Fﬁi‘aﬁ"‘& police’ &ssragzed
1o patrol the alrports.

The ACT Governmerst Supports an Australian Governmentled review of
irplementation of the recommendations in the Wheeler review, specifically including
the establishrnent and operation of the specialised Airport policing units.

3. International Aviation

The ACT Government submyission notsd thal there is an W*s%.mg g}*sms& for
Canberra International Alrport to be filly designated as an wnrestrictod international
asirport enabling expanded opportunities for direct flights to some overseas
destinafions. This would provide significant benefits to the ACT and the surrounding
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region for outbbund and inbound passenpers; mpf@mg businessand tourism ll.wks m
theregion. '

4. Domestic and Regional ,
Domestic S@ﬁi&@g

The ACT. ﬁﬁv’m*‘m aiss wants {0 encourage increased competition by &Euﬂs froms
{anberra on domestic routes to all other Australizn capitel cities, both for bnsmﬂss
“and private travel and inbound tourism,

The w&ﬂbﬁ: e mmmm‘fy has ”%3%12 disadvaniaged | E}’ & i&sﬁc camaﬂti ton on: sem=
routes, resulfing in high'fares end g lack of choice and flexibility for enstomers. ?ez
example, on the direct Canberra to Sydney route, Qantas was the sole carrier fora. . ..
mamber of years and this monopely situztion enabled Qantes %o charge premium far&s .
for both business and private travel. The re-introduction of & direst Virgin Blue
service from Canberrz t6. Svdmy 18 vmderstood to have improved this smzaﬁon

To maintain s cam;;e%x!zve ket into and out of Canberrs Alrport, the ACT
{overnment supports the maintenance of a policy of *best fareofthe day” by
Commonwealth Govgrament Agencies. e

Regional Air Services |

The ACT Government recognises that regional air services plan animportant tolein
Auwstralian travel because of the vast distances of some regiopal and remote:
communities from capital cities or major regional centres,

{Canberra International Alrport ?:iaaxsws a number of regmﬁ& air services that n‘emde_.
direct routes to regionsl destinetions. For exarnple, Brindabella Alrlines provides.e:
direct Canberra {o Newcastle service.

Security isa key § isaue for re gmna% axzp&ﬁs. His Euggemeé ﬁgat the same S%un*y ﬁﬁd
safety measures be adonted for regional services as for rogjor capiial oity trunk. mms‘

. Wy L o
5. General %@E&‘Eg@ﬁ
The ACT Governmen: submission identified that the privetisation of the major’
airporis has had 2 significant impact on Geners!l Aviation {GA) operstions at major

airports as airports endeavour to meadimise the return per sguareneirs of developabls
fand, and the retommn perlanding or: ta};s-aff

At some time in the foture, there may be 2 regquirement o consider the relocation of
existing GA operations from the Canberra Internationsal Alrport, however the bendfits
of the current location of GA. apem‘aam tothe mm and Jeisurs-markets wonkd need
o be assessed gt that tiwe. R .

The ACT Government has suggested that the Australian Government devéiop &
specific policy on whether GA should continue to co-exist with . .
passenger/freight/other services at major alrports. The Green Paper doss not contain
any comumitments or way forward on this issue other than (page 41) to fmprove



plavining arrangements at Australia’s leased federal aivports to provide greater
certainty 1o airport users on the future geronautical uses of airports’,

Further direction is required from the Commonwealth on zha p’@wswn m&ﬁe fﬁ?’f Ga
atthe primary and secondary airports,

8. Industry Skilis and Productiv

Regional airlines have had diffculties: zmc’mng and re‘;aamgw pi ssi,, with losses””
oocurring to other domesiic airlines,

A indicated wnder Regional Alr Services, it is considerad important that existing
regionsal services be maintained and new regional services be esiablished caﬁsisteaf B
with demand. The shortage of pilots for these services will have an offect '
gppropriste arrangements should be put in piace to cnsure a vm*:mmg pool &f new
pilots are avmiabie for the regional eirlines sector, '

An Australian training program for new ?ﬁﬁm vrould ensure that there is an adequate
pool for our.domestic and intemational carriers, Emtmg ﬁ‘*e meﬁ m x*cﬁm from
TVETESHS. h

¥ is suggested that the A@zstrai%axz Government, in consultation with State
Territory Governments and the Avistion sector, develop a national aviation p,&ﬂi’
training program.

7. ConsumerProtection

A recent report from Consumer Affairs Victoria (CAV ) detziled the development of
best practice airlineand airport custorper servide charters, including the development
of improved consumerprotection:dn the formeaf vc}imz‘iazy passenger charters,

The CAV report found evidence to suggest ':ihafavﬁaes do notaiweys effectively
handle complaints, The feport provides details'of an investigation into complaints
sgainst all four'domestic sirlines flying indnd out of Victoria, CAW recommends
developing voluntary sitline customer service charters-as has been done in the United
Smtes of Americe and to's lesser extent in Barope,

The ACT Government supports further consideration of ihis approach.

Disability Standards

The ACT welcomes the Green Paper’s proposal toestablish an dviation Disability
Working Group to-work with groups representing people with o disability in orderito
find ways of improving access to aviation services.

The ACT Government submission on the Tssuss Paper also rmmd concerns about me
igability Stapdards for Accessible Public Transport 2002 in rélation to-airline




passengers with 2 disability. The ACT suggested that the Australian Government give
consideration 1o amending the cumrent Transport Standards to reflect & policy position
that is consistent with International psas%iem Such & policy might be limited in its
application te (larger) providers with an annual furnover of & preset emownt.

‘These concerns have not been addressed specifically in the Green F&pez._ However,
the Green Paper advises that the Australian Government proposes to detall fts future
strategy on disability acoess issues in the transport context, when it responds in early
2008 to the review of Transport Standerds under the Disability Discrimination Act
1922, Toe ACT Government locks forward fo this response.

Alrport Infrastructure

The: C—xe n Paper includes broad planning mit:mws which the ACT @@vemm“m
a@m&d@m to be of merit, including:

-strengthening the master planning process to provide, mcgeasﬂé ‘zmz}.swumy,
revising thresholds for major development plang;

cioser scrutiny of non-aviation development;

identification of non-compatible land uses;

safeguarding the-aviation future uses of glrports;

better managing the impact of aircraft noise on local communities; and
developing co-operative ammangements with the States/Territories and local
govemnment to bettey integrate airport planning with locel planning policies:

@-?ﬁ@zﬁé.o

However, the Green Paper lacks detall on each of these planning initiatives, The
dotument foreshadows further engogement with States/ Territories and local
Government (page 166) over the initiatives, sithough no program is pmw:eé 11
particutar, further detail is required on the proposed naw triggers for major
development pmns the operation of the proposed Alrport Planning Advisory Dam‘:is
thepropesed requirement for precinet plans for non-aeronavticel development, use of
Wiinisteriab call<inpowers-and other initiztives.

These are all important matters, and accordingly, it is recommended that the Green
Paper be revised and re-exhibited for comment. If this course is not favoured, then,at
& inimum, the ensuing White Paper should inclade an ampmmamm@n plan éatasbﬂg
gach indtistive, togather with & imeframe for implementation and how the :
Commonwealth proposes to consuli with the States/Tenitories and Jocel Covernment.

Plarming issues assoclated with sirport growth should be elevated in the Green Peper,
commensing with an acknowledgement of “Planning” inthe table of contents {eg:
Chapter'8 sheuld be titled Adrport Infrastructure and Plannino). ﬂam;m'eé to other

. igsues, the Green Paper dogs pot provide adequate discussion about planning issues, in
particular the impacts of airperts on metropoliten spatial planming,

There was comprehensive discussion of airport planning issues within the ACT
Government submission on the Issues Paper, together with many other submissions.
The ACT Government submission: gaaseé concern with:

3 ..t&e ias::k uf scmimy of a:maft aewiopm@m against locel, State and Territory
5 -:--piazmmg controlsand m» asmzﬁeé c@mpﬂf&mve a&vam&g% gained by
azrmz‘sg



e the significant impaet of airport development on metropolitan planning; and

o the off-airport infrastructure costs associated with airport growth.

In particulas, the ACT Government submission to the Issues Faper noted that the
emergence of significant non-aviation developments on girport land without planning
restrictions has the potential to distort the pattern of spatie! planning in citles, leads to .
increased demand on local road infrastructure, chaiienwec established planning
sirategies of directing growth info town centres well-served by public transport, end
threatens the viability of e}ﬁsﬁn& centres. Such issues, howeves, are barely canvassed
in the Green Paper, which fails to reﬁc t thelr importance to Governments and the
COIRIITIELY.

&@g@mmm R@gﬁme znd N@%ﬁ%ﬁmn e%%@@ ment

The ACT Govemm“m supmission on the Issues Paper commented that the z:’?anm'ﬁg
and development mechenisms under the Aﬁ‘pﬂﬁs Act do not appear to be working
effectively as they do not take account of the impact of airport development on
metropolitan areas and conununitiss, The submission identified the need for planning
reforms. However, the Giesn Paper indicates that “the Government Infends 1o
continue with regulniory arrangements whick support investment™ (page 165
Eisewhere the document indicates that “there is no intention tc over-regulate” {page
18). Even with a continuation of the current regulatory Famework there remainsa
cogent argument for greafer transparency in the afrport pimmg and developraent
approval process.

There is broad agreement that aviation usss, du:e t or mefasect and @efkﬁce 1ELS O -
azzpm‘" iand should be exempt fom State and Terrltory planming laws. The omgmw
issue for Governments and communities is the significent growth of non-svistion ases::
at zirports and thelr impacts on metropolitan planning and local infrastructure. The: ..
siopificant issues associated with non-aviation growth are not discusssd inthe G ww'--
Paper, noris the ACT Government proposal thet such uses be subject 1o local
pﬁammcs conizols

The Grezn ‘Bap rindicates {page 16} that pmpesaia fm Bﬁnw&ﬁfgﬁaéﬁuﬁ ueveio‘amﬂm
will be ‘closely serutinised’, bowever, there is limited Informetion on how this will be
achieved. As indicated in the ACT Government submission, in Angust 2008, the Stats
and Territory Planning Ministers and the Anstralian Local Government Associatien’
regommended that non-gvistion &J.‘p@n mﬂv@?@p&_en‘r be addregsed in the r@h@ ﬁ’iﬂg’,
TRAnRer - :

e That such development be planmed as part of the region within which it is Jocated
aﬂﬁ ’:3@ sabzﬁm to relevant state and territory planning laws, policies end

i The former Federa! Minister for Transport declined o support this resohetion. Bowever, bis Govermmen: did
prommigate & set of guidelines encowrsging sirport owners to plen new developments 23 though Hey would bave to
mest the local plepning requirements, Similarly, the Avstrafian Transport Councl (2007} and the Local
Government end Pimg binisters Jolo Commitze (2008} have both suppored the mode] of referning alport
master plans and mmjor planning proposels to an mcymdan‘ panel for review, with the non-gvistion proposals to
be assessed for thelr fmpact on loce! land uess, sehemes and infrastrostars.




¢ ‘That anyland the Austrslian Government may subseguently scquire and leaseto
an airport lessee that is put to non-aviation use be also subject to relevant state and
territory planming laws, policles and procedures;

e That all master plans and raajor planning proposals at afrports be subject to review
by an independent panel which assesses the proposals, including their impact on
surounding land uses, relevant local government planming schemes and
infrastruciurs; and _

¢ Whilst non-aviation development control at airports remains with the Australian
Government, it should provide clarification a8 to how it will enforee conditions of
development approval placed on airport lesses companies and what role state and
territory governments are expected to play in relation o these conditions.

Eince it is apparent that non-gviation uses are not 'pmpaseé 1o come wnder local
nlanning control, the regulatory regime (whilst providing for continued
Commonwealth responsibility) should provide mechanisms wherehy the Federal
Wiinister can teke info account the local land use, planning, environmental and
infrastructure impacts when considering airport master plans and major plenning
proposals. This should be achieved by the Ausirelisn Government amending the
Afrporis Act 1996 to reguire the Federal Minister to formally consider State, Territory
#ind Tocal Government planning and environment policies of the jurisdiction in which
am girport is located, during the sssessment of axrpoﬁ mas?ﬂr pians and major
dweiwfmm yzans

ﬁw@rﬁ M&s‘é@ﬁ’ ﬂam

The ACT Government submission noted that zm‘seﬁ mastf:* pians lacked sufficient
detail to permit State, Twmm"y and local povernments and the camm&m?:y 10 propetly
essess the implications of propesed growth. The ACT Government also raised this
issue during public consultation on the Canberra International Alrport 2008 Mester
Plan, and this master plan was subsequently rejected by the Commonwealth for iis
lack of detail on key proposals. The Green Paper (page 167) accepts the need forthe
girpert master planning process tobe ‘sirengthened to provide greater transparency
and certainty about future Tond ueés of airports” but gives limited dirsction on how
thiswiil be achieved R

The Green Paper identifies the need for master plansfo provide & detailed articulation
of planned developments in the immediate thres (3) to Sve (5) vear period. This
inttiative is supported. Tt alse suggests & ground transport plan be prepared and that
environmentsl strategies be.incorporated into the master plan. The Green Paper |
indicates that the transport plan wouldconsider issues such as public franspors, car
parking andisccess arrangements. However, it is Important that this plan addresses the
traffic and transport pressdres associated with eirport, particularly on the swrounding
mad network, Further, it should indicate howthe airport will c@ﬁ'?mbute tothe oosts of
any I :;mmd m&as*m%zrﬂ ws-écs a.-,sgmat@d whh azrpa"% growih, T

The Green Paper indicates that the Government will consider the introduction'of
powers for the Minister to call for, consider and approve precinet plans for areas ™
which are to be used for nop-soronsutical development, setiing ot the netire of the
development, its impacts on and off alrport, end proposals for addressing the i impac?s.
There is no further detall onthis intfiative such as when précmf*i plans willbe



required, how they will be assessed, and how they will promots trensparency of .
process znd adequate commounity input. Any precinet plans should be considered by
the Independent Adrport Planning Advisory Penel, along with master plens and mejor
development plans (see Airport Plawming Advisory Panels below).

The ACT Government submission advocated full disclosure in alrport mester plans'of
propesed development activities, and the associated omand off airport needs. It
requested master plans consider the strategic planning context and government
planning policy context In the city in which airports are located. Various suggestions
werse made in the submission as to how information in master plans could be
fmproved, bowever, none of these are reflected in the Green Paper. The suggestions
inchuded requiring master plans to: Co Lo
¢ Provide sufficiently detaiied information {same applies to major deve%cpmf:m
‘plans) such as would be required for any off-airport master plan or
_ szgmnvam’ development proposel. This includes details of current and future #
““pses in each part of the airport including of the ares talce-up or floor space ez'
each, p’:}pes&i parking/ s\.zwmg/’ gccess arrangements, transport and traffic
issues, ] hours of opezaﬁam, saswwemmmm and mvmﬁmmﬁ zmpacts an@
50 om

e - Describefiist tﬁﬂ c%;éiﬁes om the' g;rawaas appmveé master plas; _
e Assess theloecal, m@trep@.zw and ?@gmm; mpﬁca&mﬂs of the master pﬁm

' and major development plans; . .
e Consider the impacts-end relationships with sdioining end m&uﬁdmg #reas;
& Qutline any Australisn Government endorsement of a strafegis divection

indicated in the master plan;

Provide detailed information sbout the infrastructure end servies utility

#mplications of the proposed development, including in relation to the iming

of required works;

" Address contributions to off-site works and the process % sngage with State

and Territory Governments and Loca! Councils and service providersin
planning for the new works

s Address impacts onany threatened or endangered ecological commmunities
gnd species; and
e  Address climate change issues.
Inaddition, it was suggested that an independent panel be appointed in each

State/T emwzy to assess amrport master plans and major deveicpmem plans. This Iatter
suggestion is reflected in the Green Paper and Is aauz@ss&  below,

Afrpert Planning Advisery Panels

The ACT Government submission recommended the use of expert and independent
agsessment paneis for all airport master plans and major development proposals. The
acceptance of this recommendation in the Green Paperisa pmmw step, eithough .
there is insufficient information on the role, fonction and composition.of the paneia.

The Gre *ﬁ P’ap@r smcgﬂ&s fhat the Pzﬁm vym.sf? 2558 mya ¢ master "sians and mfg@r
developrnent plans 'ar the Minister’s reguest’ {page 166). H&www itds"

i




recornmended that all master plans end major development plans be considered by the
pensls. Fusther, that the panels operate as follows:

e The Australian Government Minister be given the power m ez@aahsﬁ xgsm‘i
and independent Ajrport Planning Panels;

¢ The panels consist of three (3) eppointments by the Vd vel Mmmr for

- Transport, including the Chair of the panel, and st leagt two (2} from the
. .=iated Territory {(Government, nemm by ke @iammg Minister inthe
relevant Stafe/Terrifory; :

‘& ATy commumnity represemaﬁmn on the panel having anpm@naafz planning

.- end/or avistion expertise;

. The panel ‘%mng required {c f@fmaiiy consider State, Temmry and local
Government planning and enviromment policies of the jurisdicton in whichan
airport is located, during sssessment of airport master plans and major:
dewelopment plans;

@ The panel considering the social, economie, environmental ami aﬁhar
implications of eirport projects; and -

@ “The panel assessing any precinet plans for nop<aviation éeveio;mem and

- infrestrocture plans associated with master plans (see Jézrpar* Related
Epﬁas‘mca‘we Reguzmmemtg Eaeiew}

Itis: m:amtw &ha,., the role and mntmns s:s:{” ﬁh@: pancisbe ckzaﬁv d-aﬁmﬁ mﬁ that
sufficientweight is gzvm %:@ their ¢ecisions.

Tiaj or W@E@gmﬁm @E&m--- -

The ACT Gevmem s&p&@m & review of the triggers for major development plans

toemsure they do not allow proposals that may have significant comrunity inpacisto

proceed without communify consideration. The/Gresn Paper indicates that threshelds

mzy be developed so asito-address the range of potential’ cem&m‘iy impacts alrport

development may have, including environments] oreconomic impsets, impacts on
sess to the eirport, traffic congestion, local fransport networks and noise.

ftis recommended that State, T emi*a’y and local Governments be copsulted firtherin
he development of these thresholds, due totheir experience of the likely impacts of
developmient mspssm swithin their jurisdictions. Further, thresholds should bebased
onimpact rather than cost estimatesonly, end should be cognisant of the cumulative:
impact.of pmmsais..?ar instance a series of commerciz] dsvelopments may seem.
inmpcoous I presented es separate proposals. However, 4t is the sum of these

‘propesals that has the potential for cumulative impacts. on {he surrounding

epvitonment, aud: @&i@: wmmmzai ceniTes..

Recognising that any éeﬁﬂ"a mgge:s Wﬁz not ’ry asle m enca;mﬂaﬁe all local issues,
the Green Paper proposes Ministerial call-in powers for major development plans that
may have significant communitly impacts. It foreshadows the development of
obiective criteria for the use of the call-in powers, in consuitation with other levels of
govemnment, the industry end the community. Such consultation is appropriate,
however, consideration should glso he given to how Ministeria! call-in powers will
promote transparency of process and sdeguate commumity input.
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Community Ceonsultation |

- The ACT Government submission advocated e strengthened consultative processes in
@?{‘36" 1o keep the local community inforrned throughout the r:%ewﬁwz}mﬂm azm
mﬂmﬂata‘:wa Qhases of the airport master aiannmg progess.

The (reen Paper proposes that sirport lessess be required to ¢ ﬁnash sﬁmm“y
consuitation groups to foster effective community engagement in the airport plenning
and operations issnes. Canberra Airport already has such & group, elthough the
freguency of meetings could be increased heyam the thres (3} heid anmueally and the
Creen Paper suggestion of an independent chair should be considered, as the Canberra
Airport currently chairs these meetings. Thus the issue for the ACT isnot z*_ecess&féy -
aboul esiablishing another consultative group, but sbout i mp*wmg thr- exchange and
quality of information available o the community. : i

The ACT Government submission made & number of suggestions, few of wﬁ;c‘% are
reflecied in the Green Paper. It isvecommended that these matters be f .
considered in the development of the White'Paper.. These suggestions are as miows
s Greater detail of current and future propossls fniairport master pians;
& The preparsion of reports (made available to the pubiic) on how the issues
" raised by stskeholders on draft master plans and major development plans
heve been addressed in final master plans; S
e Monitoring complance with consent conditions on approved major
development plans (with results made available fo the public); and
¢ The holding of independently conducted public meetings on airport master
plans baving regard to the strategic and long ferms issues these can raise for
Governments and the commaunity s a2 whole, Presently, the only public
briefings on mastér plans are those initiated by the abrports themselves, under
their own conditions. .Eﬁep"ﬁé‘ﬁ? public meatings covid also be held for.
maior éuvviepmem p‘an., U

E@ﬁ@gmg@ﬁ M&mﬁg@m&m of Afrports

The &4CT Government:submission advicated integrated menagement of airports -
seross jurisdictions. It propoesed the Australian Government establish a consultatve -
process with States and Territories to provide the opportunity for consultation on.
sirport master plans of other jurisdictions. The rationale for this was that issuss arising
at'one sirport can have significant impacts on others. An example is the @mmsvé’ '
upgrade of the Sydney east-west runway for safety improvements, which was advised:
asresulting in diversion of mg}}‘gs 1o Camberra, The outcome of decisions on matters

ch #s this may have economis, social and environments! sorseguences forthe ACT
Government, the- w:tr fhe region as well as ate n&.zanai level. .
The initiative of integrated msnagement of sirporis does not gppear tobe sicressed | i
the Green Paper. It is recommended that a@@mgma armg@mm‘ss be: estanhsﬁm o
‘permit crossejnrisdictional ceﬁs:_i;ztzen ! aﬁm@r‘ @z&mg ' - :

Afrport Related Infras mg@mf@ Requirements

The ACT Government submission noted that o

riort development has & sionificant




fmpact on state and territory planning and infrastructure delivery. Development at
girparts ¢an place strain on existing road networks that may not be programmed for
augmentation for many vears, and hasten the need for upgrading of key services and
infrestructure by both Government and vtility providers alike.

However, there is rarcly adequate engegement by the airports with the relevant local/
State or Temitory Govermument or service providers. Nor does there sppeario be a
willingness to fund the costs of work that might be required in order o enable, or
mitigate the impacts of, the sirport expansion. The Green Paper indicates that
Government could improve approval processes by ‘examining the impact of airport
development om surrounding transport and conpmurity infrastructure and how the
leased federal airporis might contribute to this infrastructure’ (page 168). However, it
daes not provide any further detail or timeframes for implementation of this inidative.

Even if the Commonwealth Government does not iatend to amend the Airports det
1996 to bring new airport developments ander the plarming control of loeal -
jurisdictions, it is essential that the Commonwezlth devise & way fo ensure that some
orall of the offesite costs of new dweiﬁpmﬁma s met %::y the airport E"ﬁ’k&l’t than bv
local }EEHS&IQ&G&.

e ACT Gavsmmmt supgested that considerstion be givm 1o the dev’eiapmmi ofem
angagement sirategy and infrastructure planning process to address the'costs of
off-girport works reguired to support firhwe alrport expansion. H recomimended that:

¢ Alrports identify off airport infrastructure demends and costs required o
support airport developmests, In master plans and major development plans;
@ Tm Federal Minister for Transport have the responsibility to determine
infrastrociure funding am'aﬁgemems in mnsxﬁa}:mg measter Bians emé mat or
development plans;
& Akey oulcome of such 2 process is an “Infrastructure Plan® that identifies the
 infrastructure investment required and an agreed financial contribution bythe
reievant stakehoiders. The plan would aellow for the timely provision of ©
“infrastructurs by sllowing Gov ernments to plan ahead of eny mﬁmﬂm@ﬁw, in
g0 doing, twould alse be likely to minimise community critidism of road
congestion around airports, pu‘{tw%ﬁ&ﬁy wi;sw such airporis are cwtraiﬁy
located; and
e The infrastractore plan i is ewsemfmform{i by the Federal ﬁ@wmmpm:

As with other ke-y documents {master plans, ma}er development plans, precinet plansy,
the infrastructure pian should be considered by the Alrport Planning Advi sory Panels.,
The Panel should bave the ability to request an independent consultant to verify ﬁze
estimated mﬁzstmc‘%m demands and ¢osts ’ﬁwtw in the infrastructurs plan.

Car Pa E@@g

The Q"”@vu ape" re-confirms that ’ffzm Federal @vam#ﬁa has directed the Australisn
Competition and Congumer Commission {A CG} to monitor parking fees at the ﬁw
(5} mzjor zirports. As Canberra is not one of the five major airports, it ie presumably
notincluded in this review. However the issue of increased parmng fees and eoncerns-
about airports’ monopoly position in this regard, is also an issue for Canberre Alrport.
Accordingly, considergtion should be given to including Canberrs Abrport in this
review to ensure greater transperency and accountability for the car parking faciiities
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at this airport:
Other Initiatives

Identification of Eg@ﬁ@mmﬁéﬁe @seg

The ACT Govermment suppor&s thes ﬁammanwe&th identificstion and ﬁfei:u%z opab
land uses such &3 residential, aged cars, community care and public:child care
facilities, hospitals and schools that ere incompetible with the operation of an sirport.
% is inconceivable that such usss continue o be permitied on the Jeased federal airport
sites. It is exactly %famsn 1oy ma? aamom *zgn*w abject to in arcas locat dinclose
proximity to airports. © s e

Inspuropriate Development around Alrports

The ACT Government submission identified that off-alrport developments such as4all
buildings may compromise the safe and effective use of aviation infrastructure. It
sugoests the Auvstralian-Govermment provide clear, non-technicel requirements that
canbe addressed through relevant planning end other regulations. The ACT supports
the Green Paper proposals to develop clear regulations for safeguarding airports fom
off-airport development that is inconsistent with future operations and development of
the zirports. This would address such matters as airspace protection (building height),
materials and land uses around airports, withvthe go& of safeguarding the public, and
providing for the safe operation of airports. .

The Green Paper foreshadows (page 169) the public relzase of a more detailed
discussion peper on & nationa! alrport safeguarding framework, It notes that the
Farework would need to consider whether safeguarding provigions should epply to
both new and existing development, or if it is to apply to existing &sve%npmmﬁ what
eriteria should be applied. There are likely to be constraints in imposing sefegnardson

existing d“Vﬁiﬁym‘*ﬂm surrounding eirports, mwmwr there isscope fo vamxéc“ e
_mémmﬁ of new safeguarding measures within ACT planning legislation, if.
appropriate, It is recommended that consultation occur with State/ Territory and Esc@_
Government in the preparation of this discussion paper.

Overall the Green Paper provides & step inthe right direction by ;éem.‘%mg reforms
z*aa:;amad 1o p]img and development st alrports. However, it ;acks sufficient detail
on each of the reform initiatives. Accordingly, it is recommended that the Green Dan&*
be revised and re-exbibited for commment (o provide Btate/ Terrifories and locadl
povernment the opportunity to consider the detail of each proposed initiative. If this’
course is not favoured, then, &f & minimum, the smwﬁ*}g Wihite Paper should address
each initiative indetail, and provide & program for implementation. Further -
congultation is recommended with the States/ Territories and logal gov ermrnent
concerning all of the. @?mﬂg reform initiatives.
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¢. Aviation & é@%@m an m
Change

As noted in the submission on the Issues: Paﬂuﬁ the ACT Gsvmam is commitied i
working with the Avstralian Government, ‘the States and the Northern 'E‘».mmfry on e
cemprebensive emission rading syg%em that will, in time, include ways o reduce
aviation emissions.

The ACTs é:missifm recuction target was developed io be compatible with targets
adopted by the States and Territories, with Federal Labor’s election policy and the
policies of countries in the Buropean Union. None of these targets address aviation
emissions inthe manner suggested by the Australian Tnstitate report.

The ACT Government Believes that sitports should also be required to addfess
aviation exaissions issues In their Master Plans, including the development of
proposzls fo reduce emission fevels, .

10. Noise Impacts

The Green Paper rightly ackmowledges that cwrrent information on noise is too
technical and often misunderstood by the local community who are seeking clear
amswers to their questions ebout bow noise might affect them fpage 197),

The Green Paper indicates the Government’s view that It is possible to improve the
general understanding of the impact of airport noise by revising the guality and clarity
of information provided to the public and the framework under which this information
is provided. It suggests s new framework for noise monitoring and reporting by
girports, however, it is unclear whether the Commonwealth intends to enfores this or
whether this will remain 21 the discretion of each airport operator. Consistent noise-

. monitoring and reporting procedures should begnforced across all akrports by the
Commonwealth,

» The ACT Government submission noted that'in ferms of helping people better -
understand the effects of aircraft noise, it would be beneficial if aitports were required
to publish W70 u_gmzm in addition to Alrcraft Noise Exposure Forecasts (ARNEFs). *
This suggeﬁtmn ismot aédmsmd in the Gzesn Paper.

The Green Paper advocates ﬁ:‘m maintenance of 2 north-south and east-west network
of non-curfew airports which it indicates is crucial to maintaining access for sirlines
and air freight services 1o major alrports such as Brisbane, Caims, Canberra,
Melbourne and Perth. The ACT Government supports the growih in aviaiiazz at
{Canberra International Adrport, including its development 25 2 potential freig bﬁ, hub,
subject to consideration-of the impacts on the community, metropolitan planning and
infrestructure provision;

WG s 20 index which represents the sumber of alrcraft evenisimovernents witich generate & noiselevel of
FBA or higher af any given point, The W70 =keszcoount of the accumyiation of movements over imeand is
expressed 28 2 pumber of events on an average day. Usuglly this is presented aethe number of sverts zboves
specified nofse levelon en g averags day. The Metional Acoustic Laboratories wark that led 1o fhe edoption of the
ANEF identified 708BA es the nolse lovel 2t which there was asignificant adverss responss and correletion with
peopie’s rezction o nolse.

i3



The Green Paper foreshadows (page 196) working through the Couneil of Australian
Gaovernments and other appropriate forums to ensure & nationa! land-uss planning
regime isput in place near sirports &ad under flight paths to avold noise-sensitive
deveicpments being located in these arcas and to protect communitics from excessive
levels of gircraft noise. This initiative is also welcomed.
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