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THE COUNCIL MEETING
The following information has been taken directly from the Blue Mountains City
Council Code of Meeting Practice 2013 using corresponding section numbers, and
should be used to assist the public in participating in the Council’s decision making
process. To obtain the full version of Blue Mountains City Council Code of Meeting
Practice, please visit the Council website, Council Libraries or contact Blue
Mountains City Council.
1.1

PUBLIC ATTENDANCE AT MEETINGS
Everyone is entitled to attend meetings of the Council and those of its
Committees of which all the members are Councillors, except in the limited
circumstances set out in 1.8 below. The Council has a responsibility to ensure
that such meetings are open to the public.

1.3

PUBLIC NOTICE OF MEETINGS
The Council gives public notice of all scheduled Council meetings in the Blue
Mountains Gazette newspaper each Wednesday. This information is also
available on the Council’s website at address www.bmcc.nsw.gov.au.

1.6

PARTICIPATION IN THE COUNCIL MEETINGS
1.6.1 Public Access
Members of the public are welcome to address the Council on any items of
business in the Business Paper other than the Unconfirmed Minutes,(except at
the discretion of the Mayor), Minutes by the Mayor, Rescission Motions,
Councillor Reports, Questions with Notice, Responses to Questions without
Notice, Responses to Questions with Notice, Notices of Motion (including
Rescission Motions), the Précis of Correspondence and Matters of Urgency. A
“Guide to Public Speakers” will be available at each meeting.
Members of the public may make representation to, or at a meeting, before any
part of the meeting is closed to the public as to whether that part of the meeting
should be closed. The representations may be made by addressing the Council
at the meeting (see also Section 1.8.1 of this Code).
Members of the public must remain behind the roped barrier in front of the
Councillors seating at all times. Councillors must enter the Public Gallery when
speaking with members of the public. No communication with the Councillors is
permitted once the meeting commences.
Those wishing to address the Council must register with the Council
Administration Officer present in the Council Chamber prior to the
commencement of the Meeting. Speakers may register from 6:30 to 6:55 pm.
Registrations may be also be made prior to the Meeting by completing the online Registration form and emailing or faxing the form to Executive Services
staff.
The following details are to be completed on the Registration form:
•
Name;
•
Address;
•
Organisation (if applicable);
•
Item on business paper to be addressed;
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•
•

A clear statement as to whether the person is for (supports) or against
(opposes) the recommendation or proposition as printed in the business
paper; and
Interest of speaker (as affected neighbour or as applicant or applicant’s
spokesperson, or as interested citizen).

If, due to exceptional circumstances, a member of the public is unable to
complete a registration form prior to the commencement of the meeting, that
person must speak to the Council Administration Officer and the Mayor will
determine if the speaker can address the item.
Members of the public will not be able to address the Council on a particular
item after the business on that item has been completed
Only persons who have completed the Registration form and clearly indicated
their intention to speak for or against a recommendation or proposition in the
business paper may address the Council. Speakers who do not speak in
accordance with their stated intention shall forfeit the right to continue speaking.
The Council encourages members of the public to present their views to
meetings in order that the Council deliberations may be better informed. An
opportunity to speak will be afforded to persons representing a diverse range of
views and opinions in preference to hearing the same view stated repeatedly or
sequentially. Organisations may be restricted in number of speakers.
1.6.2 Protocol for public speakers
Up to 3 speakers for each opposing viewpoint will be permitted to address the
Council.
On development applications, the applicant (or a spokesperson) will be
permitted a final 3 minute address. In selecting other speakers, preference will
be given to neighbours who would be affected by the proposal, whether
favourably or unfavourably.
If more than 3 persons wish to speak on each of the differing views on an issue,
they register through lodging a completed form with the Council staff. The
Mayor or Chairperson will determine the number of speakers to be heard and
may on occasions put a procedural resolution to the Council to increase the
number of speakers.
If the number of persons requesting to speak exceeds the number the Council
has nominated, the Mayor shall invite persons to voluntarily withdraw, and if
necessary, the Council staff will conduct a draw to determine the speakers. The
draw provides that, on development applications, the speakers shall include the
applicant (or a spokesperson) as above, and at least one neighbour for and one
against the recommendation. Where necessary, a separate ballot will be
conducted to determine the two neighbour speakers.
Public speakers are restricted to three (3) minutes. No extensions of time will
be granted.
All speakers must state their name and address, organisation (if applicable),
and interest in the issue before speaking.
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Presentations and questions should be made or put courteously and concisely,
and without hectoring. Councillors will observe the same courtesies while
members of the public are addressing the Council.
Personal allegations against Councillors and/or staff may not be made. A
member of the public making such allegations forfeits forthwith the opportunity
to address the Council. The Mayor shall insist that an offending speaker cease
speaking.
Councillors may ask questions of speakers at the conclusion of their address.
Those in the public gallery shall not ask questions of members of the public
addressing the Council or otherwise canvass issues in a public way.
Special arrangements apply when members of the public wish to make
representations to the Council on the question of whether or not part of the
meeting should be closed to the public. Where an agenda includes notice that
an item of business is likely to be considered in closed session, the following
procedure will be followed:
(a) any person may make written representations to the General Manager up to
the time of commencement of the meeting;
(b) any person who wishes to make verbal representations at the meeting must
follow the procedures set out above for registering with the Administration
Officer and for addressing the Council;
(c) after a motion proposing to close part of the meeting to the public has been
moved and seconded, the Chairperson will ask the General Manager to
read out any written representations;
(d) the Chairperson will then invite members of the public to address the
Council. After three speakers have spoken in favour of the proposal and
three against, the Chairperson will ask the Council to indicate by a show of
hands whether the majority of Councillors present are satisfied that the
range of views has been sufficiently canvassed. If the vote is in the
affirmative, the motion to close part of the meeting will be put to the vote;
and
(e) in the event that the Council disagrees with the recommendation of the
General Manager to discuss an item in closed session and no motion to that
effect is forthcoming, the Chairperson will announce that representations
from the public will not be needed.
If it becomes apparent during a meeting that a matter should be considered in a
closed part of the meeting, the Council can consider such a motion
notwithstanding that notice has not been given in the agenda. In such cases,
time will permit neither the registration of speakers nor written representations.
However, the Chairperson will invite members of the public to address the
Council and the procedure set out in (d)
above will be followed.
1.7

SOUND RECORDINGS BY THE PUBLIC
Unless the Council otherwise resolves, no recording equipment, excepting the
official recording system, may be used to record the proceedings at meetings
of the Council or its Committees. This prohibition applies to tape recorders,
video cameras and any electronic devices including mobile phones or notebook
computers capable of recording speech.
A person may be expelled from a meeting for using a recording device in
contravention of the above. (See Clause 3.10).
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1.7.1 Mobile Phones
All mobile phones in the Chamber and Public Gallery are to be turned off or
switched to silent/vibrate. Failure to do so may be treated as an act of disorder.
1.7.2 Photography in the Council Chambers
Photographers are permitted to take photos in the Council Chambers by prior
approval, on the condition that the press respects people’s right not to be
photographed if they do not wish to be.
1.7.3 Use of a Computer Technology
The use of notebook computers are permitted to be used during the meeting so
long as a person does not use the device for recording the proceedings and
uses the power outlets available at the rear of the Chamber. The use of
notebook computers should not affect nor disrupt other members of the public
including making noise so as the public cannot hear the discussions in the
chamber.
Councillors are reminded that use of their iPad during Council Meetings should
be for purposes of debate and the rules of debate apply.
1.8

MEETINGS CLOSED TO PUBLIC
1.8.1 General
Section 10A of the Local Government Act, 1993 provides that the Council or a
Committee may close part of a meeting to the public. The Act states:
“10A(1) A Council, or a Committee of the Council of which all members are
Councillors, may close to the public so much of its meeting as comprises:
(a) the discussion of any of the matters listed in subclause (2); or
(b) the receipt or discussion of any of the information so listed.
(2) The matters and information are the following:
(a) personnel matters concerning particular individuals;
(b) the personal hardship of any resident or ratepayer;
(c) information that would, if disclosed, confer a commercial advantage on a
person with whom the Council is conducting (or proposes to conduct)
business;
(d) commercial information of a confidential nature that would, if disclosed:
(i) prejudice the commercial position of the person who supplied it; or
(ii) confer a commercial advantage on a competitor of the Council; or
(iii) reveal a trade secret;
(e) information that would, if disclosed, prejudice the maintenance of law;
(f) matters affecting the security of the Council, Councillors, the Council staff
or the Council property;
(g) advice concerning litigation or advice that would otherwise be privileged
from production in legal proceedings on the ground of legal professional
privilege.
(3) The Council, or a Committee of the Council of which all the members are
Councillors, may also close to the public so much of its meeting as
comprises a motion to close another part of the meeting to the public.”
The grounds on which part of a meeting is closed to the public will be
specified in the decision to close the meeting and recorded in full in the
minutes of the meeting. The grounds will specify:
(a)
the relevant provision of Section 10A(2) which applies;
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(b)
(c)

(d)

the matter that is to be discussed during the closed part of the
meeting;
the reasons why that part of the meeting is being closed to the public
indicating whether it is being closed for preservation of confidentiality,
privilege or security (this does not apply to personnel matters
concerning particular individuals, or the personal hardship of a
resident or ratepayer or a trade secret); and
an explanation of the way in which discussion of the matter in open
meeting would, on balance, be contrary to the public interest.

For the purpose of determining whether the discussion of a matter in an open
meeting would be contrary to the public interest, the Council will regard the
following as irrelevant:
(a)
a person may misinterpret or misunderstand the discussion; or
(b)
the discussion could cause embarrassment to the Council, a
Committee, Councillors or staff or cause a loss of confidence in the
Council or a Committee.
When considering, at a meeting closed to the public, a motion to close another
part of the meeting as provided under Section 10A(3) of the Local Government
Act, the Council will not consider any details of the matter concerned other than
whether or not it constitutes one of the grounds for closure specified in Section
10A(2).
The Council may close part of a meeting to the public notwithstanding that
notice has not been given in the agenda only in the following circumstances:(a)
It becomes apparent that the matter is one of those specified in
Section 10A(2) as grounds for closure; and
(b)
The Council considers representations by the public as to whether or
not the meeting should be closed; and
(c)
The Council resolves that discussion on the matter should not be
deferred because of its urgency and should take place while the
meeting is closed to the public.
In accordance with Section 10B of the Local Government Act, a meeting will
remain closed only so long as necessary to preserve the relevant
confidentiality, privilege or security of the matter concerned, but only for such
portion of the debate on an item as is necessary to preserve confidentiality,
privilege or security. In all cases other than personnel matters concerning
particular individuals, the personal hardship of residents or ratepayers, or a
trade secret, the meeting will not remain closed unless the Council is satisfied
that discussion of a matter in open meeting would, on balance, be contrary to
the public interest.
A member of the public is not entitled to be present at part of a meeting which
has been closed in accordance with Section 10A of the Act. A resolution
passed at a closed meeting or part of a meeting must be made public by the
Chairperson as soon as practicable after the meeting or part of the meeting has
ended.
The Council will at all times keep principles of open and transparent
governance and the public interest in mind when discussing closure of
meetings to the public.
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1.8.2 Representations by the public on closure of part of meeting
In accordance with clause 252 of the Regulation, the Council is required to give
members of the public the opportunity to make representations as to why part
of a meeting should be closed.
There are two mechanisms for achieving such representation:
a) By registering to speak to the Business Paper calling for the item to be
heard in Confidential Session (see Section 1.6); OR
b) Following a resolution of the Council to close the meeting to the public, the
Chairperson will call for members of the public to make representations as
to why the meeting should be closed.
In either of these circumstances the representation by a member of the public
will be limited to 3 minutes.
3.9

MAKING DECISIONS - RULES OF DEBATE
3.9.1 Standing to Address the Council
Any Councillor or member of the public (unless physically disabled or elderly)
must stand to address the Council. This does not apply to the Mayor or Council
officers and may not apply during Committee meetings.
A Councillor who is unable to stand to address the Council due to a physical
impairment or ill-health should notify the Chairperson prior to the meeting
commencing.

4.1 EFFECT OF RESOLUTIONS
Once a motion has been passed, it becomes a resolution of the Council and the
General Manager must ensure that it is implemented without undue delay as
required by Section 335(1) of the Act.
However, a resolution of the Council will not be implemented for a period of two
days after the meeting at which a motion has been passed to allow time for
rescission motions to be lodged. Thereafter action necessary to give effect to the
Council decision must be commenced immediately to avoid excessive delay in
implementation. (See also 4.3 below, “Limits on when/how often Decisions can
be revisited”).
Each Business Paper shall include a public notice of the Council policy that
decisions of the Council will not be implemented until the third day after a
meeting, or until after any notices of rescission have been dealt with. The Council
decisions should not therefore be acted upon until officially communicated in
writing.
There is no time limit on the lodgement of a Rescission Motion. Until a resolution
of the Council is “carried into effect” - meaning that irrevocable steps have been
taken to implement the resolution - a Rescission Motion may be lodged.
However in the case of approvals of building or development applications, once
the applicant has been formally advised of the Council’s decision the approval or
consent may not, in the absence of clear statutory authority (s. 109 LGA 1993 or
s.9 E&PA Act) be rescinded or altered.
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4.2 DEVELOPMENT APPLICATIONS – MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION
When determining a development application the Council is required to take
certain matters into consideration. These must be relevant to the development
application under consideration. These considerations are detailed under s. 79C
(1) (Matters for consideration – general) of the Environmental Planning and
Assessment Act 1979 and are reproduced below:
79C Evaluation
(1) Matters for consideration—general
In determining a development application, a consent authority is to take into
consideration such of the following matters as are of relevance to the
development the subject of the development application:
(a) the provisions of:
(i) any environmental planning instrument, and
(ii) any proposed instrument that is or has been the subject of public
consultation under this Act and that has been notified to the
consent authority (unless the Director-General has notified the
consent authority that the making of the proposed instrument has
been deferred indefinitely or has not been approved), and
(iii) any development control plan, and
(iii) any planning agreement that has been entered into under section
93F, or any draft planning agreement that a developer has offered
to enter into under section 93F, and
(iv) the regulations (to the extent that they prescribe matters for the
purposes of this paragraph), that apply to the land to which the
development application relates,
(b) the likely impacts of that development, including environmental impacts on
both the natural and built environments, and social and economic impacts
in the locality,
(c) the suitability of the site for the development,
(d) any submissions made in accordance with this Act or the regulations, and
(e) the public interest.
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ITEM NO:

1

SUBJECT:

WESTERN SYDNEY AIRPORT-DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT AND AIRPORT PLAN

FILE NO:

F08771 - 15/235831

Delivery Program Link
Principal Activity: Civic Leadership
Service: City-Wide Strategic Planning
Recommendations:
1. That the Council notes its previous position in opposing an airport at this location and
resolutions on the proposal for a second Sydney airport at Badgerys Creek;
2. That the Council, while recognising previous resolutions, notes that Council has
undertaken a detailed review of the Australian Government’s draft Airport Plan and draft
Environmental Impact Statement, including commissioning an independent technical
review with 10 other Western Sydney Councils;
3. That the Council writes to the Minister for the Environment, the Hon. Greg Hunt MP,
recommending that the draft EIS is grossly inadequate for consideration of the
environmental and livability consequences for such a major infrastructure project, and
that as a result the draft Airport Plan for stage 1 not be determined;
4. That the Council asserts its opposition to the significant and irreversible impacts on the
Blue Mountains environment and community identified in the draft Environmental Impact
Statement, and confirmed in the independent peer review, that will occur from the
proposed airport flight paths on the Blue Mountains communities and Greater Blue
Mountains World Heritage Area;
5. That the Council writes to the Deputy Prime Minister and Minister for Infrastructure and
Regional Development, the Hon. Warren Truss MP reiterating that the draft EIS lacked a
full analysis of alternate flight paths options across Sydney, including noise impact
assessments, considered essential for a project of this scale and community impact into
the future;
6. That the Council writes to the Deputy Prime Minister and Minister for Infrastructure and
Regional Development, the Hon. Warren Truss MP, seeking an assurance that the
proposed and unacceptable concentration of aircraft and merge point above the Lower
Blue Mountains, shown in the short-term plan of flight paths, will be ruled-out;
7. That Council writes to the Minister for Environment, the Hon Greg Hunt MP, seeking
advice from UNESCO regarding the potential impact on the World Heritage listed area,
prior to any determination of the draft Airport Plan;
8. That the Council endorses the submission made by the BMCC Aboriginal Advisory
Council, adding the detail of their submission alongside that of the Councils;
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9. That the Council adopts the submission to the draft Environmental Impact Statement
included as an attachment to this report; and
10. That the Council delegates the authority to the Mayor and General Manager to make any
final amendments to the submission, prior to final lodgment with Department of
Infrastructure and Regional Development.

Report by Director City & Community Outcomes:
Reason for report
This report responds to the recent release of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
and incorporated Airport Plan for the proposed Western Sydney Airport, as published by the
Australian Government Department of Infrastructure and Regional Development. The EIS
was released for public exhibition on Monday 19 October 2015, and closes on 18 December
2015.
Given the time taken in preparing the EIS, the significant weight of documentation provided
and the considerable technical expertise required to form a submission, the exhibition
process and timeframe for comment is considered grossly inadequate for the community to
be able to appropriately consider the multi-faceted impacts of a development of this scale.
This report seeks to inform the Council of the actions undertaken following the extraordinary
meeting of 5 November, responses and feedback received together with providing Council’s
draft response to the EIS for adoption.
Summary Statement
The Australian Government has committed to considering a proposal for a major new
international airport on a greenfield site at Badgerys Creek. This proposal represents a
significant development of national importance, possibly being the singular largest
infrastructure investment for a generation.
Given this significance Blue Mountains City Council had anticipated the production of a
comprehensive Environmental Impact Assessment and Airport Plan which considered and
assessed all available options, prior to recommending a preferred option that articulated how
such a development would impact upon the surrounding areas and what measures would be
implemented to mitigate these impacts. Further, that all key stakeholders would be engaged
in the preparation, development and consideration of such factors to arrive at an optimal
plan.
What has been delivered is a technical, proof of concept which demonstrated that aircraft
can safely arrive and depart (in the short term), from a single runway, options for the
orientation of which have not been demonstrated. The purpose of the airport has not been
articulated. The impacts of the development on the chosen site are explored, but there is
limited analysis of impacts on surrounding areas. Of particular concern is the potential for an
airport to operate on a 24/7 basis over the Great Blue Mountains World Heritage Area,
without the impacts of this being understood. Similarly the impacts of 24/7 flights over lower
Blue Mountains communities have not been adequately considered.
In order for the Minister to make any informed decision the current process needs to be
placed on hold and significant further work undertaken to understand the full impacts that an
international airport would have on the area, its people and the environment.
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Background
At the Extraordinary Meeting of the Council on 5 November 2015, it was resolved:
“1. That the Council notes its previous position and resolutions on the proposal for a
second Sydney airport at Badgerys Creek;
2.

That the Council asserts its opposition to the significant impacts, identified in the
draft EIS, arising from the proposed Western Sydney Airport flight paths on the
Blue Mountains Local Government Area and Greater Blue Mountains World
Heritage Area;

3.

That the Council notes that the draft EIS identifies that the Western Sydney
Airport flight paths will have detrimental impact on the Blue Mountains
community’s aspiration for a livable city with a high quality natural environment, in
particular:
a. Extensive flight path activity concentrated over the lower Blue Mountains
towns and villages and the Greater Blue Mountains World Heritage Area;
b. Inadequate consideration and measures to address the negative impact on
tourism, recreational and the ecological values of the lower Blue Mountains;
c. Significant increase in noise impact, estimated at 55dba, across towns and
villages as well as natural areas; and
d. Continuous and increasing levels of aircraft movement, through a 24 hour
cycle including at night, over the lower Blue Mountains, resulting in
approximately 200 flights a day by 2030;

4.

That the Council writes to the Commonwealth Government to express its’
concerns with the inadequate timeframe for public exhibition and community
engagement, and seeks an extension to the public exhibition period to allow a
minimum of 90 days for formal consultation;

5.

That the Council endorses the preparation of a submission to the draft EIS, and
that this submission be reported to the Council at the Ordinary Meeting on 8
December 2015;

6.

That the Council delegates the authority to the Mayor and General Manager to
undertake appropriate action in support of Council’s position on the impacts
identified in the draft EIS, including authorising expenditure of up to $50,000, the
authority to engage with other affected local councils, and the ability to call a
public meeting;

7.

That the Council are kept regularly updated on issues as they arise during the
public exhibition period and are consulted on proposed actions during
preparation of Council’s submission and actions proposed as part of any public
initiatives;

8.

That the Council writes to seek an urgent meeting of the Mayor and Deputy
Mayor with the Hon. Warren Truss MP, Deputy Prime Minister and Minister for
Infrastructure and Regional Development, and separately with the Hon Greg Hunt
MP, Minister for the Environment, to discuss the location, concentration and
significant disproportional impact of the proposed flight paths on the City of Blue
Mountains and urgent meetings are also sought with relevant portfolio holders
from the opposition;

9.

That the Council writes to seek an urgent meeting with the Federal Member for
Macquarie, Mrs. Louise Markus MP, to reiterate Council’s concerns regarding the
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impacts on the Blue Mountains of the Airport proposal and to seek her views and
support;
10. That the Council extends invitations to participate in any subsequent meetings on
this matter to representatives of our Strategic Alliance partner, Penrith City
Council, as well as to the adjoining Federal Member of Parliament, Ms. Fiona
Scott MP, Member for Lindsay, given the proposed concentration and noise
impacts of flight paths on both the Blue Mountains and Penrith; and
11. That the Council writes to the Commonwealth Department of Infrastructure and
Regional Development to express its concerns with the inadequate timeframe for
public exhibition and community engagement and requests that a letter box drop,
with information about the proposed Airport and Draft EIS, be completed to all
Blue Mountains residents and that a further community information session be
held in November.”
[Minute No. 754]
Previously, at the Ordinary Meeting of the Council on 29 April 2014, it resolved in-part:
“1. That the Council reaffirms its existing policy position in opposing Badgerys Creek
as the Sydney Second Airport location;”
[Minute No. 114]
Following which, at the Ordinary Meeting of the Council on 21 April 2015, it was resolved:
“1. That the Council agrees to participate in the independent technical analysis and
peer review of the Western Sydney Airport Environmental Impact Statement, in
partnership with participating Western Sydney Councils identified in the report;
2. That the Council endorses funding of up to $30,000 being Blue Mountains City
Council’s proportional contribution towards the cost of the independent technical
analysis / peer review of the Western Sydney Airport Environmental Impact
Assessment and contributes in kind to staff time for participation in the Project
Steering Committee;
3. That the Council endorses the scope of works for the independent technical
analysis/peer review include assessment of the impacts on the Blue Mountains
World Heritage Area and Blue Mountains community, including from aircraft
noise, visual intrusion and emissions; and
4. That the Council receives a further report once the outcomes of the independent
technical analysis and peer review are known.”
[Minute No. 512]
Actions Undertaken
Following the Council meeting of 5 November 2015 the Council has undertaken the following
actions:
1. Correspondence was generated in accordance with resolutions 4, 8, 9, 10 and 11
(Attachments 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5), with the resultant actions:
a. Meeting held with Louise Markus MP, 21 November.
b. Meeting held with Warren Truss MP, 30 November.
c. Response received from Secretary, Australian Government, Department of
Infrastructure and Regional Development on 2 December (Attachment 6)
d. Meeting held with Anthony Albanese, 8 December
e. Meeting held with Paul Fletcher MP, 8 December
- 18 -
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To date the Council has been unable to secure any extension to the Exhibition period,
however, the Australian Government has committed to an additional community drop in
session on 9 December in Glenbrook.
Further meetings have also been arranged for the coming term, both before and following
the submission deadline.
2. The EIS peer review, committed to at the 21 April meeting, has been completed with the
findings released on 26 November. Further detail on this is set out later in the report.
Legislative Framework
Development of the proposed airport is subject to Australian Government environment and
development approvals frameworks. New South Wales environment and planning laws can
be excluded under Commonwealth legislation; however, the draft Airport Plan states that
various NSW legislation has been taken into account in its development.
The Airports Act 1996 (Commonwealth) (Airports Act) was amended on 30 June 2015 to
provide a single mechanism to seek planning, environment and development approval for the
Stage 1 development of the proposed airport. Stage 1 is the initial stage in the development
of the proposed airport, including a single runway and up to 10 million annual passengers
(nominally occurring by 2030).
The Airports Act requires the preparation of an Airport Plan to guide the development of the
airport. The draft Airport Plan for the proposed airport has been prepared in parallel to the
preparation of the draft EIS, which assesses the impacts of the draft Airport Plan. The draft
EIS is required to be prepared in accordance with the requirements of the Commonwealth
Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) and EIS
guidelines issued by the Commonwealth Department of the Environment in January 2015.
Under the Airports Act, the Airport Plan provides the planning framework for the proposed
airport until the first master plan is in place. The long term development of the airport beyond
the scope of Stage 1 would be subject to the requirements of the Airports Act. However, the
long term vision for the site is as described in the Airport Plan:
The Airport will be a full service airport offering domestic, international and freight air
services with development staged in line with demand to include more substantial
terminal, support and commercial facilities, including rail. As demand approaches 37
million passengers per year – anticipated to be around 2050 – a second, parallel
runway is expected to be required. The Airport is expected to be capable of handling
approximately 82 million passengers a year by around 2063. (Draft Airport Plan Western Sydney Airport (October 2015):7)
Airspace management, including the determination of flight paths, is the responsibility of Air
services Australia and the Civil Aviation Safety Authority. Under their respective legislative
charters, both organisations are required to exercise their functions so as to protect the
environment, so far as that is practicable. The EIS states that it is expected that a referral to
the Minister for the Environment under the EPBC Act would be required before flight paths
are put into place.
Draft Airport Plan & Environmental Impact Statement
The draft Airport Plan and EIS were released for public comment on 19 October 2015, with
the submission period closing on 18 December 2015. After this date, the Commonwealth
Department of Infrastructure and Regional Development will consider the issues raised and
finalise the Airport Plan and EIS. The Minister for the Environment will then consider the
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draft Airport Plan, having regards to the finalised EIS, from an environmental impact
perspective. If the Minister is satisfied with the draft Airport Plan, the Minister for
Infrastructure and Regional Development may determine the Airport Plan, which must
include any conditions specified by the Minister for the Environment. The Commonwealth
Government is expecting to finalise the Airport Plan by June 2016.
Western Sydney Airport EIS – WSROC / MACROC Peer Review
In accordance with its resolutions of 21 April 2015, the Council contributed funding to the
joint Western Sydney Regional Organisation of Councils (WSROC) and Macarthur Regional
Organisation of Councils (MACROC) peer review process. To this end WSP Parsons
Brinckerhoff (PB) were commissioned to coordinate assessment of key aspects of the EIS
engaging specialist consultants, where applicable.
PBs scope of works has been developed in consultation with Councils and includes:
• Evaluation of the EIS in terms of meeting the requirements of the EIS Guidelines;
• Evaluation of whether the conclusions reached in the studies are valid;
• Evaluation of whether the underlying assumptions are plausible;
• Review of the mitigation and management measures proposed;
• Evaluation of the level of uncertainty over impacts and the environmental risks;
• Provision of a summary of the key impacts and opportunities associated with the project
in relation to specialist topic; and
• Approach to assessment of long term development.
The outcomes of this review process were reported to relevant Councils in the week
commencing 23 November, with the report being issued on 26 November. The information
has been released by Blue Mountains City Council and remains available via its web site.
The findings of this process have assisted in developing the Council’s response to the EIS.
The peer Review Summary Report, excluding technical appendices is provided at
attachment 7, with key findings from the Executive Summary as follows:
“ Key findings
General adequacy
The draft EIS was prepared on a much accelerated program, and it is apparent from
media coverage to date that there has been significant Federal political pressure to
progress the project rapidly. The draft EIS was prepared over a period of approximately
8 months from engagement of EIS consultants to provision of an initial draft for
Commonwealth Department of Environment review. By way of comparison the
previous EIS for the project prepared in the late 1990s was undertaken over well over
two years. We are aware that the period whereby the Department of Environment
reviews the adequacy of the draft EIS prior to approving it for public exhibition was
similarly compressed. From our review it is apparent that this has resulted in a number
of omissions and limitations, which are discussed throughout this report.
Airport Layout
The draft EIS nominates a preferred airport layout for both the Stage 1 and long term
developments, noting that the layouts are indicative only and would be confirmed once
an ALC has been appointed. Alternative layouts are presented for both the Stage 1 and
long term layouts, however these are all based on a 50/230 degree runway orientation,
in other words there has been no consideration of alternative runway orientations – a
key determining factor of flight paths. This contrasts with the EIS undertaken in the late
1990s which examines multiple layouts and runway alignments, and gives little visibility
of whether the chosen layout, and in particular the runway alignments, achieve the best
environmental outcome. Given the time that has lapsed since the previous EIS we
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would have expected to see a thorough current option-evaluation process to explore
alternatives.
Airspace architecture (flight paths)
Chapter 7 of the draft EIS describes the ‘Airspace Architecture and Operation’ of the
proposed airport which includes the flight paths for the Stage 1 Scenario (2030),
prepared by Air Services Australia on behalf of the Department of Infrastructure. Only
one set of flight paths is provided for 2030 in the draft EIS, featuring a ‘merge point’ (a
point at which all incoming flights converge) over Blaxland. The concept of merge
points is relatively new, and is considered good practice as it allows for incoming flights
to minimise thrust and so reduce noise.
The brief of Air Services Australia as outlined in the draft EIS was to develop a set of
flight paths that avoids impacts on existing operations at Kingsford Smith at 2030
(although it was acknowledged that this would be impossible in the long term) and to
ensure safety of operations. We have a number of concerns in regard to the flight paths
presented in the draft EIS:
• The draft EIS makes clear that they have not been designed to minimise
environmental (and in particular noise) impacts on communities.
• They have taken no account of the smaller airports (Camden, Richmond,
Bankstown), other than to note that these would be impacted in the long term.
There is no visibility in the draft EIS of how these contours were arrived at, and
how they compare to alternatives considered.
• The contours are ‘proof of concept’ – in other words they are indicative only, and
could be revised by a future ALC without recourse to the EPBC Act. As such there
is considerable uncertainty over what actual impacts may eventuate.
The Western Sydney Councils independent peer review consultants (lead by PB)
outlined the following in this regard:
• Greater consideration of alternative options is required, with an additional
objective of minimising environmental impacts.
• A holistic review of flight paths taking account of all airports in the Sydney
metropolitan area should be undertaken. As part of this, options that allow for
flight paths at Kingsford Smith to be modified should be considered.
• In recognition that a future ALC may modify the flight paths from those presented
in the EIS, sensitivity testing should have been presented to demonstrate the
changes of noise impacts that would result if flight paths are modified.
• The case for a merge point should be further explored, and consideration of
alternative merge points should be examined.
Our peer review was limited to an evaluation of the information presented, and did not
extend to development of alternative flight paths by our peer review team. As such we
cannot comment on whether the flight paths nominated may in fact be the best
outcome. In other words the key issue is lack of transparency around the nominated
flight paths.
Draft EIS places no explicit limits on key impacts
In a number of areas the EIS does not provide assurances that acceptable
environmental thresholds will not be breached, and does not set hard limits on
environmental impacts. In the case of aircraft noise this is a reflection of the nature in
which aircraft noise is managed in Australia, and this is explored further in Section
4.1.1. However the same is also largely true of other aspects of the draft EIS – the
mitigation measures are generally not prescriptive, and there is little in the way of hard
limits on impacts. This is no doubt in part due to the fact that the ALC has not yet been
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appointed, and that the Department of Infrastructure is seeking flexibility over
management and mitigation. However this creates uncertainty over the likely future
impacts.
Uncertainties over the way the approvals process will operate
As noted above, the project is subject to assessment under the EPBC Act, and the
Environment Minister’s agreements (and conditions) are a prerequisite of any
subsequent approval under the Airports Act. The draft EIS notes that the future
development and expansion of the airport will be subject to further assessment and
approval under the Airports Act, and that the preparation of a masterplan will be
required within five years of the commencement of the project. This would superseded
the current Airport Plan, which is described in the draft EIS as a transitional document.
In effect it is implied that once the airport is leased, all future approvals would be under
the Airports Act.
What is less clear is:
• What the potential triggers would be for further referrals and potentially approvals
under the EPBC Act.
• What further assessment and approval would be required for the construction and
operation of Stage 1 (beyond the current EIS and associated Airport Plan
approval) once an ALC is appointed and more is known about the actual airport
layout and operations.
• What limitations any EPBC Act approval will place on the airport
• What level of community and stakeholder engagement will be accommodated in
the process going forward.”
Blue Mountains City Council – Draft Submission
In addition to the peer review process, Council Officers have reviewed the draft EIS and
considered the impacts on the Blue Mountains community and environment. Staff found very
limited consideration of the Blue Mountains in the draft EIS and where relevant have
recommended that further consideration and assessment of impacts is required.
Key sections reviewed include:
A. Airport Precinct
B. Airspace Architecture and Operation
C. Consultation
D. Procedural
E. Noise (Aircraft)
F. Air Quality and Greenhouse Gasses
G. Health
H. Traffic, transport and Access
I. Social and Economic
J. Greater Blue Mountains World Heritage Area
In summary, the review process has identified significant inadequacies in the draft EIS. Only
when such deficiencies have been addressed should a draft EIS be released for public
consultation. Full details of the draft submission are attached to this report (Attachment 11).
A number of significant issues included in the draft submission include:
a) That the draft EIS does not adequately consider the environmental impacts generated
and requires substantial revision to address gaps and inadequacies;
b) That a revised draft EIS should be released for further public consultation to allow
consultation regarding the environmental impacts;
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c) That the Commonwealth Government maintain meaningful dialogue in the ongoing
process for revision of the draft EIS with Council and impacted communities regarding
potential impacts on Blue Mountains communities and the Greater Blue Mountains World
Heritage Area;
d) The consultation period has not been adequate for a proposal of this scale and prior to
finalising any draft EIS;
e) Additional public consultation, including the stated multidisciplinary workshop and release
of the findings of this workshop, is required to determine and review the environmental
impacts in the Greater Blue Mountains World Heritage Area;
f)

The proposed airport planning and assessment of impacts should reflect the capacity of
the proposed single runway in approximately 2050 to more accurately reflect the
predicted scale of operation of a significant international airport, and these should be
presented to the community for input;

g) Clear information needs to be provided that enables affected communities to directly
understand how frequently it is proposed aircraft may be heard during key periods,
including at night;
h) The draft EIS is deficient in that flight paths are indicative only, and do not present
environmental, noise impact and livability assessments;
i)

The proposed flight paths are founded on a narrow brief concerned with operational
viability, rather than a broader holistic approach to airspace planning and do not
sufficiently address noise impacts;

j)

Baseline noise levels have only been directly assessed in a very limited context as part of
the assessment of ground operations and existing noise levels outside of suburban areas
will be an important factor in determining the impact of aircraft noise, particularly in very
low noise areas such as within national parks;

k) The inadequate assessment of air quality and greenhouse gas impacts;
l)

A more rigorous assessment of the health impacts including wider health determinants,
cumulative effects and potential impacts on Sydney’s drinking water catchments;

m) The inadequate assessment of traffic and transport impacts and alternatives and lack of
consideration of freight traffic servicing the proposed airport and associated commercial
growth;
n) The inadequate assessment of the potential landscape and visual impacts of the
proposed airport on the night sky over the Blue Mountains and Greater Blue Mountains
Wilderness Heritage Area;
o) Insufficient consideration of social and economic impacts on the Blue Mountains
including Aboriginal communities and Country, tourism and nature-based recreation
economy sectors; and
p) More rigorous assessment of the impacts on the Greater Blue Mountains World Heritage
Area including measurements of ambient noise, an expanded list of sensitive tourism and
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recreation areas and detailed assessment of noise impacts on fauna, flora and its’ user
groups.
Blue Mountains Aboriginal Advisory Committee
At the meeting of the Blue Mountains City Council Aboriginal Advisory Council (BMCCAAC)
of 14 May 2015, the committee expressed its strong concerns about the impacts of the
proposed Western Sydney Airport on the Blue Mountains, particularly the impacts on
Aboriginal country and culture.
The Darug and Gundungurra Traditional Owner members of the BMCC Aboriginal Advisory
Council have expressed their concerns that the air traffic created by the proposed Western
Sydney Airport will impact on their Country and on their cultural beliefs and practices. The
position put forward by these Traditional Owners is supported by the whole BMCC Aboriginal
Advisory Council.
The Darug and Gundungurra Traditional Owners feel immense concern and believe very
strongly that the following will impact on their culture and Country:
• The consistent sound of aircraft flying over the bush in Darug and Gundungurra
Country will affect the living beings that remain in our respective Countries, we
believe this will particularly have an effect on birds with their calls to each other and
to us being drowned out by jet engines;
• The sounds of the living bush and how we hear, understand and learn from our
Country and all that is within it will be adversely effected;
• The regular sound of aircraft will also impact on our ability to speak with our
Country, including communicating with living and spiritual beings;
• The spiritual beings and our ancestral spirits in the Country we feel will be
distressed by the very large increase in noise; which may also affect our ability to
perceive them;
• That distressing the spiritual beings and our ancestral spirits in the Country will
affect the health and well-being of our community;
• A significantly increased number of aircraft flying over the sky in Darug and
Gundungurra Country, particularly at night, will further impact on what can still be
seen of our dreaming ancestors in the sky; and
• If fuel is released from Aircraft over our respective Country’s it will impact on the
beings that live in Country, particularly on trees and plants. Our deep concern is
that this will result in an increase in mega fires, which have a lasting destructive
outcome for our Country’s.
The BMCC AAC expressed further concerns that it holds in regard to the impacts the
proposed airport will have more broadly the culture and Country of Traditional Owners and
for other Aboriginal community members, which include:
• Apprehension about the unknown long term impacts from sound and environmental
pollution due to aircraft travelling over Gundungurra and Darug Country, especially within
the World Heritage Area;
• The direct impacts on waterways in Country and recreational cultural use of those
waterways, with particular concern for swamps and waterholes that could be impacted by
fuel drops and other pollutants from aircraft;
• The prospect of undertaking Aboriginal cultural and educational activities on Country with
the Aboriginal community, as well as national and international visitors, with aircraft noise
or pollutants overhead, is distressing and demoralising;
• The potentially negative impact on economic opportunities for Aboriginal communities
flowing from cultural tourism if visitation is reduced;
• Any filming or recording of cultural activities by Traditional Owners for cultural
preservation will be impeded on by regular aircraft noise, and;
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Having an airport operate a 24 hour flight path over the World Heritage Area,
Gundungurra and Darug Country, is inappropriate and demonstrates little respect for
Aboriginal people’s continuous use of and connection to Country.

Therefore, the BMCC AAC states its concerns and the specific distress sensed by Darug and
Gundungurra Traditional Owners documented in this memorandum. The BMCC AAC intends
that this memorandum is an accompaniment to the Council’s submission on the proposed
Western Sydney Airport.
Further to this, the BMCC AAC acknowledges Blue Mountains City Council for the
opportunity to formally submit an Aboriginal community perspective on this matter, with
particular emphasis on the disconcerting implications the airport will have on Gundungurra
and Darug Country.
Further Considerations
i. A key factor not directly attributable to the current EIS is the relationship between KSA
and the proposed Western Sydney Airport. In a meeting of the Sydney Airport Community
Forum on 22 May 2015, the following exchange took place:
Badgerys Creek 1. Will the first operational Sydney West Runway take the curfew and
shoulder period international flights (Boeing 747 and Airbus 380) from Sydney Airport?
2. When will this runway be operational? Mr Stone noted that under the Sydney Airport
Curfew Act 1995 (the Act) a number of aircraft movements are currently permitted
during the curfew, including small propeller aircraft (Section 13), low noise business
jets (Section 14), and a quota of heavy freight movements (Section 15). The Act
includes a provision (Section 17) under which those aircraft movements will no
longer be allowed from Kingsford Smith Airport (KSA) once the airport at
Badgerys Creek is operational. There is no provision in the Act to remove currently
permitted international curfew shoulder movements (Section 12)
ii. Blue Mountains City Council further commissioned Marshall Day Acoustics to provide
further technical analysis and international comparisons of noise impacts upon sensitive
receiving environments, such as the Greater Blue Mountains World Heritage Area. Their
findings add further weight to the Council’s call for additional research and understanding
of the likely impacts prior to progression on this matter; as set out below:
“Greater Blue Mountains World Heritage Area (GBMWHA)
The MDA peer review provides commentary on the assessment of noise impacts
presented in the draft EIS for the GBMWHA. In particular, the MDA peer review noted that
the potential for a large number of audible events below 50 – 55 dB LAmax is considered
to represent a potentially significant and widespread impact within the GBMWHA, and that
conclusion within the draft EIS that such events are not significant has not been
sufficiently justified.
To provide further context on this point, reference is made to the US Transportation
Research Board’s Airport Cooperative Research Program publication Effects of Aircraft
Noise: Research on Selected Topics, dated 2008 (the US ACRP publication). This
publication provides an overview of the state of current knowledge of aircraft noise impact
assessment in a range of areas, including a dedicated discussion in chapter 7 of the
publication on the effects of aviation noise on parks, open spaces and wilderness areas.
Chapter 7 of the US ACRP publication discusses the legislative measures that have been
implemented in the US to instigate measures for the preservation of quiet and natural
soundscapes in national parks. In response to these legislative initiatives, a number of
wide scale surveys have been carried out in US national parks in an effort to assess the
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impact of aircraft noise on park user’s experience of the natural environment. These
surveys confirmed noise as a key impact to consider for wilderness settings and
importantly indicates there may be limitations to assessing aircraft noise intrusion in
natural settings on the basis of noise level information. Instead, in low noise level
environments predominantly characterised by natural sound sources, the regularity of
intrusion by man-made sound sources, the duration of periods affected by noise that is
unexpected in the setting, and the duration of periods in which the natural soundscape
can be experienced without such intrusions, may be more relevant to the assessment of
noise impacts in wilderness settings.
The publication then refers to a number of alternative noise metrics such as measures to
quantify the time that aircraft noise is audible above the background noise. These types of
metrics can be calculated using the Integrated Noise Model (INM) software used for the
draft EIS noise modelling. This type of information however, has not been presented or
considered in the draft EIS chapter concerning the GBMWHA.
In addition to the US ACRP publication, a further indication of the emphasis on natural
soundscape preservation in wilderness areas in the US is evident from the US National
Park
Services’
approach
to
noise
management
(refer
to
http://www.nature.nps.gov/sound/). For example, the National Park Service 2006
Management Policies states:
“Using appropriate management planning, superintendents will identify what levels of
human-caused sound can be accepted within the management purposes of parks... In
and adjacent to parks, the Service will monitor human activities that generate noise that
adversely affects park soundscapes, including noise caused by mechanical or
electronic devices. The Service will take action to prevent or minimize all noise that,
through frequency, magnitude, or duration, adversely affects the natural soundscape or
other park resources or values, or that exceeds levels that have been identified as
being acceptable to, or appropriate for, visitor uses at the sites being monitored.”
For further context, we note that the noise impact assessments carried out for monorail
operations near the Fiordland National Park in New Zealand were directed at effectively
achieving inaudibility where practical to do so in the more remote locations unlikely to
experience significant man-made noise intrusion. Noise control measures for a rail system
are clearly more viable than for airport operations where there are practical limits on what
can be achieved. However, the example is noted for the purpose of providing further
context to the sensitivity of wilderness locations to audible intrusion of man-mad noise
sources.
To our knowledge there is no legislation or policy in Australia that specifically sets out
obligations for the control of aircraft noise in national parks, nor for the preservation of
natural soundscapes. However, the type of information outlined above highlights the
importance of preserving natural soundscapes in high value wilderness settings. As noted
in the MDA peer review, given the status of the Blue Mountains as a World Heritage Area,
and the potential for intrusive impacts, further assessment of this sensitive receiver
location is considered to be warranted, addressing the types of alternative assessment
information discussed in the US ACRP publication.
Comparisons with Ambient Sounds
The draft EIS includes references to typical ambient sound levels related to vehicle
movements in suburban areas, conversational voice levels and bird call within a
wilderness setting. For example, 26.5.2.1 of Volume 2 of the draft EIS notes:
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“Between 50 and 60 dBA is equivalent to normal conversational noise or background
music/radio (Sydney Metro Airport 2010) or a bird call within a wilderness setting.”
The draft EIS does not directly use these comparisons for impact assessment, but
appears to provide the information for contextual purposes. This type of information can
however be prone to misinterpretation and inadvertently used to infer the acceptability of
the noise. Federal government publications concerning aircraft noise information
disclosure specifically caution against comparisons of aircraft noise with general ambient
sources for this reason. For example, the Commonwealth Department of the Environment
and Heritage and the Commonwealth Department of Transport and Regional Services
2003 publication Guidance Material for Selecting and Providing Aircraft Noise Information
notes the following:
Avoid comparing aircraft noise with other noise sources such as road traffic.
While the sound pressure level of an aircraft overflight may be the same as a car
passing down a road, using this as an argument for justifying aircraft noise is likely to
generate a negative reaction; treat aircraft noise as a separate issue.”
Sustainability Assessment
The Council’s submission is a review of what is intended to be a comprehensive
Environmental Impact Assessment, particularly focusing upon stated (or unstated) impacts
that the Western Sydney Airport may have upon the Blue Mountains community and
environment.
Numerous content and process shortcomings have been identified elsewhere in this report
and in the Council’s submission. Given the nature of the process, it is not intended to re-state
each of these items as part of this assessment overview.
Effects
Environmental

Positive
Nil

Social

The development has the
potential
to
create
employment
in
Western
Sydney, but this is not
adequately examined in the
detailed study.
Potential economic growth Potential detrimental impact on aspects of
that has not adequately been the tourism economy, particularly those
assessed in the draft EIS.
seeking
solitude
and
wilderness
experiences.
Nil
The community engagement process on a
proposal of such long term significance
and impact is considered inadequate
A balanced evaluation of impacts is
required, but has not been possible due to
the inadequate draft EIS.

Economic

Governance

Negative
The indicative nature of flights paths
established within the EIS, coupled with a
lack of supporting or review information
create
difficulties
in
adequately
understanding the full environmental
impacts of the proposal; itself a key
consideration in the Council’s review
process.
The amenity, health, housing and livability
impacts on the Blue Mountains and its
residents are generally negative and
cannot be assessed adequately from the
draft EIS presented.
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Financial implications for the Council
The Council has previously endorsed expenditure of up to $30,000 for BMCC to engage the
joint peer review process, coordinated through WSROC. This process has now completed
and $13,210 was contributed to the peer review process.
Further costs have been incurred in securing expert inputs and promoting the Councils
position within the additional $50,000 fund endorsed by the Council at its meeting on 5
November 2015. At the time of writing this report circa $10,000 has been spent procuring
expert advice, establishing web and engagement materials and in making arrangements for
the Extraordinary Council Meeting.
Legal and risk management issues for the Council
There are no legal or risk management issues for the Council in adopting the
recommendations contained within this report.
External consultation
The Council has focused upon securing and delivering a technical review of documentation
issued by the Australian Government, notably in the areas of flight path analysis, noise and
the likely impacts upon the Greater Blue Mountains World Heritage Area. The Council has
convened 2 extraordinary meetings of the Council to enable the issues to be widely
understood and conveyed.
No general community engagement has been undertaken by Council; through this report the
Council is responding to a process established by the Australian Government.
Conclusion
This report reiterates Council’s opposition to the proposed Western Sydney Airport, however,
this report provides a response to the draft EIS process, provides details of the exhibition
process undertaken by the Australian Government as the proponent of the Western Sydney
Airport, details actions undertaken by the Council in seeking to understand impacts and
provide comment on these impacts outlined in the Airport Proposal (including the outcomes
of a peer review process). This report provides a draft submission and seeks Council’s
endorsement of a detailed submission to the draft EIS process.
ATTACHMENTS/ENCLOSURES
1

Western Sydney Airport - Letter to Commonwealth
Government
2
Western Sydney Airport - Letter to Minister Truss
3
Western Sydney Airport - Letter to Minister Hunt
4
Western Sydney Airport - Letter to Bill Shorten MP
5
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6
Western Sydney Airport - Letter to Louise Markus MP
7
Western Sydney Airport - Letter to Fiona Scott MP
8
Western Sydney Airport - Letter to Penrith City Council
9
Western Sydney Airport - Peer review of EIS (excluding
technical appendices)
10 Western Sydney Airport - Response from Australian
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Development
11 Draft Blue Mountains City Council submission on Western
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Attachment 1 - Western Sydney Airport - Letter to Commonwealth Government

10 November 2015

Office of the General Manager
Reference File: F03800 – 15/217178
Mr Mike Mrdak
Secretary of Department of Infrastructure and Regional Development
GPO Box 594
CANBERRA ACT 2601

Dear Mr Mrdak,
SUBJECT

Western Sydney Airport – Draft Environmental Impact
Statement and Airport Plan

I am writing to inform you that following the release of the draft Environmental Impact
Statement and Airport Plan, Blue Mountains City Council held an Extraordinary
Meeting on 5 November 2015 to consider its initial response given the concentration
of flight paths over the Blue Mountains, an area renowned for its liveability and
solitude surrounded by a world heritage listed environment. The Council Resolution
is set out below:
1. That the Council notes its previous position and resolutions on the proposal for a
second Sydney airport at Badgerys Creek;
2. That the Council asserts its opposition to the significant impacts, identified in the
draft EIS, arising from the proposed Western Sydney Airport flight paths on the
Blue Mountains Local Government Area and Greater Blue Mountains World
Heritage Area;
3. That the Council notes that the draft EIS identifies that the Western Sydney
Airport flight paths will have detrimental impact on the Blue Mountains
community’s aspiration for a livable city with a high quality natural environment, in
particular:
a. Extensive flight path activity concentrated over the lower Blue Mountains
towns and villages and the Greater Blue Mountains World Heritage Area;
b. Inadequate consideration and measures to address the negative impact
on tourism, recreational and the ecological values of the lower Blue
Mountains;
c. Significant increase in noise impact, estimated at 55dba, across towns
and villages as well as natural areas; and
d. Continuous and increasing levels of aircraft movement, through a 24 hour
cycle including at night, over the lower Blue Mountains, resulting in
approximately 200 flights a day by 2030;
4. That the Council writes to the Commonwealth Government to express its’
concerns with the inadequate timeframe for public exhibition and community
engagement, and seeks an extension to the public exhibition period to allow a
minimum of 90 days for formal consultation;
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5. That the Council endorses the preparation of a submission to the draft EIS, and
that this submission be reported to the Council at the Ordinary Meeting on 8
December 2015;
6. That the Council delegates the authority to the Mayor and General Manager to
undertake appropriate action in support of Council’s position on the impacts
identified in the draft EIS, including authorising expenditure of up to $50,000, the
authority to engage with other affected local councils, and the ability to call a
public meeting;
7. That the Council are kept regularly updated on issues as they arise during the
public exhibition period and are consulted on proposed actions during preparation
of Council’s submission and actions proposed as part of any public initiatives;
8. That the Council writes to seek an urgent meeting of the Mayor and Deputy
Mayor with the Hon. Warren Truss MP, Deputy Prime Minister and Minister for
Infrastructure and Regional Development, and separately with the Hon Greg Hunt
MP, Minister for the Environment, to discuss the location, concentration and
significant disproportional impact of the proposed flight paths on the City of Blue
Mountains and urgent meetings are also sought with relevant portfolio holders
from the opposition;
9. That the Council writes to seek an urgent meeting with the Federal Member for
Macquarie, Mrs. Louise Markus MP, to reiterate Council’s concerns regarding the
impacts on the Blue Mountains of the Airport proposal and to seek her views and
support;
10. That the Council extends invitations to participate in any subsequent meetings on
this matter to representatives of our Strategic Alliance partner, Penrith City
Council, as well as to the adjoining Federal Member of Parliament, Ms. Fiona
Scott MP, Member for Lindsay, given the proposed concentration and noise
impacts of flight paths on both the Blue Mountains and Penrith; and
11. That the Council writes to the Commonwealth Department of Infrastructure and
Regional Development to express its concerns with the inadequate timeframe for
public exhibition and community engagement and requests that a letter box drop,
with information about the proposed Airport and Draft EIS, be completed to all
Blue Mountains residents and that a further community information session be
held in November.
[Minute No. 749]
Given the impact on the City of the Blue Mountains and its residents, Council is seeking
the opportunity to meet with you to discuss our concerns regarding the draft EIS at the
earliest possible opportunity; particularly noting resolutions 4 and 11 above, requiring
more urgent attention in the first instance. Should your office wish to arrange a meeting,
could they please contact me or my PA, Carolyn Arthur to confirm suitable arrangements
(02) 4780 5518 or email carthur@bmcc.nsw.gov.au
I look forward to your earliest response in regards to resolution 4 and 11.
Yours faithfully

ROBERT GREENWOOD
General Manager
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Attachment 2 - Western Sydney Airport - Letter to Minister Truss

10 November 2015

Office of the General Manager
Reference File: F03800 - 15/217076
The Hon. Warren Truss, MP
Deputy Prime Minister
Minister for Infrastructure and Regional Development
PO Box 283
MARYBOROUGH QLD 4650

Dear Deputy Prime Minister,
SUBJECT

Western Sydney Airport – Draft Environmental Impact
Statement and Airport Plan

I am writing to inform you that following the release of the draft Environmental Impact
Statement and Airport Plan, Blue Mountains City Council held an Extraordinary
Meeting on 5 November 2015 to consider its initial response given the concentration
of flight paths over the Blue Mountains, an area renowned for its liveability and
solitude surrounded by a world heritage listed environment. The Council Resolution
is set out below:
1. That the Council notes its previous position and resolutions on the proposal for a
second Sydney airport at Badgerys Creek;
2. That the Council asserts its opposition to the significant impacts, identified in the
draft EIS, arising from the proposed Western Sydney Airport flight paths on the
Blue Mountains Local Government Area and Greater Blue Mountains World
Heritage Area;
3. That the Council notes that the draft EIS identifies that the Western Sydney
Airport flight paths will have detrimental impact on the Blue Mountains
community’s aspiration for a livable city with a high quality natural environment, in
particular:
a. Extensive flight path activity concentrated over the lower Blue Mountains
towns and villages and the Greater Blue Mountains World Heritage Area;
b. Inadequate consideration and measures to address the negative impact
on tourism, recreational and the ecological values of the lower Blue
Mountains;
c. Significant increase in noise impact, estimated at 55dba, across towns
and villages as well as natural areas; and
d. Continuous and increasing levels of aircraft movement, through a 24 hour
cycle including at night, over the lower Blue Mountains, resulting in
approximately 200 flights a day by 2030;
4. That the Council writes to the Commonwealth Government to express its’
concerns with the inadequate timeframe for public exhibition and community
engagement, and seeks an extension to the public exhibition period to allow a
minimum of 90 days for formal consultation;
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5. That the Council endorses the preparation of a submission to the draft EIS, and
that this submission be reported to the Council at the Ordinary Meeting on 8
December 2015;
6. That the Council delegates the authority to the Mayor and General Manager to
undertake appropriate action in support of Council’s position on the impacts
identified in the draft EIS, including authorising expenditure of up to $50,000, the
authority to engage with other affected local councils, and the ability to call a
public meeting;
7. That the Council are kept regularly updated on issues as they arise during the
public exhibition period and are consulted on proposed actions during preparation
of Council’s submission and actions proposed as part of any public initiatives;
8. That the Council writes to seek an urgent meeting of the Mayor and Deputy
Mayor with the Hon. Warren Truss MP, Deputy Prime Minister and Minister for
Infrastructure and Regional Development, and separately with the Hon Greg Hunt
MP, Minister for the Environment, to discuss the location, concentration and
significant disproportional impact of the proposed flight paths on the City of Blue
Mountains and urgent meetings are also sought with relevant portfolio holders
from the opposition;
9. That the Council writes to seek an urgent meeting with the Federal Member for
Macquarie, Mrs. Louise Markus MP, to reiterate Council’s concerns regarding the
impacts on the Blue Mountains of the Airport proposal and to seek her views and
support;
10. That the Council extends invitations to participate in any subsequent meetings on
this matter to representatives of our Strategic Alliance partner, Penrith City
Council, as well as to the adjoining Federal Member of Parliament, Ms. Fiona
Scott MP, Member for Lindsay, given the proposed concentration and noise
impacts of flight paths on both the Blue Mountains and Penrith; and
11. That the Council writes to the Commonwealth Department of Infrastructure and
Regional Development to express its concerns with the inadequate timeframe for
public exhibition and community engagement and requests that a letter box drop,
with information about the proposed Airport and Draft EIS, be completed to all
Blue Mountains residents and that a further community information session be
held in November.
[Minute No. 749]
Given the impact on the City of the Blue Mountains and its residents, Council is seeking
the opportunity to meet with you to discuss our concerns regarding the draft EIS at the
earliest possible opportunity. Should your office wish to arrange a meeting, could they
please contact me or my PA, Carolyn Arthur to confirm suitable arrangements
(02) 4780 5518 or email carthur@bmcc.nsw.gov.au

Yours faithfully

ROBERT GREENWOOD
General Manager
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Attachment 3 - Western Sydney Airport - Letter to Minister Hunt

10 November 2015

Office of the General Manager
Reference File: F03800 – 15/217096
The Hon. Greg Hunt, MP
Minister for the Environment
PO Box 274
HASTINGS VIC 3915

Dear Minister,
SUBJECT

Western Sydney Airport – Draft Environmental Impact
Statement and Airport Plan

I am writing to inform you that following the release of the draft Environmental Impact
Statement and Airport Plan, Blue Mountains City Council held an Extraordinary
Meeting on 5 November 2015 to consider its initial response given the concentration
of flight paths over the Blue Mountains, an area renowned for its liveability and
solitude surrounded by a world heritage listed environment. The Council Resolution
is set out below:
1. That the Council notes its previous position and resolutions on the proposal for a
second Sydney airport at Badgerys Creek;
2. That the Council asserts its opposition to the significant impacts, identified in the
draft EIS, arising from the proposed Western Sydney Airport flight paths on the
Blue Mountains Local Government Area and Greater Blue Mountains World
Heritage Area;
3. That the Council notes that the draft EIS identifies that the Western Sydney
Airport flight paths will have detrimental impact on the Blue Mountains
community’s aspiration for a livable city with a high quality natural environment, in
particular:
a. Extensive flight path activity concentrated over the lower Blue Mountains
towns and villages and the Greater Blue Mountains World Heritage Area;
b. Inadequate consideration and measures to address the negative impact
on tourism, recreational and the ecological values of the lower Blue
Mountains;
c. Significant increase in noise impact, estimated at 55dba, across towns
and villages as well as natural areas; and
d. Continuous and increasing levels of aircraft movement, through a 24 hour
cycle including at night, over the lower Blue Mountains, resulting in
approximately 200 flights a day by 2030;
4. That the Council writes to the Commonwealth Government to express its’
concerns with the inadequate timeframe for public exhibition and community
engagement, and seeks an extension to the public exhibition period to allow a
minimum of 90 days for formal consultation;
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5. That the Council endorses the preparation of a submission to the draft EIS, and
that this submission be reported to the Council at the Ordinary Meeting on 8
December 2015;
6. That the Council delegates the authority to the Mayor and General Manager to
undertake appropriate action in support of Council’s position on the impacts
identified in the draft EIS, including authorising expenditure of up to $50,000, the
authority to engage with other affected local councils, and the ability to call a
public meeting;
7. That the Council are kept regularly updated on issues as they arise during the
public exhibition period and are consulted on proposed actions during preparation
of Council’s submission and actions proposed as part of any public initiatives;
8. That the Council writes to seek an urgent meeting of the Mayor and Deputy
Mayor with the Hon. Warren Truss MP, Deputy Prime Minister and Minister for
Infrastructure and Regional Development, and separately with the Hon Greg Hunt
MP, Minister for the Environment, to discuss the location, concentration and
significant disproportional impact of the proposed flight paths on the City of Blue
Mountains and urgent meetings are also sought with relevant portfolio holders
from the opposition;
9. That the Council writes to seek an urgent meeting with the Federal Member for
Macquarie, Mrs. Louise Markus MP, to reiterate Council’s concerns regarding the
impacts on the Blue Mountains of the Airport proposal and to seek her views and
support;
10. That the Council extends invitations to participate in any subsequent meetings on
this matter to representatives of our Strategic Alliance partner, Penrith City
Council, as well as to the adjoining Federal Member of Parliament, Ms. Fiona
Scott MP, Member for Lindsay, given the proposed concentration and noise
impacts of flight paths on both the Blue Mountains and Penrith; and
11. That the Council writes to the Commonwealth Department of Infrastructure and
Regional Development to express its concerns with the inadequate timeframe for
public exhibition and community engagement and requests that a letter box drop,
with information about the proposed Airport and Draft EIS, be completed to all
Blue Mountains residents and that a further community information session be
held in November.
[Minute No. 749]
Given the impact on the City of the Blue Mountains and its residents, Council is seeking
the opportunity to meet with you to discuss our concerns regarding the draft EIS at the
earliest possible opportunity. Should your office wish to arrange a meeting, could they
please contact me or my PA, Carolyn Arthur to confirm suitable arrangements
(02) 4780 5518 or email carthur@bmcc.nsw.gov.au
Yours faithfully

ROBERT GREENWOOD
General Manager

- 34 -

PROVIDING GOOD GOVERNMENT

Item 1, Ordinary Meeting, 15.12.15

Attachment 4 - Western Sydney Airport - Letter to Bill Shorten MP

10 November 2015

Office of the General Manager
Reference File: F03800 – 15/217124
The Hon. Bill Shorten, MP
Leader of the Opposition
PO Box 214
MOONEE PONDS VIC 3039

Dear Leader of the Opposition
SUBJECT

Western Sydney Airport – Draft Environmental Impact
Statement and Airport Plan

I am writing to inform you that following the release of the draft Environmental Impact
Statement and Airport Plan, Blue Mountains City Council held an Extraordinary
Meeting on 5 November 2015 to consider its initial response given the concentration
of flight paths over the Blue Mountains, an area renowned for its liveability and
solitude surrounded by a world heritage listed environment. The Council Resolution
is set out below:
1. That the Council notes its previous position and resolutions on the proposal for a
second Sydney airport at Badgerys Creek;
2. That the Council asserts its opposition to the significant impacts, identified in the
draft EIS, arising from the proposed Western Sydney Airport flight paths on the
Blue Mountains Local Government Area and Greater Blue Mountains World
Heritage Area;
3. That the Council notes that the draft EIS identifies that the Western Sydney
Airport flight paths will have detrimental impact on the Blue Mountains
community’s aspiration for a livable city with a high quality natural environment, in
particular:
a. Extensive flight path activity concentrated over the lower Blue Mountains
towns and villages and the Greater Blue Mountains World Heritage Area;
b. Inadequate consideration and measures to address the negative impact
on tourism, recreational and the ecological values of the lower Blue
Mountains;
c. Significant increase in noise impact, estimated at 55dba, across towns
and villages as well as natural areas; and
d. Continuous and increasing levels of aircraft movement, through a 24 hour
cycle including at night, over the lower Blue Mountains, resulting in
approximately 200 flights a day by 2030;
4. That the Council writes to the Commonwealth Government to express its’
concerns with the inadequate timeframe for public exhibition and community
engagement, and seeks an extension to the public exhibition period to allow a
minimum of 90 days for formal consultation;
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5. That the Council endorses the preparation of a submission to the draft EIS, and
that this submission be reported to the Council at the Ordinary Meeting on 8
December 2015;
6. That the Council delegates the authority to the Mayor and General Manager to
undertake appropriate action in support of Council’s position on the impacts
identified in the draft EIS, including authorising expenditure of up to $50,000, the
authority to engage with other affected local councils, and the ability to call a
public meeting;
7. That the Council are kept regularly updated on issues as they arise during the
public exhibition period and are consulted on proposed actions during preparation
of Council’s submission and actions proposed as part of any public initiatives;
8. That the Council writes to seek an urgent meeting of the Mayor and Deputy
Mayor with the Hon. Warren Truss MP, Deputy Prime Minister and Minister for
Infrastructure and Regional Development, and separately with the Hon Greg Hunt
MP, Minister for the Environment, to discuss the location, concentration and
significant disproportional impact of the proposed flight paths on the City of Blue
Mountains and urgent meetings are also sought with relevant portfolio holders
from the opposition;
9. That the Council writes to seek an urgent meeting with the Federal Member for
Macquarie, Mrs. Louise Markus MP, to reiterate Council’s concerns regarding the
impacts on the Blue Mountains of the Airport proposal and to seek her views and
support;
10. That the Council extends invitations to participate in any subsequent meetings on
this matter to representatives of our Strategic Alliance partner, Penrith City
Council, as well as to the adjoining Federal Member of Parliament, Ms. Fiona
Scott MP, Member for Lindsay, given the proposed concentration and noise
impacts of flight paths on both the Blue Mountains and Penrith; and
11. That the Council writes to the Commonwealth Department of Infrastructure and
Regional Development to express its concerns with the inadequate timeframe for
public exhibition and community engagement and requests that a letter box drop,
with information about the proposed Airport and Draft EIS, be completed to all
Blue Mountains residents and that a further community information session be
held in November.
[Minute No. 749]
Given the impact on the City of the Blue Mountains and its residents, Council is seeking
the opportunity to meet with you to discuss our concerns regarding the draft EIS at the
earliest possible opportunity. Should your office wish to arrange a meeting, could they
please contact me or my PA, Carolyn Arthur to confirm suitable arrangements
(02) 4780 5518 or email carthur@bmcc.nsw.gov.au
Yours faithfully

ROBERT GREENWOOD
General Manager
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Attachment 5 - Western Sydney Airport - Letter to Anthony Albanese MP

10 November 2015

Office of the General Manager
Reference File: F03800 – 15/217134
The Hon. Anthony Albanese, MP
Shadow Minister for Infrastructure and Infrastructure
PO Box 6602
CANBERRA NSW 2600

Dear Shadow Minister
SUBJECT

Western Sydney Airport – Draft Environmental Impact
Statement and Airport Plan

I am writing to inform you that following the release of the draft Environmental Impact
Statement and Airport Plan, Blue Mountains City Council held an Extraordinary
Meeting on 5 November 2015 to consider its initial response given the concentration
of flight paths over the Blue Mountains, an area renowned for its liveability and
solitude surrounded by a world heritage listed environment. The Council Resolution
is set out below:
1. That the Council notes its previous position and resolutions on the proposal for a
second Sydney airport at Badgerys Creek;
2. That the Council asserts its opposition to the significant impacts, identified in the
draft EIS, arising from the proposed Western Sydney Airport flight paths on the
Blue Mountains Local Government Area and Greater Blue Mountains World
Heritage Area;
3. That the Council notes that the draft EIS identifies that the Western Sydney
Airport flight paths will have detrimental impact on the Blue Mountains
community’s aspiration for a livable city with a high quality natural environment, in
particular:
a. Extensive flight path activity concentrated over the lower Blue Mountains
towns and villages and the Greater Blue Mountains World Heritage Area;
b. Inadequate consideration and measures to address the negative impact
on tourism, recreational and the ecological values of the lower Blue
Mountains;
c. Significant increase in noise impact, estimated at 55dba, across towns
and villages as well as natural areas; and
d. Continuous and increasing levels of aircraft movement, through a 24 hour
cycle including at night, over the lower Blue Mountains, resulting in
approximately 200 flights a day by 2030;
4. That the Council writes to the Commonwealth Government to express its’
concerns with the inadequate timeframe for public exhibition and community
engagement, and seeks an extension to the public exhibition period to allow a
minimum of 90 days for formal consultation;
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5. That the Council endorses the preparation of a submission to the draft EIS, and
that this submission be reported to the Council at the Ordinary Meeting on 8
December 2015;
6. That the Council delegates the authority to the Mayor and General Manager to
undertake appropriate action in support of Council’s position on the impacts
identified in the draft EIS, including authorising expenditure of up to $50,000, the
authority to engage with other affected local councils, and the ability to call a
public meeting;
7. That the Council are kept regularly updated on issues as they arise during the
public exhibition period and are consulted on proposed actions during preparation
of Council’s submission and actions proposed as part of any public initiatives;
8. That the Council writes to seek an urgent meeting of the Mayor and Deputy
Mayor with the Hon. Warren Truss MP, Deputy Prime Minister and Minister for
Infrastructure and Regional Development, and separately with the Hon Greg Hunt
MP, Minister for the Environment, to discuss the location, concentration and
significant disproportional impact of the proposed flight paths on the City of Blue
Mountains and urgent meetings are also sought with relevant portfolio holders
from the opposition;
9. That the Council writes to seek an urgent meeting with the Federal Member for
Macquarie, Mrs. Louise Markus MP, to reiterate Council’s concerns regarding the
impacts on the Blue Mountains of the Airport proposal and to seek her views and
support;
10. That the Council extends invitations to participate in any subsequent meetings on
this matter to representatives of our Strategic Alliance partner, Penrith City
Council, as well as to the adjoining Federal Member of Parliament, Ms. Fiona
Scott MP, Member for Lindsay, given the proposed concentration and noise
impacts of flight paths on both the Blue Mountains and Penrith; and
11. That the Council writes to the Commonwealth Department of Infrastructure and
Regional Development to express its concerns with the inadequate timeframe for
public exhibition and community engagement and requests that a letter box drop,
with information about the proposed Airport and Draft EIS, be completed to all
Blue Mountains residents and that a further community information session be
held in November.
[Minute No. 749]
Given the impact on the City of the Blue Mountains and its residents, Council is seeking
the opportunity to meet with you to discuss our concerns regarding the draft EIS at the
earliest possible opportunity. Should your office wish to arrange a meeting, could they
please contact me or my PA, Carolyn Arthur to confirm suitable arrangements
(02) 4780 5518 or email carthur@bmcc.nsw.gov.au
Yours faithfully

ROBERT GREENWOOD
General Manager
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Attachment 6 - Western Sydney Airport - Letter to Louise Markus MP

10 November 2015

Office of the General Manager
Reference File: F03800 – 15/217151
Mrs Louise Markus, MP
Federal Member for Macquarie
PO Box 4060
WINMALEE NSW 2777

Dear Mrs Markus
SUBJECT

Western Sydney Airport – Draft Environmental Impact
Statement and Airport Plan

I am writing to inform you that following the release of the draft Environmental Impact
Statement and Airport Plan, Blue Mountains City Council held an Extraordinary
Meeting on 5 November 2015 to consider its initial response given the concentration
of flight paths over the Blue Mountains, an area renowned for its liveability and
solitude surrounded by a world heritage listed environment. The Council Resolution
is set out below:
1. That the Council notes its previous position and resolutions on the proposal for a
second Sydney airport at Badgerys Creek;
2. That the Council asserts its opposition to the significant impacts, identified in the
draft EIS, arising from the proposed Western Sydney Airport flight paths on the
Blue Mountains Local Government Area and Greater Blue Mountains World
Heritage Area;
3. That the Council notes that the draft EIS identifies that the Western Sydney
Airport flight paths will have detrimental impact on the Blue Mountains
community’s aspiration for a livable city with a high quality natural environment, in
particular:
a. Extensive flight path activity concentrated over the lower Blue Mountains
towns and villages and the Greater Blue Mountains World Heritage Area;
b. Inadequate consideration and measures to address the negative impact
on tourism, recreational and the ecological values of the lower Blue
Mountains;
c. Significant increase in noise impact, estimated at 55dba, across towns
and villages as well as natural areas; and
d. Continuous and increasing levels of aircraft movement, through a 24 hour
cycle including at night, over the lower Blue Mountains, resulting in
approximately 200 flights a day by 2030;
4. That the Council writes to the Commonwealth Government to express its’
concerns with the inadequate timeframe for public exhibition and community
engagement, and seeks an extension to the public exhibition period to allow a
minimum of 90 days for formal consultation;
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5. That the Council endorses the preparation of a submission to the draft EIS, and
that this submission be reported to the Council at the Ordinary Meeting on 8
December 2015;
6. That the Council delegates the authority to the Mayor and General Manager to
undertake appropriate action in support of Council’s position on the impacts
identified in the draft EIS, including authorising expenditure of up to $50,000, the
authority to engage with other affected local councils, and the ability to call a
public meeting;
7. That the Council are kept regularly updated on issues as they arise during the
public exhibition period and are consulted on proposed actions during preparation
of Council’s submission and actions proposed as part of any public initiatives;
8. That the Council writes to seek an urgent meeting of the Mayor and Deputy
Mayor with the Hon. Warren Truss MP, Deputy Prime Minister and Minister for
Infrastructure and Regional Development, and separately with the Hon Greg Hunt
MP, Minister for the Environment, to discuss the location, concentration and
significant disproportional impact of the proposed flight paths on the City of Blue
Mountains and urgent meetings are also sought with relevant portfolio holders
from the opposition;
9. That the Council writes to seek an urgent meeting with the Federal Member for
Macquarie, Mrs. Louise Markus MP, to reiterate Council’s concerns regarding the
impacts on the Blue Mountains of the Airport proposal and to seek her views and
support;
10. That the Council extends invitations to participate in any subsequent meetings on
this matter to representatives of our Strategic Alliance partner, Penrith City
Council, as well as to the adjoining Federal Member of Parliament, Ms. Fiona
Scott MP, Member for Lindsay, given the proposed concentration and noise
impacts of flight paths on both the Blue Mountains and Penrith; and
11. That the Council writes to the Commonwealth Department of Infrastructure and
Regional Development to express its concerns with the inadequate timeframe for
public exhibition and community engagement and requests that a letter box drop,
with information about the proposed Airport and Draft EIS, be completed to all
Blue Mountains residents and that a further community information session be
held in November.
[Minute No. 749]
Given the impact on the City of the Blue Mountains and its residents, Council is seeking
the opportunity to meet with you to discuss our concerns regarding the draft EIS at the
earliest possible opportunity. Since the Council resolution a meeting has been arranged
for 17 November at 7.30am. The Mayor, Deputy Mayor and I are looking forward to
meeting with you to consider the key issues in the interest of supporting the local
community.

Yours faithfully

ROBERT GREENWOOD
General Manager
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Attachment 7 - Western Sydney Airport - Letter to Fiona Scott MP

13 November 2015

Office of the General Manager
Reference File: F03800 – 15/217155
Ms Fiona Scott, MP
Federal Member for Lindsay
PO Box 712
PENRITH NSW 2751

Dear Ms Scott,
SUBJECT

Western Sydney Airport – Draft Environmental Impact
Statement and Airport Plan

I am writing to inform you that following the release of the draft Environmental Impact
Statement and Airport Plan, Blue Mountains City Council held an Extraordinary
Meeting on 5 November 2015 to consider its initial response given the concentration
of flight paths over the Blue Mountains. It is evident that Penrith City Council local
government area is also significantly impacted.
I am attaching a copy of the letter sent to the Penrith City Council General Manager,
Mr Alan Stoneham that sets out the Council’s resolution.
You will note in resolution 10 the Councils preparedness to meet with you and our
Local Federal Member for Macquarie Ms Louise Markus to discuss and consider the
detrimental impacts of the proposed flight paths on both Penrith and Blue Mountains
communities and to consider common approaches to responding to the EIS and
engaging with the relevant Ministers of the government.
The Council will be meeting with the Local Federal Member for Macquarie, Ms Louise
Markus on 17 November 2015. Following that meeting the Mayor and Deputy Mayor
would be keen to meet with yourself and the Member for Macquarie. If such a
meeting was to go ahead it was thought that there would be value in including the
Mayor and Deputy Mayor of Penrith in such a meeting to discuss matters of common
interest.
The Council will be in contact with you and Penrith City Council after the meeting on
17 November to explore the possibility of a joint meeting.
Thank you for your consideration of the suggestion, given the importance of this
matter to our communities.
Yours faithfully

ROBERT GREENWOOD
General Manager
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Attachment 8 - Western Sydney Airport - Letter to Penrith City Council

10 November 2015

Office of the General Manager
Reference File: F03800 – 15/217163
Mr Alan Stoneham
General Manager
Penrith City Council, PO Box 60
PENRITH NSW 2751

Dear Mr Stoneham,
SUBJECT

Western Sydney Airport – Draft Environmental Impact
Statement and Airport Plan

I am writing to inform you that following the release of the draft Environmental Impact
Statement and Airport Plan, Blue Mountains City Council held an Extraordinary
Meeting on 5 November 2015 to consider its initial response given the concentration of
flight paths over the Blue Mountains, an area renowned for its liveability and solitude
surrounded by a world heritage listed environment. The Council Resolution is set out
below:
1. “That the Council notes its previous position and resolutions on the proposal
for a second Sydney airport at Badgerys Creek;
2. That the Council asserts its opposition to the significant impacts, identified in
the draft EIS, arising from the proposed Western Sydney Airport flight paths
on the Blue Mountains Local Government Area and Greater Blue Mountains
World Heritage Area;
3. That the Council notes that the draft EIS identifies that the Western Sydney
Airport flight paths will have detrimental impact on the Blue Mountains
community’s aspiration for a livable city with a high quality natural
environment, in particular:
a. Extensive flight path activity concentrated over the lower Blue Mountains
towns and villages and the Greater Blue Mountains World Heritage Area;
b. Inadequate consideration and measures to address the negative impact
on tourism, recreational and the ecological values of the lower Blue
Mountains;
c. Significant increase in noise impact, estimated at 55dba, across towns
and villages as well as natural areas; and
d. Continuous and increasing levels of aircraft movement, through a 24 hour
cycle including at night, over the lower Blue Mountains, resulting in
approximately 200 flights a day by 2030;
4. That the Council writes to the Commonwealth Government to express its’
concerns with the inadequate timeframe for public exhibition and community
engagement, and seeks an extension to the public exhibition period to allow a
minimum of 90 days for formal consultation;
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5. That the Council endorses the preparation of a submission to the draft EIS,
and that this submission be reported to the Council at the Ordinary Meeting
on 8 December 2015;
6. That the Council delegates the authority to the Mayor and General Manager
to undertake appropriate action in support of Council’s position on the impacts
identified in the draft EIS, including authorising expenditure of up to $50,000,
the authority to engage with other affected local councils, and the ability to call
a public meeting;
7. That the Council are kept regularly updated on issues as they arise during the
public exhibition period and are consulted on proposed actions during
preparation of Council’s submission and actions proposed as part of any
public initiatives;
8. That the Council writes to seek an urgent meeting of the Mayor and Deputy
Mayor with the Hon. Warren Truss MP, Deputy Prime Minister and Minister for
Infrastructure and Regional Development, and separately with the Hon Greg
Hunt MP, Minister for the Environment, to discuss the location, concentration
and significant disproportional impact of the proposed flight paths on the City
of Blue Mountains and urgent meetings are also sought with relevant portfolio
holders from the opposition;
9. That the Council writes to seek an urgent meeting with the Federal Member
for Macquarie, Mrs. Louise Markus MP, to reiterate Council’s concerns
regarding the impacts on the Blue Mountains of the Airport proposal and to
seek her views and support;
10. That the Council extends invitations to participate in any subsequent meetings
on this matter to representatives of our Strategic Alliance partner, Penrith City
Council, as well as to the adjoining Federal Member of Parliament, Ms. Fiona
Scott MP, Member for Lindsay, given the proposed concentration and noise
impacts of flight paths on both the Blue Mountains and Penrith; and
11. That the Council writes to the Commonwealth Department of Infrastructure
and Regional Development to express its concerns with the inadequate
timeframe for public exhibition and community engagement and requests that
a letter box drop, with information about the proposed Airport and Draft EIS,
be completed to all Blue Mountains residents and that a further community
information session be held in November.”
[Minute No. 749]
The Council is committed to consider the impacts upon our relevant Cities and will look for
issues of mutual interest in supporting our communities in making submissions to the EIS.
Blue Mountains City Council is looking forward to our continued joint partnership with
Penrith City Council on the key issues of interest in support of our communities.
Yours faithfully

ROBERT GREENWOOD
General Manager
Cc

Fiona Scott, MP
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Attachment 9 - Western Sydney Airport - Peer review of EIS (excluding technical appendices)
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Attachment 10 - Western Sydney Airport - Response from Australian Government Department of
Infrastructure and Regional Development
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Attachment 11 - Draft Blue Mountains City Council submission on Western Sydney
Aiport - Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Airport Plan

Blue Mountains City Council
Submission on the Western Sydney Airport Draft Environmental
Impact Statement and Airport Plan
Executive Summary
The Blue Mountains
The City of the Blue Mountains is an area of outstanding natural values and one of only two cities in
the world surrounded by a designated World Heritage Listed Area. In November 2000, the Greater
Blue Mountains World Heritage Area (GBMWHA) was incorporated on the World Heritage List. The
GBMWHA was listed in recognition of its status as a most important area for the conservation of
biological diversity and as an outstanding area representative of the evolution of ecosystems and
plant/animal communities. The successful evaluation of the Greater Blue Mountains for listing was
in part dependent upon the demonstration that the impacts of development, both local and
regional, would not threaten the values that justified the nomination.
The City's location within a World Heritage Area places responsibilities on the community, Blue
Mountains City Council (Council) and other agencies to ensure that impacts of urban development
are carefully managed and that the internationally recognised values of this natural environment are
protected.
The Blue Mountains community understands and supports the environmental significance of the
natural area in which they live and the natural environment, quietness and solitude are the major
reasons many people choose to live in and visit the Blue Mountains.
There are unique challenges arising from the World Heritage status of the City of Blue Mountains
and ensuring a balance between development with conservation and appropriate community
development and access. The experience and issues around these challenges informs the response
of Council to the proposed Western Sydney Airport (WSA).

Blue Mountains City Council’s Position
Council is opposed to an airport at Badgerys Creek. The purpose of this submission, however, is to
identify gaps and inadequacies in the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and Airport Plan
for the proposed WSA that are relevant to the Blue Mountains. Council’s strong view is that unless
these gaps and inadequacies are addressed, the EIS cannot be finalised and approved and the WSA
cannot proceed.
Council’s submission reflects community concerns which have been received verbally and in writing
by Councillors and Council staff. They were expressed to the Council at an Extraordinary Meeting of
Council held on 5 November 2015 to inform the Council of proposed processes and considerations in
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preparing the Council’s response and also at an Extraordinary Meeting of Council held on 15
December 2015 to approve this submission.
Council’s submission has been informed by the peer review of the draft EIS and Airport plan
commissioned by the Western Sydney Regional Organisation of Councils 1 (peer review).

Procedural
The Council is of the firm opinion that the draft EIS for Western Sydney Airport has not been
undertaken in compliance with the requirements of the Environment Protection and Biodiversity
Conservation Act 1999 (Commonwealth) (EPBC Act) or in accordance with the Guidelines for the
Content of a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Ref EPBC 2014/7391) issued by the Minister for
the Environment and Heritage (the Guidelines). Of particular note, the draft EIS has not met the
Guidelines’ requirement for the “discussion and quantification/modelling of aircraft noise impacts”,
which “should include consideration of all potential flight paths”. The draft EIS is therefore not
considered by Council to be compliant under the EPBC Act nor is it considered an appropriate or
adequate statement of the environmental effects of an infrastructure project of this magnitude. The
draft Airport Plan should therefore not be determined.
The Council is also of the view that the draft EIS has not been prepared in accordance with good
practice. In forming these views the Council has taken into account the findings of the peer review
of the draft EIS and Airport plan 2, a report which sets out in detail the inadequacies of the draft EIS.

Procedural Recommendations
•

The Minister for the Environment conclude the draft EIS does not adequately consider the
environmental consequences for the proposed airport, being a major infrastructure project, and
that therefore the draft Airport Plan not be determined.

•

The draft EIS be based on the extent of development and operational activity in 2050 when the
single runway is forecast to reach capacity.

•

The draft EIS be substantially revised to address the gaps and inadequacies identified in the peer
review and so that it complies with the requirements of the Guidelines for the Content of a Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (Ref EPBC 2014/7391) with regard to the provision of sufficient
information to:

1
2

-

make an informed decision,

-

predict the potential scale and nature of the relevant impacts of the proposed airport with
a high level of confidence;

-

make an assessment of short and long term effects;

-

make an the assessment of cumulative effects; and

-

make an assessment of feasible alternatives.

Parsons Brinckerhoff. "WSROC Review of Western Sydney Airport Draft Environmental Impact Statement." 2015.
Ibid.
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The draft EIS be released for further public consultation once it has been revised to allow
consultation regarding the environmental impacts.

Consultation
The Council is extremely disappointed with the limited time period provided for consultation on the
draft EIS. It is also concerned at the inadequate consultation undertaken with the Blue Mountains
community and key stakeholders throughout the preparation and exhibition of the draft EIS. As one
of the key areas to be impacted by the proposals, particularly from overflights and aircraft noise, the
lower Blue Mountains community in particular have raised legitimate concerns about the lack of
consultation. In the preparation of the draft EIS, there appears to have been no engagement in
relation to the values of the GBMWHA (e.g. through the Blue Mountains World Heritage Institute)
and limited engagement with local Darug and Gundungurra traditional owners. It is asserted that
the process followed is not in accordance with good practice in EIS community engagement.
Council wishes to have ongoing meaningful and transparent dialogue with the Australian
Government on the proposed airport and its potential impacts on Blue Mountains communities and
the GBMWHA.

Consultation Recommendations
•

The Australian Government maintain ongoing meaningful and transparent dialogue with Council
on the proposed airport and its potential impacts on Blue Mountains communities and the
GBMWHA.

•

Before finalising the EIS, the Department undertakes further consultation with the Blue
Mountains communities and stakeholders including local Darug and Gundungurra traditional
land owners regarding noise and overflight impacts on communities and the GBMWHA.

•

Representatives from Council, Blue Mountains stakeholders and communities be invited to
attend the multidisciplinary workshop still to be held to help identify and assess the indirect
impacts of the airport on the GBMWHA.

•

The report from the multidisciplinary workshop (still to be held to help identify and assess the
indirect impacts of the airport on the GBMWHA) be released on public exhibition for community
review before being included in the final draft of the EIS.

•

Blue Mountains communities be given the opportunity to review and provide input on any
proposed flight paths and associated operational changes with the airport.

Airport Precinct
The peer review of the draft EIS found that stated movement numbers for aircraft and passengers
were variable, which, in turn, may generate inaccuracies in the environmental impact modelling.
Aircraft movement numbers were considered low in comparison to other Australian international
airports, therefore the draft EIS does not adequately state how movement numbers will be
managed. In addition, the draft EIS does not adequately quantify information concerning projected
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movement rates nor does it provide clear information that enables affected communities to directly
understand how frequently aircraft may be heard at key time periods.
The proposed runway alignment in the draft EIS appears to be based on a 1985 assessment of the
site. Council argues that given the extensive time lapse since this study and the significant changes
to patterns and densities of existing and proposed surrounding residential development, a review of
alignment options should be undertaken.
The variable modelling of movement and passenger numbers and the lack of alternatives for airfield
layout explored in the draft EIS do not provide adequate accuracy and comparative assessment for
the public, stakeholders and the Minister to make an informed decision.

Airport Precinct Recommendations
•

The airport precinct sections in the draft EIS be substantially revised to:
-

reflect the ultimate capacity of the proposed single runway to reflect that approval is being
sought for a runway which will accommodate movement numbers associated with a
significant international airport;

-

clarify demand forecasts as this impacts multiple aspects of strategic planning,
environmental assessment and infrastructure provision;

-

provide further quantitative information concerning projected movement growth rates with
specific regard to night operations;

-

provide clear information for the different stages of the proposed airport that enables
affected communities to directly understand how frequently aircraft may be heard during
key time periods, including at night;

-

consider alternative runway layouts; and

-

more rigorously review the projected population increases in areas predicted to be affected
by overflight noise from the proposed runway alignment.

Airspace Architecture and Operation
The draft EIS concentrates aircraft arrival flight paths on a number of lower Blue Mountains
communities and natural areas. It proposes the introduction of a point merge or continuous descent
mode of operation which funnels five flight tracks into one convergence point over the town of
Blaxland. This concentrates all arrivals over one narrow flight track, some estimated 100 flights
initially leading to over 200 in the longer term. Council strongly opposes this proposal due to the
unacceptable and inequitable detrimental environmental impact it would impose on local
communities and recreational areas.
Further, the flight paths in the draft EIS are presented as indicative and ‘proof-of-concept’. The
indicative nature, meaning they may or may not change, provides no certainty in the draft EIS which
Council considers is inadequate for the public and the Minister to make an informed decision on the
proposal. Additionally, the parameters on which the flight paths were modelled did not include
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noise mitigation or consider environmental impact, with the noted exception of two alternative
merge points. The flight paths were modelled on WSA operating independently to Kingsford Smith
Airport (KSA). It is considered this approach is not adequately justified and integration of airspace
architecture of the Sydney basin airspace should be considered.
The Guidelines state that alternatives should be explored which allow stakeholders to undertake a
comparative assessment of environmental impacts. Council asserts no alternative flight paths have
been evaluated and presented in the draft EIS which is considered a flaw in the assessment.

Airspace Architecture and Operation Recommendations
•

The airspace architecture and operation sections in the draft EIS be substantially revised to
address deficiencies including the need to:
-

identify and assess all potential flight path alternatives based on wide-ranging criteria,
which excludes overflight of the GBMWHA and adjacent residential areas;

-

provide greater accuracy and certainty in airspace architecture, noise and altitudes and
associated detailed mapping;

-

provide further assessment of noise levels which accounts for variations in flight paths and
operating procedures that could be expected to occur in practice; and

-

clarify how the final flight paths will be resolved under the current EIS process.

•

A referral under the EPBC Act be required prior to finalising airspace architecture and associated
flight paths.

•

The parameters of any proposal to Airservices Australia that involves new or altered flight paths
must include consideration of minimising environmental and social impact.

•

A comprehensive review of the Sydney basin airspace architecture, taking into account all
airports, be instigated as part of the early stage planning for a second airport.

Noise (Aircraft)
Noise modelling in the draft EIS encompasses a multitude of variables both from the operation and
aircraft themselves to the receiver’s environment and sensitivity. The basis for the noise modelling
in the draft EIS is founded on a number of criteria, principally the indicative flight paths. The use of
indicative rather than actual flight paths is considered inadequate to reflect the operational noise
impact and therefore provides no confidence in the stated outcomes of the assessment.
Additionally, the noise mitigation options contained in the draft EIS are considered generic and not
site specific therefore they do not present an adequate benchmark on which to manage the residual
noise impacts. The draft EIS does not adequately provide a defined airspace design, a defined noise
mitigation strategy or defined noise criteria to adhere to in practice, therefore residual impacts and
the location of these impacts is subject to considerable uncertainty.

- 117 -

PROVIDING GOOD GOVERNMENT

Item 1, Ordinary Meeting, 15.12.15

The draft EIS does not consider the cumulative effects of overflight noise on different settings. Many
Blue Mountains towns are anecdotally experiencing increasing overflight from KSA but these have
not been modelled. The Guidelines stipulate cumulative impacts are to be assessed.
Noise management and mitigation options allow stakeholders and the Minister to consider the
impact of residual noise on all receivers in multiple settings and locations. Council asserts the draft
EIS does not provide the public or the Minister with adequate assessment and conclusions to make
an informed decision on the aircraft overflight noise impacts.

Noise (Aircraft) Recommendations
•

The noise (aircraft) sections in the draft EIS be substantially revised to:
-

take into account baseline noise conditions in the assessment of aircraft overflight noise;

-

include multiple baseline noise measurements recorded in various Blue Mountains locations
and settings such as residential, rural-residential, bushland interface, natural areas and
wilderness to comprehensively assess the noise impacts;

-

accurately reflect the requirements of the Commonwealth Government’s “Guidance
Material for Selecting and Providing Aircraft Noise Information.” 2003 3;

-

provide clarity on how noise impacts will be prioritised among other operational
considerations;

-

include site-specific noise abatement options for informed decision making; and

-

rigorously assess the cumulative noise impact of overflight activities.

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases
The Council is of the firm opinion that the assessment of air quality and greenhouse gas is
inadequate. This opinion is based on advice that the peer review found that “the assessment has
underestimated the potential impact of the Stage 1 development by a considerable margin”. 4
The peer review found also that this assessment in the draft EIS contained many typographical
errors and inconsistencies that undermine the credibility of the air quality assessment. As a result,
these sections require a thorough technical and editorial review to address the issues outlined in the
peer review to improve transparency and credibility of the air quality assessment. In particular, to
enable confidence in the assessment, all information and data used in the emission estimation,
model inputs and outputs should be made available to any interested party. 5

3

Commonwealth Department of the Environment and Heritage and Commonwealth Department of Transport and Regional Services.
“Guidance Material for Selecting and Providing Aircraft Noise Information”. 2003.
4
Parsons Brinckerhoff. “WSROC Review of Western Sydney Airport Draft Environmental Impact Statement”. 2015. 26.
5
Ibid, 24.
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Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases Recommendations
•

A full data set of all relevant input and output files, and associated assumptions, used in the air
quality assessment studies for the draft EIS be provided in keeping with the requirements of the
NSW Environment Protection Authority for such studies.

•

The air quality and greenhouse gas sections in the draft EIS be substantially revised to address
inadequacies identified by the peer review including:
-

the under assessment of the potential impact of Stage 1 due to incorrect modelling;

-

the need for new modelling:


for the Long Term Development stage reflecting the absence of a train link;



that uses appropriate sensitive receptors; and



that uses the most stringent criteria available;

-

the lack of quantification of a comparison of management and mitigation measures against
no measures;

-

the absence of a firm, non-hypothetical 2063 base case for Long Term Development Stage
assessment;

-

the lack of assessment of the impact of events when air quality criteria is exceeded and

-

the lack of assessment of the impact of fuel jettisoning irrespective of the anticipated
reduction in frequency of occurrences.

Human Health
Council considers that the health assessment undertaken for the draft EIS is entirely inadequate.
The geographic scope of the health assessment excludes any areas west of the Nepean River; hence
there is no assessment of health impacts for residents and communities in the Blue Mountains. This
is despite an indicative airspace design that centres substantial impacts from flight activity and
aircraft noise over towns in the lower Blue Mountains 24 hours a day.
Consisting of a Health Risk Assessment (HRA), the scope of the health assessment is extremely
narrow- considering only a limited set of health determinants (noise, air pollution and water
pollution) and ignoring key determinants such as mental health, annoyance and wellbeing. The
assessment narrowly defines risk as the chance of a disease or fatality occurring. Council firmly
believes that a project of this scale and potential impact (i.e. an international airport) warrants a full
Health Impact Assessment (HIA) in accordance with international best practice EIS.
There is also limited consideration of cumulative effects and an inadequate assessment of potential
impacts on Sydney’s drinking water catchment.
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Human Health Recommendations
•

A detailed stand-alone Health Impact Assessment should be undertaken that includes the
following:
-

a broader scope of health determinants encompassing physical, social and mental health;

-

full consideration and assessment of health impacts relating to noise for all affected
communities;

-

an assessment of the effects on health for communities in the Blue Mountains including
sleep deprivation and annoyance;

-

an assessment of cumulative effects from development in the wider region; and

-

current data to support the assessment of potential impacts on Sydney’s drinking water
catchment.

Traffic, Transport and Access
The Council notes with concern a number of substantial inadequacies in the transport analysis, as
identified in the peer review of the draft EIS. In particular, Council is concerned that there is no
certainty provided around the introduction of a rail link to the airport. Further, the cumulative
traffic, transport and accessibility impacts, including on Western Sydney and the Blue Mountains,
have not been adequately considered. The assessment also fails to incorporate all freight and traffic
generation in the transport modelling.
A further concern is the lack of detailed traffic modelling undertaken. Arup, the specialist
consultants engaged to undertake peer review of the transport sections of the draft EIS, state that
the issues and limitations of the traffic and transport sections are “significant” and that in its current
state Arup is unable to comment on the validity of the traffic impacts conclusions reached in this
draft EIS” 6. The Council agrees with this summation and has no confidence in the validity of the
transport, traffic and access assessment.

Traffic, Transport and Access Recommendations
•

6

The traffic, transport and access sections of the draft EIS be substantially revised to address
significant inadequacies identified by the peer review including the following:
-

the lack of an assessment of transport alternatives with a rail link and without a rail link;

-

the lack of detailed traffic modelling (not a strategic model) using an appropriate traffic
model for an EIS;

-

inadequate assessment of cumulative traffic, transport and accessibility impacts, including
on Western Sydney and the Blue Mountains; and

Parsons Brinckerhoff. “WSROC Review of Western Sydney Airport Draft Environmental Impact Statement”. 2015. Appendix D. 2.
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the lack of consideration of all freight and traffic generation from associated airport uses
from zoned lands within the airport, including business development, terminal support
services and freight generation.

Landscape and Visual Amenity
The Blue Mountains is widely regarded as one of the most iconic landscapes in Australia 7. Visitors
and locals alike are attracted to the characteristic blue haze and topography of the mountains which
provides a unique backdrop to Sydney, and particularly Western Sydney. The Blue Mountains and
wider GMHBA are also highly valued by astronomers, visitor and locals for their dark skies.
Whilst a landscape and visual assessment has been undertaken in the draft EIS, this is considered to
be deficient due to a failure to adequately consider potential landscape and visual impacts, including
lighting, sky glow and aircraft light effects on the night sky over the Blue Mountains and GBMWHA.
The Council is of the view that the consideration given in the draft EIS to the impacts of this
international airport on the Blue Mountains’ spectacular and iconic landscapes and its communities
is unacceptable.

Landscape and Visual Amenity Recommendation
•

The landscape and visual amenity sections of the draft EIS be substantially revised to adequately
consider potential landscape and visual impacts, including lighting, sky glow and aircraft light
effects on the night sky over the Blue Mountains and GBMWHA.

Social and Economic
The social and economic impact assessment in the draft EIS is considered to be deficient due to a
failure to adequately assess the full range of social and economic impacts likely to result from the
proposed WSA.
The Council is particularly concerned at the lack of consideration given to the social and potential
economic impacts on the City of the Blue Mountains of having an international airport within close
proximity. The resulting substantial levels of aircraft noise and overflights are likely to have a
significant negative impact on Aboriginal culture and country, on Blue Mountains residents and their
quality of life and on the perception of the area as a place of tranquillity, solitude, respite and escape
from urban living.
The Blue Mountains economy is reliant on the tourism economy and has a burgeoning nature-based
recreation and tourism industry which depends on a high level of amenity and tranquillity in natural
areas, including the GBMWHA. Substantial levels of aircraft noise and overflights are likely to
diminish the visitor experience in the Blue Mountains, with negative impacts on the recreation and
tourism industry.

7

Destination NSW. “Blue Mountains”. http://www.visitnsw.com/destinations/blue-mountains.
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Social and Economic Recommendation
•

The social and economic sections of the draft EIS to be substantially revisited and revised,
including a detailed assessment of the impacts of the Western Sydney Airport on: Aboriginal
Communities and Country in the Blue Mountains; the character of the Blue Mountains; and on
the tourism and nature-based recreation sectors.

Greater Blue Mountains
The Greater Blue Mountains are listed as a National Heritage place and as a declared World Heritage
property. The draft EIS assessment of the potential impacts was limited to noise, air emissions and
amenity impacts from overflight of aircraft, lighting and traffic.
Council is of the view the draft EIS has not adequately considered the potential impacts of the
proposed airport on the GBMWHA and National Heritage values and has not taken into account
current international trends in the management of aircraft noise in national parks.

Greater Blue Mountains Recommendations
•

The GBMWHA sections of the draft EIS be substantially revised to address significant deficiencies
including the need for:
-

ambient noise measurements from a representative sample of locations within the
GBMWHA;
new modelling of noise impacts to confirm expected noise levels;
an expanded list of the locations of sensitive tourism and recreation areas for modelling
to include sites associated with walking tours, sporting events and canoeing/kayaking
trails, along with other viewing locations into the GBMWHA from outside the area;
an assessment of impacts on the GBMWHA in regards to the wider role it plays in the
Greater Metropolitan Area of Sydney;
an assessment against World Heritage Listing criteria taking into consideration previous
concerns with potential airport expressed by the International Union for Conservation of
Nature;
a thorough review of noise impacts on wildlife in the GBMWHA;
a thorough review of noise impact by user group in the GBMWHA; and
an assessment of current international trends in relation to aircraft noise in national
parks and consideration of the application of alternate noise metrics currently being
used in the United States.

•

The GBMWHA Strategic Plan be updated to reflect potential airport issues prior to a decision
being made on the draft EIS and to be taken into account when determining the draft EIS.

•

A multidisciplinary workshop be convened as a matter of priority to determine impacts on
GBMWHA, with at least two meetings being held.
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Blue Mountains City Council Submission
Glossary
Airports Act
ATM
BMCCAAC
Council
Department
EPBC Act
EPBC Regulations
GBMWHA
Guidelines
HIA
HRA
KSA
MDA
Peer Review
WHO
WSA

Airports Act 1996 (Commonwealth)
Annual Traffic Movements
Blue Mountains City Council Aboriginal Advisory Council
Blue Mountains City Council
Commonwealth Department of Infrastructure and Regional Development
Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999
(Commonwealth)
Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Regulations 2000
(Commonwealth)
Greater Blue Mountains World Heritage Area
Guidelines for the Content of a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Ref EPBC
2014/7391)
Health Impact Assessment
Health Risk Assessment
Kingsford Smith Airport
Marshall Day Acoustics
Parsons Brinckerhoff. “WSROC Review of Western Sydney Airport Draft
Environmental Impact Statement”. 25 November 2015.
World Health Organisation
Western Sydney Airport

1.

Introduction

1.1.

Background

The City of the Blue Mountains is an area of outstanding natural values and one of only two cities in
the world surrounded by a designated World Heritage Listed Area. The City comprises 27 towns and
villages spread over 100km of mountainous ridgeline terrain and has a population of almost 80,000.
In November 2000, the GBMWHA was incorporated on the World Heritage List. The GBMWHA was
listed in recognition of its status as a most important area for the conservation of biological diversity
and as an outstanding area representative of the evolution of ecosystems and plant/animal
communities. The successful evaluation of the Greater Blue Mountains for listing was in part
dependent upon the demonstration that the impacts of development, both local and regional, would
not threaten the values that justified the nomination.
The City's location within a World Heritage Area places responsibilities on the community, Council
and other agencies to ensure that impacts of urban development are carefully managed and that the
internationally recognised values of this natural environment are protected.
The Blue Mountains is one of the most highly visited tourist destinations in Australia, with over 3
million visitors per year. The GBMWHA is promoted by the Australian Government as one of 16
national landscapes that are a “must see” nature tourism destination. Council’s branding as The City
within a World Heritage National Park reflects that the Blue Mountains is an area of outstanding
natural value, with exceptional beauty, biological and geological diversity, and cultural and spiritual
values. The Blue Mountains natural environment adds immeasurably to the local, regional, state
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and national economy, with 80% of all international visitors citing “Australia’s natural environment”
as their main motivation for visiting. It is estimated that tourism contributes over $500 million
annually to the local economy and supports over 5,000 local jobs.
The Blue Mountains community understands and supports the environmental significance of the
natural area in which they live and the natural environment, quietness and solitude are the major
reasons many people choose to live in and visit the Blue Mountains.
There are unique challenges arising from the World Heritage status of the City of Blue Mountains
and ensuring a balance between development with conservation and appropriate community
development and access. The experience and issues around these challenges informs the response
of Council to the proposed WSA.

1.2.

Approach

Council is formally opposed to an airport at Badgerys Creek. The purpose of this submission,
however, is to identify gaps and inadequacies in the draft EIS and Airport Plan for the proposed WSA
that are relevant to the Blue Mountains. Council’s strong view is that unless these gaps and
inadequacies are addressed, the EIS cannot be finalised and approved and the WSA cannot proceed.
Council’s submission reflects community concerns which have been received verbally and in writing
by Councillors and Council staff. They were expressed to the Council at an Extraordinary Meeting of
Council held on 5 November 2015 to inform the Council of proposed processes and considerations in
preparing the Council’s response and also at an Extraordinary Meeting of Council held on 15
December 2015 to approve this submission.
More than 100 concerned members of the community attended the Extraordinary Meeting on 5
November. Concerns were raised about the flight paths over the Blue Mountains and associated
overflight noise including matters such as the absence of consideration in the draft EIS of a curfew,
the inequity of 24 hour a day aircraft noise, the loudness of noise in comparison to the ambient
noise levels of the natural bush and the lack of consideration of specific noise abatement measures.
Concerns were raised also about the impact of aircraft overflight noise on the GBMWHA and the
short timeframe to respond to such a detailed, complex and lengthy document.
At the Extraordinary meeting on 15 December 2015 …Insert couple of sentences on number of
attendees and topics raised.
Council’s submission has been informed by the peer review. It includes comment on the following
sections of the draft EIS:
•

Procedural

•

Consultation

•

Airport Precinct

•

Airspace Architecture and Operation

•

Noise (Aircraft)
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Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas

•

Human Health

•

Traffic, Transport and Access

•

Landscape and Visual Amenity

•

Social and Economic

•

GBMWHA

2.

Procedural

2.1.

Overview
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The Council is of the firm opinion that the draft EIS for Western Sydney Airport has not been
undertaken in compliance with the requirements of the EPBC Act or in accordance with the
Guidelines. Of particular note, the draft EIS has not met the Guidelines’ requirement for the
“discussion and quantification/modelling of aircraft noise impacts”, which “should include
consideration of all potential flight paths”. The draft EIS is therefore not considered by Council to be
compliant under the EPBC Act nor is it considered an appropriate or adequate statement of the
environmental effects of an infrastructure project of this magnitude. The draft Airport Plan should
therefore not be determined.
The Council is also of the view that the draft EIS has not been prepared in accordance with good
practice. In forming these views the Council has taken into account the findings of the peer review
of the draft EIS and Airport plan 8, a report which sets out in detail the inadequacies of the draft EIS.

2.2.

Inadequacy of information and analysis

It is noted that under the Guidelines there is a requirement for information about the proposed
action and its relevant impacts to be provided in the EIS and that information “should be sufficient
to allow the Minister to make an informed decision on whether or not to approve, under Part 9 of
the EPBC Act, the taking of the action ...” 9. The Guidelines further state that ‘’The EIS should enable
interested stakeholders and the Minister to understand the environmental consequences of the
proposed development” 10.
The Council is of the opinion that the draft EIS does not provide a sufficient understanding of the
environmental consequences of the proposed airport. The draft Airport Plan and draft EIS describe a
“preliminary assessment of air space implications and air traffic management arrangements for
Sydney region airspace” and the draft EIS notes that the assessment of aircraft overflight noise “is
based on indicative flight paths prepared by Airservices Australia” 11.

8

Parsons Brinckerhoff. “WSROC Review of Western Sydney Airport Draft Environmental Impact Statement”. 2015.
Commonwealth Department of the Environment. “Guidelines for the Content of a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Western
Sydney Airport”. 2015. 1.
10
Ibid, 2.
11
Commonwealth of Australia. “Western Sydney Airport Draft Environmental Impact Statement”. 2015. Volume 2. 25.
9
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This lack of certainty around a key operational aspect of the proposed airport renders the draft EIS
process incapable of predicting the environmental consequences and geographic scope for some of
the most significant impacts relating to the proposed airport operation: noise, social impacts, air
quality, human health and impacts on the GBMWHA. The assessment clearly fails to meet the
Guidelines’ requirements for the “discussion and quantification/modelling of aircraft noise impacts”’
which “should include consideration of all potential flight paths” 12. As a consequence, the Council
has no confidence that the Minister will be able to make an informed decision on whether or not to
approve the proposed airport based on the information in the draft EIS.
A further inadequacy contained in the draft EIS relates to the provision of technical background
papers. In accordance with the EIS guidelines “The EIS should be written so that any conclusions
reached can be independently assessed” 13, yet in a number of cases the calculations used in the
draft EIS are not available, therefore it is not possible to verify the findings (cross-ref GMHBA
submission).

2.3.

Inadequate consideration of medium and long-term impacts

The draft EIS seeks approval for the construction and operation of Stage 1 of the airport, from 2025
until approximately 2030. Much of the assessment is therefore based on a 2030-31 scenario, prior
to the first runway operating at full capacity. This “results in an assessment of a level of airport
activity well below the theoretical maximum that the initial single runway development could
accommodate (63,000 air movements annually, compared to a theoretical maximum of 185,000)” 14.
As a consequence, the effects identified in the draft EIS are considered to be understated and
limited to the short-term time horizon (generally 0-5 years). A consideration of impacts in the year
2045 must be undertaken to ensure the full impacts of the Stage 1 runway are appropriately
addressed and to meet EIS requirements of assessing medium-longer term impacts (i.e.
approximately 5-30 years). This is a requirement of the Guidelines: “Short, medium and long-term
advantages and disadvantages of the options should be discussed.” 15
The draft EIS also includes a strategic assessment of the long-term development of the airport
(which it states as nominally occurring in 2063 16), however the long-term impacts are not assessed in
detail and there is substantial uncertainty around the prediction of effects at this level.
In summary an EIS that focuses on the first 5 years of operation of a proposed international airport,
which is likely to have substantial longer-medium term impacts, is considered to be fundamentally
flawed.

12

Commonwealth Department of the Environment. “Guidelines for the Content of a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Western
Sydney Airport”. 2015. 7.
13
Commonwealth Department of the Environment. “Guidelines for the Content of a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Western
Sydney Airport”. 2015. 3.
14
Parsons Brinckerhoff. “WSROC Review of Western Sydney Airport Draft Environmental Impact Statement”. 2015. 12.
15
Commonwealth Department of the Environment. “Guidelines for the Content of a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Western
Sydney Airport”. 2015. 4.
16
Commonwealth of Australia. “Western Sydney Airport Draft Environmental Impact Statement”. 2015. Volume 3. xvi.
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Inadequate consideration and assessment of feasible alternatives

One of the key requirements of an EIS, as set out in the Guidelines is the consideration and
assessment of feasible alternatives: “Any feasible alternatives to the action to the extent reasonably
practicable, including:
(a) if relevant, the alternative of taking no action;
(b) a comparative description of the impacts of each alternative on the matters of national
environmental significance and other matters protected by controlling provisions of Part 3 of the
EPBC Act for the action; and
(c) sufficient detail to make clear why any alternative is preferred to another.” 17
Council is of the opinion that the full consideration of feasible alternatives has not taken place in the
draft EIS. Of particular note is a lack of assessment of alternative orientations of flight paths and
alternative airspace architecture, including other merge-point options (cross ref airspace section).
This results in an inadequate assessment of matters of national environmental significance, in
particular the impacts on the GBMWHA, which is particularly susceptible to noise and overflight
impacts relating to airspace architecture.
With regard to Sydney’s current international airport, Kingsford Smith Airport (KSA), a curfew on
flights between 11pm and 6am is viable, yet this has not been considered nor assessed as a viable
alternative for WSA. This alternative would have a substantial influence in reducing the magnitude
of impacts identified, especially in relation to noise and human health.

2.5.

Cumulative effects assessment

The draft EIS “should identify and address cumulative impacts” 18. The Council’s position is that
adequate consideration of all cumulative effects has not taken place in the assessments undertaken.
Examples include the lack of consideration given to: impacts on affected communities from a
potential expanded rail link; the impacts of traffic, including increased freight and passenger traffic
from future development in the region; and the cumulative noise impacts and long term cumulative
health impacts. The peer review notes that the “EIS is largely limited to identifying known
development plans ... more discussion on the long term strategic planning initiatives within the
region and the impacts these future land uses may have on the airport would be beneficial” 19. This
should include assumptions about future development and land use zonings in the region.

2.6.
•

Recommendations

The Minister for the Environment conclude the draft EIS does not adequately consider the
environmental consequences for the proposed airport, being a major infrastructure project, and
that therefore the draft Airport Plan not be determined.

17

Commonwealth Department of the Environment. “Guidelines for the Content of a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Western
Sydney Airport”. 2015. 4.
18
Commonwealth Department of the Environment. “Guidelines for the Content of a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Western
Sydney Airport”. 2015. 6.
19
Parsons Brinckerhoff. “WSROC Review of Western Sydney Airport Draft Environmental Impact Statement”. 2015. 14.
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•

The draft EIS be based on the extent of development and operational activity in 2050 when the
single runway is forecast to reach capacity.

•

The draft EIS be substantially revised to address the gaps and inadequacies identified in the peer
review and so that it complies with the requirements of the Guidelines for the Content of a Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (Ref EPBC 2014/7391) with regard to the provision of sufficient
information to:

•

-

make an informed decision,

-

predict the potential scale and nature of the relevant impacts of the proposed airport with
a high level of confidence;

-

make an assessment of short and long term effects

-

make an the assessment of cumulative effects; and

-

make an assessment of feasible alternatives.

The draft EIS be released for further public consultation once it has been revised to allow
consultation regarding the environmental impacts.

3.

Consultation

3.1.

Overview

The Council is extremely disappointed with the limited time period provided for consultation on the
draft EIS. It is also concerned at the inadequate consultation undertaken with the Blue Mountains
community and key stakeholders throughout the preparation and exhibition of the draft EIS. As one
of the key areas to be impacted by the proposals, particularly from overflights and aircraft noise, the
lower Blue Mountains community in particular have raised legitimate concerns about the lack of
consultation. In the preparation of the draft EIS, there appears to have been no engagement in
relation to the values of the GBMWHA (e.g. through the Blue Mountains World Heritage Institute)
and limited engagement with local Darug and Gundungurra traditional owners. It is asserted that
the process followed is not in accordance with good practice in EIS community engagement.
Council wishes to have ongoing meaningful and transparent dialogue with the Australian
Government on the proposed airport and its potential impacts on Blue Mountains communities and
the GBMWHA.

3.2.

Inadequate time period for consultation

The Assessment Process Notice: Notification of Publication of draft EIS was issued by the
Department of the Environment on 19 October 2015, with 60 days provided for the public and other
stakeholders to comment. Given the highly technical and voluminous nature of the draft EIS and
Airport Plan, the scope of the proposals and the potential for significant adverse effects on
communities in Western Sydney and the Blue Mountains, the Council considers that 60 days is a
vastly inadequate time period for public comment on the proposals.
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Letters dated 10 November 2015 were sent from Council’s General Manager to the Hon Warren
Truss MP, Deputy Prime Minister and Minister for Infrastructure and Regional Development, and to
the Hon Greg Hunt MP, Minister for the Environment, expressing a number of Council’s concerns
regarding the draft EIS, including with the inadequate timeframe for public exhibition and
community engagement, however the request for additional time has not been granted.
As a consequence, Council is of the belief that there has been insufficient time for the Blue
Mountains community to fully comprehend the nature of the proposals and the impacts on the Blue
Mountains and to lodge submissions on the draft EIS. Council considers that it would be
constructive if the Australian Government maintain ongoing meaningful and transparent dialogue
with Council on the proposed airport and its potential impacts on Blue Mountains communities and
the GBMWHA.

3.3.

Community and Engagement Strategy

The Council is of the opinion that the Community and Engagement Strategy for the project failed to
consider the needs of the Blue Mountains community as it was based on research and consultation
via an online survey with residents located within a 20km radius of Badgery’s Creek. 20
This excluded most of the lower Blue Mountains and therefore the needs of those residents, who
will be significantly and adversely impacted by the proposed airport 21, were not considered in the
development of the draft EIS. This exclusion of Blue Mountains residents from this survey may have
also led to the limited value placed on the GBMWHA when considering the environmental effects of
the proposals in the draft EIS.
Concerns raised by those who did partake in stakeholder consultation prior to the draft EIS release,
particularly any concerns raised about human health matters 22, are not discussed in the draft EIS.

3.4.

Inadequate direct consultation

Prior to the draft EIS being released, the only consultation that has occurred with Blue Mountains
residents (outside of 2 informal community “pop-up” sessions) was via an information drop-in
session on 10 September 2015. Despite a written request 23 from the Council that a further session
be held with Blue Mountains residents prior to the release of the EIS, the Department did not
facilitate this.
After the release of the draft EIS, only one community information session was organised by the
Department in the Blue Mountains. This was held in Blaxland on 31 October 2015 soon after the
draft EIS was released. Council officers were informed by the Department that a mail out informing
residents about the event was planned, but did not take place due to time constraints.
It was only after significant pressure from Council and the community that a further community
session was added for 9 December 2015 in Glenbrook, however this late addition has left little time
for the community to then formulate submissions.
20

Commonwealth of Australia. “Western Sydney Airport Draft Environmental Impact Statement”. 2015. Volume 1, Chapter 8.
Parsons Brinckerhoff. “WSROC Review of Western Sydney Airport Draft Environmental Impact Statement”. 2015. 15.
22
Ibid, 6.
23
Greenwood, R. “Letter to the Hon Warren Truss MP, Minister for Infrastructure and Regional Development”. 7 September 2015.
21
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Stakeholders consulted in the Blue Mountains included: Blue Mountains Accommodation and
Tourism Association and Blue Mountains Lithgow and Oberon Tourism. The Council is concerned
that neither UNESCO, the World Heritage Committee nor the Blue Mountains World Heritage
Institute are listed as stakeholders who were consulted during the preparation of the draft EIS. It is
also concerned that a “multidisciplinary workshop” to be “held to help identify and assess potential
impacts” noted in the draft EIS is yet to occur 24. This suggests that concerns regarding the values of
the GBMWHA have been given low priority and that impacts on the GBMWHA have not been
appropriately assessed.

3.5.

Recommendations

•

The Australian Government maintain ongoing meaningful and transparent dialogue with Council
on the proposed airport and its potential impacts on Blue Mountains communities and the
GBMWHA.

•

Before finalising the EIS, the Department undertakes further consultation with the Blue
Mountains communities and stakeholders including local Darug and Gundungurra traditional
land owners regarding noise and overflight impacts on communities and the GBMWHA.

•

Representatives from Council, Blue Mountains stakeholders and communities be invited to
attend the multidisciplinary workshop still to be held to help identify and assess the indirect
impacts of the airport on the GBMWHA.

•

The report from the multidisciplinary workshop (still to be held to help identify and assess the
indirect impacts of the airport on the GBMWHA) be released on public exhibition for community
review before being included in the final draft of the EIS.

•

Blue Mountains communities be given the opportunity to review and provide input on any
proposed flight paths and associated operational changes with the airport.

4.

Airport Precinct

4.1.

Overview

The peer review of the draft EIS found that stated movement numbers for aircraft and passengers
were variable, which, in turn, may generate inaccuracies in the environmental impact modelling.
Aircraft movement numbers were considered low in comparison to other Australian international
airports, therefore the draft EIS does not adequately state how movement numbers will be
managed. In addition, the draft EIS does not adequately quantify information concerning projected
movement rates nor does it provide clear information that enables affected communities to directly
understand how frequently aircraft may be heard at key time periods.
The proposed runway alignment in the draft EIS appears to be based on a 1985 assessment of the
site. It was stated the primary determinant of this alignment was to minimise aircraft noise impacts
on surrounding communities. Alignment of the runway clearly influences the flight paths and
therefore determines which communities will be impacted by aircraft overflight and on-ground
24

Commonwealth of Australia. “Western Sydney Airport Draft Environmental Impact Statement”. 2015. Volume 4, Appendix K1, 343.
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noise. Council argues that given the extensive time lapse since this study and the significant changes
to patterns and densities of existing and proposed surrounding residential development, a review of
alignment options should be undertaken.
The variable modelling of movement and passenger numbers and the lack of alternatives for airfield
layout explored in the draft EIS do not provide adequate accuracy and comparative assessment for
the public, stakeholders and the Minister to make an informed decision.

4.2.

Movement and passenger numbers

In comparison with daily movement numbers included in the noise forecasts for other Australian
international airports, Figure 1 shows Stage 1 numbers for the proposal EIS appear relatively low.
This may be reasonable given the relatively short time period of 5 years between the
commencement of operations and the assessment year. However, this translates to relatively low
numbers of aircraft noise events exceeding relevant noise thresholds when compared to the longer
term development plans for the site. Given the objective of the proposal is to develop a major
international airport, the relatively low movement numbers raises the question of the suitability of
the 5 year time horizon as the appropriate primary assessment scenario for the purpose of obtaining
approval for the development, irrespective of the incremental and periodic approvals under the
Airports Act 1996 (Commonwealth) (Airports Act) that would need to occur as part of the ongoing
expansion of the airport. 25

Figure 1: Comparison of average daily airport movement numbers with values included in the
noise forecasts for other Australian and International airports (Source: Marshall Day Acoustics
2015) 26
Should movement numbers in operational reality exceed those assumed for Stage 1 of the proposal,
the draft EIS does not adequately address additional movements nor required infrastructure should
demand increase in the short term. 27
25
26

Parsons Brinckerhoff. "WSROC Review of Western Sydney Airport Draft Environmental Impact Statement." Appendix A, 7.
Ibid.
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The peer review of Aviation Planning found there to be a degree of variability in the forecasts and
demand information used in the draft EIS and Airport Plan. 28 Demand estimates in the draft EIS
broadly align but the review notes that passenger growth expected between 2050 and 2063 is
unprecedented at 45 million annual passengers in 13 years. Aircraft movements also vary in the
draft EIS from 85 to 100 peak hour movements in 2063. The corollary is the reliability offered in the
environmental impact modelling based on these figures. Additionally, when considering other
Australian airports and load factors, the peer review finds passenger loads estimated for WSA
appear high. Other mature airports such as Sydney, Melbourne and Brisbane generate between 110
and 126 average passenger load per movement, whereas WSA estimates for 2030 range between
159 and 222 per movement. 29
Therefore, given the importance of demand modelling on the design, operation and infrastructure to
service this demand, the variation in some data requires clarification to ensure robustness and
accuracy in environmental impact modelling.
4.3.

Aircraft movement number growth

The draft EIS 30 provides information concerning three distinct phases of operation to reflect the
projected growth in aircraft movement numbers associated with the proposed airport, as
summarised in Table 1.
Table 1: Operational phases assessed in the draft EIS
Year
2030
2050
2063

Total Annual Aircraft Movement
Numbers
63,000
185,000
370,000

While these three phases provide useful information about key points in the airport’s development,
it is Marshall Day Acoustics’ (MDA) view 31 there is limited specific information available to
understand how aircraft movements will grow. For example, the 2030 movement numbers
correspond to an average growth rate of 12,600 movements per year over the 5 year period
between 2025 and 2030. The 2050 movement numbers correspond to an average growth rate of
12,600 movements per year over the 20 year period between 2030 and 2050.
Given the airport is generally expected to grow in respond to increasing demand, progressive growth
may be reasonable to assume. However, there is no quantitative information to confirm if growth
rates are expected to progressively increase in this manner, or if there are expected to be distinct
periods of change in which movement numbers rapidly increase. In particular, given the curfew that
applies to night operations at KSA, it is unclear if the introduction of a new and unconstrained

27

Parsons Brinckerhoff. "WSROC Review of Western Sydney Airport Draft Environmental Impact Statement." Appendix A, 7.
Ibid, Appendix F, 2.
29
Parsons Brinckerhoff. "WSROC Review of Western Sydney Airport Draft Environmental Impact Statement." Appendix F, 2.
30
Commonwealth of Australia. “Western Sydney Airport Draft Environmental Impact Statement”. 2015. Volume 1, 15-16.
31
Marshall Day. “Proposed Western Sydney Airport – Aircraft Overflight Noise Peer Review Supplementary information”. Letter to Blue
Mountains City Council. 8 December 2015.
28
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capacity for night-time operations could result in a relatively rapid increase in night-time aircraft
movements compared to day time movements. 32
MDA considers this is a particularly important consideration as community annoyance is significantly
greater in response to distinct or rapid changes rather than progressive changes in movement
numbers. They go on to advise that “further quantitative information concerning projected
movement growth rates, with specific regard to night operations, would be prudent. 33”
In addition, this warrants consideration of the potential merits of mitigation strategies tailored to
the initial phase of operations when communities may be particularly sensitive to the presence of a
new major noise source in the area.
4.4.

Aircraft movement rates

The draft EIS provides noise data relating to aircraft overflight events in a range of formats including
the total numbers for particular periods, such as N70 for the total number of events exceeding 70 dB
LAmax in a 24 hour period and N60 for the total number of events exceeding 60 dB LAmax in the night
period between 10 pm and 7 am.
It is MDA’s view that while this information is useful and consistent with guidelines for aircraft noise
information, additional data concerning movement numbers over shorter time periods in which
people experience noise would be prudent, particularly for peak shoulder periods and during
sensitive night hours 34.
Commonwealth government guidelines note the following 35:
“Polluters have a responsibility to monitor and report on the pollution they are generating and the
public has a right to know environmental pollution levels. It is self-evident that if pollution levels are
reported in a manner that is unintelligible to the non-expert there has not been effective disclosure
of what is happening.
Our experience in recent years has shown that if a meaningful picture is to be painted of aircraft
noise exposure patterns around an airport a person needs, at the least, to have access to the
following information:
•

Where the flight paths are;

•

At what times aircraft use a flight path (in particular sensitive times – night/early morning,

•

evenings and weekends);

•

how often aircraft use the flight path;

•

variations in activity levels from hour to hour, day to day, week to week, etc.;

32

Marshall Day. “Proposed Western Sydney Airport – Aircraft Overflight Noise Peer Review Supplementary information”. Letter to Blue
Mountains City Council. 8 December 2015.
33
Ibid.
34
Marshall Day. “Proposed Western Sydney Airport – Aircraft Overflight Noise Peer Review Supplementary information”. Letter to Blue
Mountains City Council. 8 December 2015.
35
Commonwealth Department of the Environment and Heritage and Commonwealth Department of Transport and Regional Services.
“Guidance Material for Selecting and Providing Aircraft Noise Information”. 2003. 5.
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noise levels from individual flights.

It is considered best practice that every citizen has a 'right to know' this information if they so wish.”
Much of this information has been provided in the draft EIS, however to MDA’s knowledge, noise
data concerning hourly noise events has not been provided. While this not prescribed as a minimum
information requirement for an airport noise assessment, this level of detail may be more
informative for assessing impacts on populations which are currently not exposed to significant
aircraft noise overflights (i.e. in contrast to an assessment of an existing airport expansion where
affected communities may have direct experience of typical noise exposure patterns). Information
at an hourly level can also enable communities to understand the potential for respite periods when
noise exposure is reduced.
MDA has calculated approximately that between 7 and 10 movements per hour in 2030 will pass
over Blaxland and areas of the Blue Mountains during peak hours. This rises to be between 21 and
22 movements per hour during peak periods in 2050. In terms of sensitive night periods, MDA
calculated that there will be approximately 5 and 12 arrival overflights in the hour between 11 pm
and midnight for the 2030 and 2050 scenario years respectively 36.
It is Council’s view that the draft EIS should provide clear information that enables affected
communities to directly understand how frequently aircraft may be heard during key time periods.
Assuming an even distribution of movements over an hour, MDA37 estimates that at the ultimate
capacity of the single runway in 2050, an arrival overflight may be expected to occur approximately
every 3 minutes during peak hour, and every 5 minutes during the period between 11 pm and
midnight.
This type of contextual information is not only important for populated areas, but is also particularly
important for the remote areas of the GMBWHA where an understanding of the frequency of the
flights is particularly important for determining how the natural soundscape of these locations may
be altered by the proposed airport’s operations.

4.5.

Runway alignment and airfield layout

The proposed 05/23 runway alignment is based on a design developed in the “1985 Second Sydney
Airport Site Selection Programme Preliminary Masterplan”. 38 At the time it was stated the primary
determinant of this alignment was minimising aircraft noise impacts on surrounding communities. 39
Further, the previous EIS undertaken in the late 1990s examined multiple layouts and runway
alignments 40. Given the extensive time lapse since these studies and significant changes to patterns
and densities of existing and proposed surrounding residential development, it raises the question of
the validity of the proposed runway alignment. Alignment of the runway influences the flight paths
and approach/departure tracks and therefore determines which communities will be impacted by
aircraft overflight noise. The current proposal of the 05/23 alignment gives little visibility of whether
36

Marshall Day. “Proposed Western Sydney Airport – Aircraft Overflight Noise Peer Review Supplementary information”. Letter to Blue
Mountains City Council. 8 December 2015.
37
Ibid.
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40
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the best environmental outcome was achieved, rather it seems to provide more for maximising
throughput and usage of the airport.
The justification relies on the ability to incrementally increase the scale of the infrastructure to
accommodate potential long-term capacity and a key consideration is that this be achieved without
the need to acquire significant additional land 41. The operational need to accommodate maximum
runway use appears to be driven by commercial interests for a viable operation to the detriment of
surrounding communities who will be subject to the constant noise and emissions of the 24 hour
airport. The EIS study undertaken in 1997 appeared to examine a number of airfield layouts raising
the question as to why this latest study did not.
Further, it is considered that the draft EIS does not adequately account for projected population
growth in localities under the arrival and departure tracks such as Warragamba, Silverdale, Mulgoa
and Greendale or to the north of the south-west growth corridor such as Kemps Creek and North
Rossmore. The NSW State Government’s consideration of a broader Western Sydney Priority
Growth Area 42 along with proposed public transport infrastructure will likely result in substantially
increased residential population within close proximity to the WSA. The NSW Government’s South
West Structure Plan indicates that Kemps Creek, North Bringelly and North Rossmore (in close
proximity to the departure flight tracks) populations alone are expected to increase by 34,500.
Therefore the population estimates for the number of people expected to experience five or more
aircraft noise events above 70 dB LAmax events during the day appears low at 1,500-1,600 43. Also, the
thematic mapping used in Appendix E1 of the draft EIS to illustrate noise impacts is not considered
to adequately depict the projected change in urban expansion in proximity to the airport. The areas
shown as ‘built-up’ are expected to grow substantially given the NSW Government’s land release
schedule for priority growth areas in South-West Sydney.
The peer review finds there is insufficient justification for the proposed parallel runway separation of
1900m which directly influences environmental outcomes and may limit future operations. 44 Global
airports operating independent parallel runways with main terminal complexes between have a
typical separation of 2000m to 2500m. Wider spacing would increase land take, with downstream
environmental impacts such as biodiversity, surface water, groundwater, landscape and visual
amenity. 45 Importantly, the runway separation will impact flight tracks and noise due to changes in
runway thresholds.

4.6.
•

The airport precinct sections in the draft EIS be substantially revised to:
-

41
42

Recommendations

reflect the ultimate capacity of the proposed single runway to reflect that approval is being
sought for a runway which will accommodate movement numbers associated with a
significant international airport;

Commonwealth of Australia. “Western Sydney Airport Draft Airport Plan”. 2015. 27.
NSW Planning and Environment. “Western Sydney Priority Growth Area”. http://www.planning.nsw.gov.au/Plans-for-Your-

Area/Priority-Growth-Areas-and-Precincts/Western-Sydney-Priority-Growth-Area.
43

44
45

Commonwealth of Australia. “Western Sydney Airport Draft Environmental Impact Statement”. 2015. Volume 4, Appendix E1, 52.
Parsons Brinckerhoff. "WSROC Review of Western Sydney Airport Draft Environmental Impact Statement." Appendix F, 16.
Ibid.
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-

clarify demand forecasts as this impacts multiple aspects of strategic planning,
environmental assessment and infrastructure provision;

-

provide further quantitative information concerning projected movement growth rates with
specific regard to night operations;

-

provide clear information for the different stages of the proposed airport that enables
affected communities to directly understand how frequently aircraft may be heard during
key time periods, including at night;

-

consider alternative runway layouts; and

-

more rigorously review the projected population increases in areas predicted to be affected
by overflight noise from the proposed runway alignment.

5.

Airspace Architecture and Operation

5.1.

Overview

The draft EIS concentrates aircraft arrival flight paths on a number of lower Blue Mountains
communities and natural areas. It proposes the introduction of a point merge or continuous descent
mode of operation which funnels five flight tracks into one convergence point over the town of
Blaxland. This concentrates all arrivals over one narrow flight track, some estimated 100 flights
initially leading to over 200 in the longer term. Council strongly opposes this proposal due to the
unacceptable and inequitable detrimental environmental impact it would impose on local
communities and recreational areas.
Further, the flight paths in the draft EIS are presented as indicative and ‘proof-of-concept’. The
indicative nature, meaning they may or may not change, provides no certainty in the draft EIS which
Council considers is inadequate for the public and the Minister to make an informed decision on the
proposal. Additionally, the parameters on which the flight paths were modelled did not include
noise mitigation or consider environmental impact, with the noted exception of two alternative
merge points. The flight paths were modelled on WSA operating independently to Kingsford Smith
Airport (KSA). It is considered this approach is not adequately justified and integration of airspace
architecture of the Sydney basin airspace should be considered.
The Guidelines for the Content of a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Ref EPBC 2014/7391)
(the Guidelines) issued by the Minister for the Environment and Heritage state that alternatives
should be explored which allow stakeholders to undertake a comparative assessment of
environmental impacts. Council asserts no alternative flight paths have been evaluated and
presented in the draft EIS which is considered a flaw in the assessment.

5.2.

Concentration of aircraft overflights

The Council objects to the concentration of aircraft overflight over the lower Blue Mountains. This is
viewed as an unacceptable negative impost on the community, lifestyle, economy, amenity and
environment of this unique area. Notwithstanding the impact such a proposal would have on the
natural areas heavily utilised for passive and active recreation, there is a significant residential
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population with associated schools, community and health-care facilities that will be newly exposed
to greater noise and emissions by the concentration of aircraft overflights.
The economy of the Blue Mountains is supported by tourism associated with the adjacent National
Park where aircraft overflight will negatively impact the user experience potentially lowering
visitation numbers and decreasing local trade. The point merge system is purported to increase
efficiency and reduce environmental impact however no other sound justification is made for
designing the flight paths as presented. Notably the draft EIS does not adequately consider
environmental impact on communities under the ‘envelope of possible paths’ except for a token
comment on alternative merge points. In fact the draft EIS and associated Preliminary Airspace
Management Analysis report state the proposed paths are ‘one of many’ that could be implemented
however no substantial alternatives are offered that reduce the impact on lower Blue Mountains
communities or natural areas.
Further, the draft EIS does not present analysis on projected impacts on variances to normal
operating scenarios. For example, if there were disruptions to standard operations, what affect
would this have on aircraft approaching WSA, could aircraft be set into a holding pattern over the
lower Blue Mountains resulting in higher noise and emission levels? Alternative operating
situations, including emergency or delays, are not addressed in the draft EIS. The flight paths need
revision and detailed assessment to explore all potential options based on wide-ranging criteria, not
focused on commercial viability and efficient operations.

5.3.

Indicative nature of proposed flight paths

The flight paths proposed in the draft EIS and Airport Plan are offered as a proof-of-concept to
establish whether safe and efficient operations could be introduced at WSA. 46 Whilst this is plainly
an essential step in planning operations, for indicative flight paths to be presented in the draft EIS
and Airport Plan is regarded by Council to be inadequate.
Airservices Australia alludes to the fact that there is uncertainty in the airspace design and “… a
more robust and thorough … analysis will be necessary …”. 47 The Guidelines state that the “… level
of analysis and detail in the EIS should reflect the level of significance of the expected impacts on the
environment”. 48 Moreover, the Guidelines require the proponent to include “… the precise location
of all works to be undertaken, structures to be built or elements of the action that may have impacts
on matters of National Environmental Significance”. Council asserts that utilising indicative flight
paths in the draft EIS does not provide sufficient levels of analysis or precision necessary to meet the
requirements of the Guidelines. Higher levels of certainty and accuracy are needed to support
comprehensive understanding of the short and long-term consequences of such a significant
development.
The Guidelines state that the EIS should enable interested stakeholders and the Minister to
understand the environmental consequences of the proposed development 49. Therefore Council
asserts that the preliminary nature of the flight paths does not allow the Minister to adequately
46

Airservices Australia. “Western Sydney Airport Preliminary Airspace Management Analysis Final Report”. 2015. 5.
Ibid, 7.
48
Commonwealth Department of the Environment. “Guidelines for the Content of a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Western
Sydney Airport”. 2015. 2.
49
Ibid.
47
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assess the localised or cumulative impacts. Further the Guidelines require the declaration of
uncertainties 50 but Council is of the view that the uncertainty generated from the indicative flight
corridors is not satisfactorily disclosed in the draft EIS. It is considered that providing an indication is
not sufficient to satisfy the terms of the Guidelines and best practice robust environmental
assessment of potential outcomes. Further, Council is of the opinion that the thematic maps
illustrating the flight paths is not of a sufficient scale or detail to enable an informed judgement of
environmental impacts.
Additionally, given the conceptual nature of the proposed flight paths and the need for further
analysis, the draft EIS does not detail how future flight path planning will be undertaken and how the
public, notably affected communities, can contribute to the next stage of the process. According to
the draft EIS, these indicative flight paths would be “… progressively refined during a detailed design
process providing the opportunity to optimise safety, efficiency, noise and environmental impacts
before operations begin at the proposed airport”. 51 The draft EIS lists a number of matters that
would be taken into account in determining final flight paths including an expectation that a referral
to the Minister for the Environment under the EPBC Act would be required before flight paths for
the airport are put into place 52.
Council is of the view that an EPBC Act referral must be a requirement in analysing final flight paths
at the appropriate stage. It is noted that under the Airports Act these could be assessed under a
Major Development Plan which would not need approval from the Minister for the Environment.
The Minister for Infrastructure needs only to obtain and consider advice from the Minister for the
Environment which is not considered acceptable. The community and other stakeholders upon
which this proposal will have direct impact need to be involved in the decision making process.

5.4.

Airservices Australia modelling parameters

Council has reviewed the Key Aviation Infrastructure Parameters for Badgery’s Creek (July 2014) in
Airservices Australia’s WSA Preliminary Airspace Management Analysis 53. The scope and constraints
dictated by the brief are narrow and do not appear to endorse alternative operating scenarios, noise
abatement actions or consider environmental impact. The brief issued by the Department outlines
the parameters under which proof-of-concept flight paths were modelled but the consideration of
environmental impacts or noise mitigation alternatives was not sufficiently addressed in the scope.
Council is of the opinion the brief is inadequate as it is founded on a narrow brief concerned with
operational viability only, rather than a broader holistic approach to airspace planning which is
considered necessary to advance the design to a stage that is suitable for assessment purposes. The
narrow specification for modelling flight paths has resulted in the draft EIS failing to accurately
consider detrimental impacts. Council asserts that the draft EIS does not adequately specify why the
proof-of-concept approach is considered acceptable nor the process for finalising the flight paths. A
design that is progressed significantly further than a proof of concept design is considered essential
if a realistic assessment of impact is to be presented.
50
Commonwealth Department of the Environment. “Guidelines for the Content of a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Western
Sydney Airport”. 2015. 2.
51
Commonwealth of Australia. “Western Sydney Airport Draft Environmental Impact Statement”. 2015. Volume 1, 118.
52
Ibid, Volume 2, 114.
53
Airservices Australia. “Western Sydney Airport Preliminary Airspace Management Analysis Final Report”. 2015. Appendix A.
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The need for WSA to operate (in at least Stage 1) independently to KSA has not been sufficiently
justified in the draft EIS. The draft EIS states that the independent operation “… ensures the
selection of runways or operating modes at one airport can be made to suit local conditions without
considering the operating mode at the other.” 54 No reference has been made to disruption to
services at Bankstown or Camden airports or the RAAF base at Richmond.

5.5.

No alternative flight paths

The impact assessment for overflights states that it is based on numerous sources including
projected air traffic volumes, aircraft flight tracks, operating modes and expected noise emissions
from future aircraft 55. Fundamentally, as the flight paths proposed are indicative and may not be
the actual flight paths implemented then the basis for the noise modelling is flawed and at least
inaccurate. Council is of the view this lack of reliable data engenders no confidence in the proposal.
The Guidelines require all relevant impacts to be defined and assessment made of the likely short
and long-term impacts. 56 This includes “… discussion and quantification/modelling of aircraft noise
impacts should include consideration of all potential flight paths …”. 57 Council is of the view that a
number of alternative flight path options need to be included in the draft EIS. Alternative proposals
allow the Minister and the community to evaluate the relative effects of each option; the singular,
indicative flight paths offered in the draft EIS do not allow comparison or quantification of impacts.
Further, Airservices Australia confirm that the proposed option “… represents one concept of many
that could be considered and analysed to provide an optimum outcome for Air Traffic Management,
airspace users, the community and the environment”. 58 This clearly raises the question as to why
alternative flight paths or operating modes were not considered in the draft EIS.

5.6.
•

•

Recommendations

The airspace architecture and operation sections in the draft EIS be substantially revised to
address deficiencies including the need to:
-

identify and assess all potential flight path alternatives based on wide-ranging criteria,
which excludes overflight of the GBMWHA and adjacent residential areas;

-

provide greater accuracy and certainty in airspace architecture, noise and altitudes and
associated detailed mapping;

-

provide further assessment of noise levels which accounts for variations in flight paths and
operating procedures that could be expected to occur in practice; and

-

clarify how the final flight paths will be resolved under the current EIS process.

A referral under the EPBC Act be required prior to finalising airspace architecture and associated
flight paths.

54

Commonwealth of Australia. “Western Sydney Airport Draft Environmental Impact Statement”. 2015. Volume 1, 25.
Ibid, Volume 4, Appendix E1, 1.
56
Commonwealth Department of the Environment. “Guidelines for the Content of a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Western
Sydney Airport”. 2015. 6.
57
Ibid. 7.
58
Airservices Australia. “Western Sydney Airport Preliminary Airspace Management Analysis Final Report”. 2015. 28.
55
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•

The parameters of any proposal to Airservices Australia that involves new or altered flight paths
must include consideration of minimising environmental and social impact.

•

A comprehensive review of the Sydney basin airspace architecture, taking into account all
airports, be instigated as part of the early stage planning for a second airport.

6.

Noise (Aircraft)

6.1.

Overview

Noise modelling in the draft EIS encompasses a multitude of variables both from the operation and
aircraft themselves to the receiver’s environment and sensitivity. The basis for the noise modelling
in the draft EIS is founded on a number of criteria, principally the indicative flight paths. The use of
indicative rather than actual flight paths is considered inadequate to reflect the operational noise
impact and therefore provides no confidence in the stated outcomes of the assessment.
Additionally, the noise mitigation options contained in the draft EIS are considered generic and not
site specific therefore they do not present an adequate benchmark on which to manage the residual
noise impacts. The draft EIS does not adequately provide a defined airspace design, a defined noise
mitigation strategy or defined noise criteria to adhere to in practice, therefore residual impacts and
the location of these impacts is subject to considerable uncertainty.
The draft EIS does not consider the cumulative effects of overflight noise on different settings. Many
Blue Mountains towns are anecdotally experiencing increasing overflight from KSA but these have
not been modelled. Yet, the Guidelines stipulate cumulative impacts are to be assessed.
Noise management and mitigation options allow stakeholders and the Minister to consider the
impact of residual noise on all receivers in multiple settings and locations. Council asserts the draft
EIS does not provide the public or the Minister with adequate assessment and conclusions to make
an informed decision on the aircraft overflight noise impacts.

6.2.

Baseline noise conditions

Baseline noise levels have only been directly assessed in a very limited context as part of the
assessment of ground operations. Specifically, baseline noise levels have only been considered for
those locations where it is necessary for the purpose of determining noise limits for ground
operations according to the NSW Industrial Noise Policy. With the exception of overflight track
density maps, there has been no direct account of baseline noise conditions in the assessment of
aircraft overflight noise. It is acknowledged that aircraft overflight noise is not generally assessed by
comparisons with background noise levels, and there are practical constraints to the extent of areas
where baseline noise levels can be quantified. However, existing noise levels outside of suburban
areas will be an important factor in determining the impact of aircraft noise, particularly in very low
noise areas such as within national parks. A representation of baseline conditions is a requirement
of the Guidelines, and the data obtained at suburban locations is not suitable for representing noise
conditions at quieter locations that will be affected by aircraft noise.
While baseline conditions are important for understanding potential noise intrusion, it is not suitable
to use ambient noise data as a basis for assessing aircraft noise level.
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Commenting on aircraft noise by comparing sound pressure levels with other types of noise sources
can be highly misleading and Commonwealth government guidelines advise against this type of
comparison for aircraft noise: “Avoid comparing aircraft noise with other noise sources such as road
traffic - While the sound pressure level of an aircraft overflight may be the same as a car passing
down a road, using this as an argument for justifying aircraft noise is likely to generate a negative
reaction; treat aircraft noise as a separate issue.” 59

6.3.

Inadequate consideration of noise mitigation

As the draft EIS noise modelling is based on indicative, proof-of-concept airspace architecture which
does not present a comprehensive approach, much uncertainty remains in determining
environmental impacts. This applies to both Stage 1 and Long-Term Operations. The final form of
noise mitigation measures to be implemented is, therefore, yet unknown and the mitigation
measures stated in the draft EIS are generic.
The peer review of the draft EIS finds this is particularly important for an airport development as the
policies used to manage aircraft overflight noise do not generally stipulate noise limits that airport
operation must adhere to at surrounding noise-sensitive locations. Accordingly, without a defined
airspace design, a defined noise mitigation strategy or defined noise criteria to adhere to in practice,
the residual impacts and the location of these impacts is subject to considerable uncertainty.
Further, without defined noise criteria, it is unclear how noise considerations would be prioritised
among other non-safety related airspace management and operational considerations associated
with the proposed airport site. 60
Further, operational curfews are not proposed in the draft EIS as a noise management option. The
justification for operating a 24 hour airport is based only on economic viability of the operation. The
draft EIS does not assess alternative operating modes to reduce the residual environmental impacts.
Council is of the view the lack of consideration of a curfew is deemed inadequate.
The Guidelines also require the proponent to quantify aircraft noise cumulative exposure impacts. 61
Council argues the draft EIS insufficiently addresses cumulative impacts as it does not appear to
account for existing air traffic from other airport operations. The Blue Mountains anecdotally has
been subject to increasing numbers of overflights from KSA, albeit at a higher altitude to those
proposed from WSA. As KSA operations will be independent of WSA it can be assumed that these
overflights will continue. The cumulative noise impact of existing and future overflights has not
been adequately quantified or assessed and therefore the community and the Minister do not have
a holistic, informed understanding on which to base decisions.

6.4.
•

Recommendations

The noise (aircraft) sections in the draft EIS be substantially revised to:
-

take into account baseline noise conditions in the assessment of aircraft overflight noise;

59
Commonwealth Department of the Environment and Heritage and Commonwealth Department of Transport and Regional Services.
“Guidance Material for Selecting and Providing Aircraft Noise Information”. 2003. 10.
60
Parsons Brinckerhoff. “WSROC Review of Western Sydney Airport Draft Environmental Impact Statement”. 2015. 19-20.
61
Commonwealth Department of the Environment. “Guidelines for the Content of a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Western
Sydney Airport”. 2015. 7.
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-

include multiple baseline noise measurements recorded in various Blue Mountains locations
and settings such as residential, rural-residential, bushland interface, natural areas and
wilderness to comprehensively assess the noise impacts;

-

accurately reflect the requirements of the Commonwealth Government’s “Guidance
Material for Selecting and Providing Aircraft Noise Information.” 2003 62;

-

provide clarity on how noise impacts will be prioritised among other operational
considerations;

-

include site-specific noise abatement options for informed decision making; and

-

rigorously assess the cumulative noise impact of overflight activities.

7.

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases

7.1.

Overview

The Council is of the firm opinion that the assessment of air quality and greenhouse gas is
inadequate. This opinion is based on advice that the peer review found that “the assessment has
underestimated the potential impact of the Stage 1 development by a considerable margin”. 63
The peer review found also that this assessment in the draft EIS contained many typographical
errors and inconsistencies that undermine the credibility of the air quality assessment. As a result,
these sections require a thorough technical and editorial review to address the issues outlined in the
peer review to improve transparency and credibility of the air quality assessment. In particular, to
enable confidence in the assessment, all information and data used in the emission estimation,
model inputs and outputs should be made available to any interested party. 64

7.2.

No data files made available for review

The peer review of the air quality and greenhouse gas assessment in the draft EIS was carried out by
Katestone Environmental Pty Ltd (Katestone). Katestone reported they requested access to all
relevant input and output files that were integral to the air quality assessment studies, as this
information was not contained in the draft EIS. The provision of such information is a routine
expectation and is a minimum requirement of the NSW Environment Protection Authority for such
studies. In particular for a peer review the data is integral to demonstrating the integrity of the
assessment. However, Katestone reported that this information was not made available and
consequently, they had to rely only upon the information contained in the relevant chapters of the
draft EIS to complete its review. As a result, where apparent errors and inconsistencies were found
within and between documents, the full significance of these on the assessment outcomes is
unclear. A full list of these errors is contained in the attachment to the peer review. 65

62
Commonwealth Department of the Environment and Heritage and Commonwealth Department of Transport and Regional Services.
“Guidance Material for Selecting and Providing Aircraft Noise Information”. 2003.
63
Parsons Brinckerhoff. “WSROC Review of Western Sydney Airport Draft Environmental Impact Statement”. 2015. 26.
64
Ibid, 24.
65
Ibid, Appendix C.
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Unclear modelling assumptions

The modelling assumptions for Stage 1 use 63,302 ATM which is a third less than the stated
maximum capacity of the airport at the completion of Stage 1 in 2050. As a consequence the peer
review found the local air quality assessment, regional air quality and greenhouse gas assessment
for Stage 1 has been underestimated by a considerable margin. 66
In relation to the modelling assumptions used in the Longer Term Development scenario, it was
assumed there would be a rail link present. Air quality for all stages is critically dependent on traffic
volumes generated by the airport and therefore dependent on the provision, or not, of rail services
to the airport. However, this rail link is not included in the draft EIS. The peer review identifies that
“as a consequence the air quality assessment of the Longer Term Development is speculative at best
and does not provide a sufficiently robust basis to support approval of the Longer Term
Development at this stage”. 67
In addition there was insufficient information provided for the peer review to determine whether
odour assessment criteria had been applied correctly. For instance, odour concentrations for 1-hour
average concentrations were provided in the draft EIS when in fact what is known as “nose-response
time” is what should be used. It is therefore noted in the peer review that “insufficient information
has been provided to determine whether odour assessment criteria have been applied correctly 68”.
There was also no verification able to be undertaken in the peer review of various modelling inputs
such as emission rates for construction activities and aviation infrastructure.
The peer review noted that while the draft EIS stated that all air quality assessment was carried out
in accordance with Approved Methods that there was “insufficient information contained within the
EIS documentation to ... determine if this is a true statement.” 69

7.4.

Failure to adequately address sensitive receptors

The assumptions for the choice of sensitive receptors for modelling, and even their identification in
the draft EIS, were unclear and therefore inadequate. In particular the draft EIS failed to identify a
representative subset of sensitive receptors and whilst a small subset of sensitive receptors was
identified, the subset does not appear to be representative of potential air quality impacts at all
existing locations of sensitive receptors. The draft EIS also did not identify future sensitive receptors.
Also of concern is that the EIS incorrectly classified community receptors separately and as having a
lesser importance than residential receptors. Community receptors included various land-uses such
as schools, parks, childcare facilities, churches and shopping centres. 70

66

Parsons Brinckerhoff. “WSROC Review of Western Sydney Airport Draft Environmental Impact Statement”. 2015. 22.
Ibid, 27.
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Ibid, 175.
69
Ibid, 174.
70
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Incorrect identification of the ‘more stringent’ criteria in assessment

The draft EIS noted that where multiple criteria were possible for assessment that the most stringent
one would be used71. However the peer review identified that this was not followed in the case of
at least one particular pollutant. As a result, the determination of exceedances for that pollutant
was under estimated and instead of no exceedance for this measurement as reported in the draft
EIS, there would in fact have been at least one 72.
As a result it is likely that the amount of exceedances for particular pollutants have been underrepresented, including those associated with sensitive receptors.

7.6.

No quantification of mitigation or management measures

The draft EIS recommended a range of mitigation and management measures however the peer
review identified that effectiveness of such measures was not quantified, nor was it put in context of
exceedances and “failed to demonstrate that compliance with the relevant air quality criteria could
be achieved.” 73

7.7.

Hypothetical regional air quality for Long Term Development Scenario

The peer review found that the assessment of the long term development scenario in the draft EIS
could only be regarded as hypothetical as: impacts were assessed against the 2030 base case
emissions as a base case inventory had not been done for 2063; changes in emissions from other
existing sources had not been accounted for; and (as noted above) there was an assumption that a
rail network would be in existence. 74

7.8.

When air quality criteria is exceeded

The draft EIS identified a limited range of events when air quality criteria might be exceeded for NO2,
PM2.5 and PM10 but there is no consideration of how these exceedances would be managed nor what
their impact would be.

7.9.

Fuel jettisoning impacts

Fuel jettisoning is not addressed in the draft EIS due to an “anticipated reduction in fuel dumping
events and volumes in the future” 75. However given the sensitivity of the likely receiving
environment for such an action, Council considers it is an omission this issue was not considered in
more detail.
It is considered irrespective if there is to an ‘anticipated’ reduction in frequency (the draft EIS gives a
figure of currently 10 reported incidences in 2014) 76. Even if such events are rare, this is considered
to be more of an argument to record and report on these occurrences to assess if any impact will
result, especially as the likely direction from air traffic control would be for such action to occur
outside residential areas and that would almost certainly be within the GBMWHA.
71
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Recommendations

•

A full data set of all relevant input and output files, and associated assumptions, used in the air
quality assessment studies for the draft EIS be provided in keeping with the requirements of the
NSW Environment Protection Authority (EPA) for such studies.

•

The air quality and greenhouse gas sections in the draft EIS be substantially revised to address
inadequacies identified by the peer review including:
-

the under assessment of the potential impact of Stage 1 due to incorrect modelling;

-

the need for new modelling:


for the Long Term Development stage reflecting the absence of a train link;



that uses appropriate sensitive receptors; and



that uses the most stringent criteria available;

-

the lack of quantification of a comparison of management and mitigation measures against
no measures;

-

the absence of a firm, non-hypothetical 2063 base case for Long Term Development Stage
assessment;

-

the lack of assessment of the impact of events when air quality criteria is exceeded and

-

the lack of assessment of the impact of fuel jettisoning irrespective of the anticipated
reduction in frequency of occurrences.

8.

Human Health

8.1.

Overview

Council considers that the health assessment undertaken for the draft EIS is entirely inadequate.
The geographic scope of the health assessment excludes any areas west of the Nepean River, hence
there is no assessment of health impacts for residents and communities in the Blue Mountains. This
is despite an indicative airspace design that centres substantial impacts from flight activity and
aircraft noise over towns in the lower Blue Mountains 24 hours a day.
Consisting of a Health Risk Assessment (HRA), the scope of the health assessment is extremely
narrow- considering only a limited set of health determinants (noise, air pollution and water
pollution) and ignoring key determinants such as mental health, annoyance and wellbeing. The
assessment narrowly defines risk as the chance of a disease or fatality occurring. Council firmly
believes that a project of this scale and potential impact (i.e. an international airport) warrants a full
Health Impact Assessment (HIA) in accordance with international best practice EIS.
There is also limited consideration of cumulative effects and an inadequate assessment of potential
impacts on Sydney’s drinking water catchment.
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Inadequate assessment of noise-related health impacts on Blue Mountains
communities

It is assumed, although not made clear, that the study area for the Community Health chapter and
Appendix G of the draft EIS is that set out in Figure 13-2 - Airport site and social local study area.
This map includes a wide study area to the east of the airport, but the study area is bound to the
west by the Nepean River. This is despite the concentration of flights over the lower Blue Mountains
where impacts on health due to noise and overflight are likely.
In both documents, there is only one reference to Blue Mountains localities, being a reference to
measured background noise levels at one location in Springwood 77. No assessment of the health
impacts of noise over the Blue Mountains is made in the draft EIS, including potential impacts on
cognitive impairment in school children, annoyance, sleep disturbance, cardiovascular health and
mental health. This is considered a key omission in the draft EIS and illustrates the lack of
consultation that has taken place with Blue Mountains residents, who the Council is aware have
raised substantial objections to the proposals based on potential health impacts.
According to Appendix G, residents in the lower Blue Mountains town of Blaxland “could (in 2030)
expect to experience aircraft overflights at significant altitude (typically over 5000 ft above ground
level) almost 100 times per day, with maximum noise levels ranging up to 55 dBA”. In addition, “...
(In Blaxland) in 2050 residents could expect to experience aircraft overflights at significant altitude
(typically over 5000 ft) some 230 times per day with maximum noise levels ranging up to 55 dBA. 78”
It also states that: “Noise levels from this event (LAmax noise levels from a 747 arrival on any track)
also reach 60 dBA at Blaxland, beneath the “merge point” for arrivals”. 79
There is potential for a range of health-related impacts at these noise levels including annoyance 80,
sleep disturbance and associated impacts on mental health, but the draft EIS has failed to consider
or quantify these impacts.

8.3.

Narrow scope/ full Health Impact Assessment required

The Council is not satisfied with the subject scope of the human health assessment undertaken in
the draft EIS, which focuses on an HRA only. The draft EIS states an HRA is an analysis that uses
information about pollutants to estimate a theoretical level of risk for people who might be exposed
to defined levels of these pollutants. 81 This approach narrowly defines risk as the chance of a
disease or fatality occurring. The assessment covers a narrow range of health risks, focused on air
pollution, noise and water quality. Yet human health is widely considered to cover physical, social
and mental health82 and it is asserted that this needs to be recognised in the draft EIS through a
wider scope and assessment. This should consider impacts on communities’ sense of wellbeing,
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safety and security, impacts related to increased road traffic (e.g. accidents and injury), as well as
equality impacts from potentially differential impacts on poorer communities.
Whilst the draft EIS makes reference to a range of scientific evidence around the impacts of aircraft
noise on sensitive individuals (such as children, whose cognitive function can be impaired by aircraft
noise 83), on individuals with mental health issues, and on wider quality of life 84, it fails to provide a
detailed assessment of these impacts.
The draft EIS HRA also pays no regard to perception effects. These are discussed in the peer review
as “Perception effects are different from biological or epidemiological risks, can cause stress and
anxiety and should be considered separately from mortality and morbidity effects” 85. Such effects
include concerns about fuel dumping, terrorism and the risk of plane crashes, and may be of
heightened concern for people suffering from anxiety and other mental health problems.
In accordance with best practice, Council is of the view that a detailed stand-alone HIA should be
undertaken. The WSA is one of the largest infrastructure projects to be proposed in Australia in
recent years and given the scope of the proposal and wide geographic spread of impacts on health, a
detailed, robust HIA is in Council’s view, an essential requirement for the EIS.
8.4.

Community annoyance

The Council is particularly concerned with the lack of consideration given to annoyance as a major
health impact from the proposed airport. This is stated as one of the key impacts of flight noise on
health in the HRA and in a number of WHO reports 86, including the WHO Guidelines for Community
Noise, which states: “Annoyance can also be accompanied by stress-related symptoms, leading to
changes in heart rate and blood pressure. Acoustic factors, such as the noise source and sound
level, account for only a small to moderate amount of annoyance responses: other factors such as
the fear associated with the noise source, interference with activities, ability to cope, noise
sensitivity, expectations, anger, attitudes to the source – both positive or negative, and beliefs about
whether noise could be reduced by those responsible influence annoyance responses) 87”.
Whilst mentioned in the introduction of Appendix G to the draft EIS as a potential impact, the
narrow risk-based approach appears to have eliminated “annoyance” as an impact, , stating that “no
quantitative assessment of annoyance has been conducted in this HRA” 88. The Council would like to
point out that the effect of noise from up to 230 flights per day at up to 55 dBA over some parts of
the lower Blue Mountains will be a significant cause of “annoyance” to its communities, particularly
given their current experience of very low exposures to noise pollution. Residents living closer to
the proposed airport and in the flight path, for example in Luddenham and Bringelly, are expected to
experience an even greater level of annoyance, yet this has not been assessed.
The peer review also identifies this as a key omission in the health assessment: “Accordingly, while
the assessment of the risk of community annoyance is complex, the scale of the proposed airport,
83
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and the number of people potentially affected, are considered sufficiently large to warrant further
evaluation of the subject. In particular, the introduction of a new 24-hour international airport at a
greenfield development site ultimately represents a significant risk of wide spread and prolonged
community annoyance” 89. It then provides further detail as to how such an assessment could be
undertaken.
8.5.

Sleep disturbance

Council is also concerned about the potential for sleep disturbance, particularly for residents in
Blaxland and the lower mountains and the lack of consideration or assessment given to this matter
in the draft EIS.
To assess night-time noise impacts, the draft EIS presents information in the form of N60 values,
noting that these are: “The number of events with maximum noise levels exceeding 60 dBA. An
external noise level of 60 dBA represents approximately an internal level of 50 dBA if windows are
open to a normal extent. An internal noise level of 50 dBA is commonly used as a design criterion
for noise in a bedroom, to protect against sleep disturbance, (for example in Australian Standard
2021), and hence N60 values represent the average number of times per night when this criterion
would be exceeded (with open windows)”. 90
The forecast N60 contours in the draft EIS generally place the townships of the Blue Mountains
outside of the N60 5 events contour, indicating that noise levels are generally not predicted to
exceed the sleep disturbance criterion (with open windows). However, the peer review report notes
that the predicted noise levels are characterised by increased uncertainty when considering low
predicted noise levels. Specifically, it provides comments in relation to the INM software used to
calculate predicted noise levels and notes in relation to the modelling used: “the increased
uncertainty associated with the predictions at the lower noise thresholds used in the draft EIS for
the assessment of night-time operations and impacts in quiet areas such as the Greater Blue
Mountains World Heritage Area.” 91
While the predicted noise levels are generally below 55 dB LAmax for the most frequent aircraft
overflights, the net effect of uncertainties in the prediction method, and potential variations in
operating procedures (particularly arrivals), introduce the risk that actual noise levels in practice may
be higher and potentially exceed the 60 dB LAmax threshold. Given that the modelling of the 2030
and 2050 assessment years is based on all arrivals passing through the merge point located over the
township of Blaxland, this could translate to a large number of locations potentially experiencing
noise levels that are sufficient to cause sleep disturbance to residents in bedrooms with windows
open 92.

8.6.

Limited cumulative effects assessment

As noted in the procedural section in this submission, the assessment of cumulative effects in the
draft EIS is considered to be poor with no consideration given to potential impacts from wider
development in the vicinity of the airport or region.
89
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Inadequacy of the health risk assessment for water quality

The peer review undertaken of the draft EIS notes that a complete health risk assessment is not
provided for water quality due to the limitations in water quality sampling (i.e. only 1997 data was
available, no new data was collected for the EIS). The peer review found that a more complete
assessment is required that includes a clear list of assumptions, a description of the population
affected and an assessment of impacts on vulnerable receptor population groups 93.
Such a review needs to further consider the impacts of potential impacts on Sydney’s drinking water
catchment.

8.8.
•

Recommendations

A detailed stand-alone Health Impact Assessment should be undertaken that includes the
following:
-

a broader scope of health determinants encompassing physical, social and mental health;

-

full consideration and assessment of health impacts relating to noise for all affected
communities;

-

an assessment of the effects on health for communities in the Blue Mountains including
sleep deprivation and annoyance;

-

an assessment of cumulative effects from development in the wider region; and

-

current data to support the assessment of potential impacts on Sydney’s drinking water
catchment.

9.

Traffic, Transport and Access

9.1.

Overview

The Council notes with concern a number of substantial inadequacies in the transport analysis, as
identified in the peer review of the draft EIS. In particular, Council is concerned that there is no
certainty provided around the introduction of a rail link to the airport. Further, the cumulative
traffic, transport and accessibility impacts, including on Western Sydney and the Blue Mountains,
have not been adequately considered. The assessment also fails to incorporate all freight and traffic
generation in the transport modelling.
A further concern is the lack of detailed traffic modelling undertaken. Arup, the specialist
consultants engaged to undertake peer review of the transport sections of the draft EIS, state that
the issues and limitations of the traffic and transport sections are “significant” and that in its current
state Arup is unable to comment on the validity of the traffic impacts conclusions reached in this
draft EIS” 94. The Council agrees with this summation and has no confidence in the validity of the
transport, traffic and access assessment.

93
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Uncertainty regarding rail link operation and impacts

The draft EIS describes the intention to set aside a 40 metre rail corridor alongside the main public
access road to the airport, however there is no firm commitment from State or Federal government
to the provision of this rail link service.
The inability to include this vital public transport infrastructure in the planning of an international
airport is identified as a key failing in the proposals and in the preparation of the draft EIS. The draft
EIS 95 notes that: “it is assumed that the proposed airport rail link is not operational before 2036”, yet
it suggests that rail is factored into considerations in the longer term.
The absence of a rail link to the airport will result in an entrenched pattern of car dependency for
passengers and employees. This will increase traffic and congestion on roads in and around the
airport, including the M4 and the Great Western Highway, forcing people travelling to and from the
airport to destinations including Western Sydney, the Blue Mountains and Western NSW, to travel
by private vehicle.
The lack of certainty around the location and eventuality of the rail-link is also considered an
omission in the draft EIS, as it would be required to be considered as a potential cumulative impact
alongside other development in Western Sydney. This uncertainty is illustrated in the draft EIS
which includes an indicative map showing where the potential rail could be situated and hence
numerous corridors where there could be potential impacts 96.
The draft EIS also includes no assessment of how a future South West Rail Link extension would
impact upon the wider Sydney rail network nor the impacts that could result on the existing bus
network due to increased patronage prior to any rail being introduced.

9.3.

Cumulative traffic, transport and access impacts

The draft EIS notes that the Northern Road, M7, Elizabeth Drive, Mamre Road and Luddenham Drive
reach capacity with the Airport in 2063, but the document fails to provide any consideration of
strategic measures that could mitigate these issues, aside from a possible future rail link.
The cumulative long-term effects of the traffic generated by a major international airport alongside
significant other development in the region, including the Western Sydney Employment Area, have
not been adequately assessed. It is likely the effects for transport across Western Sydney, including
the predicted increased freight task arising from the airport 97, will be substantial including the longterm impacts on the M4 and in turn the Great Western Highway, a strategically important transport
corridor for the Blue Mountains and Western NSW.
Council is well aware of the impacts of freight on small communities and on the Greater Blue
Mountains World Heritage Area and notes that an increase of 88% in road freight volume is already
predicted for the Great Western Highway (A32) between 2013 and 2031 98 without the WSA. The
airport and associated development is likely to increase that volume with subsequent further
95
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adverse effects and risks for the Blue Mountains and other Western Sydney communities, yet the
impacts of this on safety and amenity, and on the GBMWHA are not assessed in the draft EIS.
Council is also concerned that the predicted traffic generation from the airport is understated, given
that the modelling only takes passenger and staff transport into consideration and fails to take into
account associated airport uses from zoned lands within the airport, including business
development, terminal support services and freight generation.

9.4.

Inadequate Strategic Transport Model (STM3)

The Council is concerned that the model used to forecast and assess the changes in traffic
movements resulting from the airport is a strategic forecasting tool, rather than a detailed model
required for a project of this nature. Arup in their peer review of the draft EIS, state that: The BTS
describes that “For specific projects, the STM outputs should be used as a starting point to produce
estimates of overall demand in response to alternative land use and/or transport supply scenarios.
However, the STM, due to its limitations as a strategic modelling tool, may need to be supplemented
with more detailed analyses for project evaluation purposes” 99. This clearly indicates the limitations
of the traffic, transport and access study undertaken.

9.5.
•

Recommendations

The traffic, transport and access sections of the draft EIS be substantially revised to address
significant inadequacies identified by the peer review including the following:
-

the lack of an assessment of transport alternatives with a rail link and without a rail link;

-

the lack of detailed traffic modelling (not a strategic model) using an appropriate traffic
model for an EIS;

-

inadequate assessment of cumulative traffic, transport and accessibility impacts, including
on Western Sydney and the Blue Mountains; and

-

the lack of consideration of all freight and traffic generation from associated airport uses
from zoned lands within the airport, including business development, terminal support
services and freight generation.

10.

Landscape and Visual Amenity

10.1.

Overview

The Blue Mountains is widely regarded as one of the most iconic landscapes in Australia 100. Visitors
and locals alike are attracted to the characteristic blue haze and topography of the mountains which
provides a unique backdrop to Sydney, and particularly Western Sydney. The Blue Mountains and
wider GMHBA are also highly valued by astronomers, visitor and locals for their dark skies.

99
BTS InfoSheet. December 2013. in Parsons Brinckerhoff. “WSROC Review of Western Sydney Airport Draft Environmental Impact
Statement”. 2015. Appendix D. 7.
100
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Whilst a landscape and visual assessment has been undertaken in the draft EIS, this is considered to
be deficient due to a failure to adequately consider potential landscape and visual impacts, including
lighting, sky glow and aircraft light effects on the night sky over the Blue Mountains and GBMWHA.
The Council is of the view that the consideration given in the draft EIS to the impacts of this
international airport on the Blue Mountains’ spectacular and iconic landscapes and its communities
is unacceptable.

10.2.

Insufficient consideration of impacts to views to and from the Blue Mountains

The draft EIS includes scant detail on the visual impacts of the airport on views to the Blue
Mountains from locations in Western Sydney. In the landscape assessment, it also only assesses
visual impact from two lookouts in the lower Blue Mountains: Glenbrook Nepean Lookout and
Mount Portal lookout. With both lookouts being at a relatively low altitude, it concluded that
“Landform and vegetation in the foreground would largely prevent views of the airport site” 101. The
Council considers that further assessment of visual impact from the lower Blue Mountains should be
undertaken to validate the assessment, including sensitive areas that add value to towns in the
lower mountains.
The draft EIS notes that “An assessment of the indicative flight paths shows that aircraft may be
directed over a range of visually sensitive areas, including residential areas, recreational areas and
national parks, which may result in visual impacts beyond the airport site” 102. It further notes that
compared to the current situation “aircraft approaching and departing the proposed airport would
likely be more visible to residents and visitors in the Blue Mountains area” 103. However it does not
qualify the statement with further assessment.

10.3.

Inadequate assessment of impacts of lighting, sky glow and aircraft lights

The draft EIS briefly considers the potential for lighting and sky glow effects. Sky glow is defined in
the draft EIS as “the brightening of the night sky above our towns, cities and countryside” 104. The
assessment notes that “Sky glow can affect the work of professional and amateur astronomers and
generally limit the community’s ability to observe and appreciate the night sky. Animal populations
can also be affected …”. The assessment briefly considers the potential cumulative effects of the
airport and its catalysing role in creating further development in the area 105, yet there is no detailed
assessment of this effect which could have a substantial sky glow impact on the Mountains and
wider GMHBA.
At a time when the international recognition of the importance of dark skies and dark sky reserves is
increasing 106, Council is disappointed to see the Australian Government proposing an International
Airport adjacent to a World Heritage and National Park area with an inadequate assessment of the
potential impacts on the night sky. This could include impacts on the Linden Observatory, located in
the lower Blue Mountains, which is used by amateur astronomers as a dark sky site and is being
101
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developed as a centre for astronomical education 107. There are also likely to be adverse impacts for
the local community, including the Aboriginal community (see Appendix 1), visitors and those
seeking wilderness experiences in the GMHBA, including overnight camping.

10.4.
•

Recommendations

The landscape and visual amenity sections of the draft EIS be substantially revised to adequately
consider potential landscape and visual impacts, including lighting, sky glow and aircraft light
effects on the night sky over the Blue Mountains and GBMWHA.

11.

Social and Economic

11.1.

Overview

The Social and Economic Impacts chapters and related appendices 108 in the draft EIS are considered
deficient due to a failure to adequately assess the full range of social and economic impacts likely to
result from the proposed WSA.
The Council is particularly concerned at the lack of consideration given to the social and potential
economic impacts on the City of the Blue Mountains of having an international airport within close
proximity. The resulting substantial levels of aircraft noise and overflights are likely to have a
significant negative impact on Aboriginal culture and country, on Blue Mountains residents and their
quality of life and on the perception of the area as a place of tranquillity, solitude, respite and escape
from urban living.
The Blue Mountains economy is reliant on the tourism economy and has a burgeoning nature-based
recreation and tourism industry which depends on a high level of amenity and tranquillity in natural
areas, including the GBMWHA. Substantial levels of aircraft noise and overflights are likely to
diminish the visitor experience in the Blue Mountains, with negative impacts on the recreation and
tourism industry.

11.2.

Failure to consider impacts on Aboriginal Communities and Country in the Blue
Mountains

Council is extremely concerned about the potential detriment to Aboriginal culture and Country
resulting from aircraft noise and overflights and the lack of consultation undertaken with Darug and
Gundungurra Traditional Owners in the draft EIS process. A submission from the Blue Mountains
City Council Aboriginal Advisory Council (BMCCAAC) is at Appendix 1. The Darug and Gundungurra
Traditional Owners have immense concern and believe strongly that the following will impact on
their culture and Country:
•

“The consistent sound of aircraft flying over the bush in Darug and Gundungurra Country will
affect the living beings that remain in our respective Countries, we believe this will particularly
have an effect on birds with their calls to each other and to us being drowned out by jet engines;

Linden Observatory. http://lindenobservatory.com.au/
Commonwealth of Australia. “Western Sydney Airport Draft Environmental Impact Statement”. 2015. Volume 2, Chapters 23-24.
Volume 4, Appendices P1 and P3.
107
108
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•

The sounds of the living bush and how we hear, understand and learn from our Country and all
that is within it will be adversely affected;

•

The regular sound of aircraft will also impact on our ability to speak with our Country, including
communicating with living and spiritual beings;

•

The spiritual beings and our ancestral spirits in the Country we feel will be distressed by the very
large increase in noise; which may also affect our ability to perceive them;

•

That distressing the spiritual beings and our ancestral spirits in the Country will affect the health
and well-being of our community;

•

A significantly increased number of aircraft flying over the sky in Darug and Gundungurra
Country, particularly at night, will further impact on what can still be seen of our dreaming
ancestors in the sky; and

•

If fuel is released from Aircraft over our respective Country’s it will impact on the beings that live
in Country, particularly on trees and plants. Our deep concern is that this will result in an
increase in mega fires, which have a lasting destructive outcome for our Country’s.” 109

The BMCCAAC expressed further concerns that it holds in regard to the impacts the proposed airport
will have more broadly on the culture and Country of Traditional Owners and for other Aboriginal
community members, which include:
•

“Apprehension about the unknown long term impacts from sound and environmental pollution
due to aircraft travelling over Gundungurra and Darug Country, especially within the World
Heritage Area;

•

The direct impacts on waterways in Country and recreational cultural use of those waterways,
with particular concern for swamps and waterholes that could be impacted by fuel drops and
other pollutants from aircraft;

•

The prospect of undertaking Aboriginal cultural and educational activities on Country with the
Aboriginal community, as well as national and international visitors, with aircraft noise or
pollutants overhead, is distressing and demoralising;

•

The potentially negative impact on economic opportunities for Aboriginal communities flowing
from cultural tourism if visitation is reduced;

•

Any filming or recording of cultural activities by Traditional Owners for cultural preservation will
be impeded on by regular aircraft noise, and;

•

Having an airport operate a 24 hour flight path over the World Heritage Area, Gundungurra and
Darug Country, is inappropriate and demonstrates little respect for Aboriginal people’s
continuous use of and connection to Country.” 110

109
110

Appendix 1.
Ibid.

- 154 -

PROVIDING GOOD GOVERNMENT

11.3.

Item 1, Ordinary Meeting, 15.12.15

Failure to consider impacts on amenity, quality of life in the Blue Mountains

The Guidelines require that the draft EIS provides information on “changes in qualities and
characteristics of the surrounding areas and associated impacts to local communities (including land
values and other economic impacts)” 111. The draft EIS fails to consider or assess these changes and
associated impacts for the communities of the Blue Mountains.
People live in and visit the Blue Mountains because of its high quality of life, its tranquillity and the
opportunities presented to escape the noise associated with urban areas. A substantial increase in
aircraft overflights (of up to 250 flights/day in the lower Blue Mountains predicted by 2063) will
provide a significant noise and visual intrusion on local communities that will negatively impact on
residents and visitors alike. As detailed in the health section of this submission, these impacts are
likely to include annoyance, sleep disturbance, anxiety and stress. Particularly sensitive land uses
include schools and childcare centres, community facilities, residential care facilities, visitor
accommodation and retreats.
The Blue Mountains has a vibrant creative and artistic community who are also attracted to the
serenity and character of the Mountains. Long recognised as a creative hub, the Blue Mountains
was named the inaugural ‘City of the Arts’ in 1998, and arts and cultural experiences are a key part
of the tourism offer. The creative industries are the third largest contributor to the Blue Mountains
Gross Regional Product 112. The creative community, including artists, plein air painters, filmmakers
and photographers, has a strong association with the natural environment of the Blue Mountains
and this community will be particularly affected by the visual effects (including contrails) and noise
impacts that will result from having a major international airport on their doorstep and aircraft flying
overhead 24 hours a day.

11.4.

Failure to consider impacts on nature-based recreation and tourism industry in
Blue Mountains

The Guidelines also require the draft EIS to consider “changes in recreational use and amenity of
natural areas”, yet it fails to undertake any assessment of these changes in the Blue Mountains,
aside from an inadequate appraisal of the GBMWHA values that determined “a long term airport
would not have a significant impact on the GBMWHA” 113.
Tourism is one of the major industries in the Blue Mountains, and the economy is dependent on the
industry. In the year ending June 2015, the Blue Mountains received approximately 3.5 million
visitors, expending $558 million. Total value added to the local economy by the sector is estimated
to be over $195 million 114. 12.9 per cent of jobs identified in the Blue Mountains LGA are in the
tourism sector, with other key sectors, such as retail trade dependent on tourist activity.
Bushwalking, abseiling and canyoning are among the most popular activities in the Blue
Mountains 115, with 43.6 per cent of domestic overnight visitors having undertaken ‘Bushwalking or
111
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rainforest walks’ on their visit 116. The Blue Mountains National Park has the highest visitation of any
National Park in Australia 117, and being accessible via public transport from Sydney is a key tourist
drawcard. Multi-day walks and wilderness camping are also growing in popularity.
The draft EIS only considers the positive benefits of the airport in terms of attracting more visitors to
the Blue Mountains, yet Council is concerned that a concentration of flight activity over the Blue
Mountains (whether over the GBMWHA or communities) will have the reverse effect- diminishing
the visitor experience. The concentration of flights close to the Blue Mountains National Park and
the GBMWHA will result in decreased visitor satisfaction and the potential loss of visitors to other
locations- with impacts on recreational and cultural tour operators, and secondary impacts on other
local businesses and the wider economy.
In addition to those seeking wilderness and nature-based recreational experiences, Blue Mountains
villages and towns are highly regarded by tourists for their character and quiet atmospheresubstantial aircraft noise will cause a change to that character and visitor appeal especially in the
popular lower mountains village of Glenbrook.
Lifestyle (spa, meditation and yoga) retreats are another popular visitor activity in the Blue
Mountains and proprietors of these facilities in the lower Blue Mountains are particularly concerned
about the likely detrimental impacts of noise and overflights on their visitor experience.
Whilst there is the potential for increase in visitor numbers to the Blue Mountains with WSA, the
current proposals are, in Council’s view likely to seriously impact upon the reasons for people visiting
in the first place- therefore Council considers the impacts of the current proposals unacceptable.

11.5.

Inadequate assessment and reporting of social and economic effects

In addition to the limited scope of the assessment that excludes key impacts on the Blue Mountains
(as discussed above), overall the Council is concerned at the inadequate level of assessment and
reporting in the social and economic assessments.
The peer review found a number of further failings in the social and economic impact sections of the
draft EIS, namely that:
•

“The social and economic impact assessments have a strong focus on economic benefits rather
than providing a balanced discussion of economic and social costs and benefits.

•

The focus of the assessment is on regional benefits, to the detriment of local impacts. The
economic benefits and costs to centres within close proximity to the Western Sydney Airport are
little, if at all discussed.

•

The magnitude of change in social and economic impacts due to the rapid increase in
flights/passengers and employment between 2050 and 2063 is inadequately addressed as a
social impact.

116
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•

The results of the Social Impact Study at Appendix P, are not adequately reflected in Chapter 23
nor in the Executive Summary, despite significant impacts having being identified.

•

Statements are made without being supported by assessment of their implications or level of
significance or duration of effects.

•

Claims being made by the Commonwealth about economic generation and job creation have not
been explicitly tested in EIS.

•

There is no discussion on how mitigation measures will be co-ordinated or resourced or who the
key accountability falls with.

•

The EIS does not describe the economic or social impacts of any transfer (displacement) of
activity from other areas in Sydney or Australia to Western Sydney Airport.” 118

11.6.
•

Recommendations

The social and economic sections of the draft EIS to be substantially revisited and revised,
including a detailed assessment of the impacts of the Western Sydney Airport on: Aboriginal
Communities and Country in the Blue Mountains; the character of the Blue Mountains; and on
the tourism and nature-based recreation sectors.

12.

Greater Blue Mountains

12.1.

Overview

The Greater Blue Mountains are listed as a National Heritage place and as a declared World Heritage
property. The draft EIS assessment of the potential impacts was limited to noise, air emissions and
amenity impacts from overflight of aircraft, lighting and traffic.
Council is of the view the draft EIS has not adequately considered the potential impacts of the
proposed airport on the GBMWHA and National Heritage values and has not taken into account
current international trends in the management of aircraft noise in national parks.

12.2.

Noise impact greatly under-estimated

The peer review notes that the draft EIS states that aircraft will be typically at an altitude of
approximately 5000 ft, which corresponds to a noise level on the ground of approximately 55dB
LAmax, consistent with predictions for the Airbus A320 or Boeing 737-800. However, measurements
at other airports have demonstrated that aircraft at that altitude are generally higher than those
predicted using the same methodology, and accordingly noise levels in practise could be higher 119.
The draft EIS then goes on to say that “noise levels below 50 and 55dB LAmax are ‘not significant” 120.
Background noise levels throughout the Blue Mountains national park will vary widely according to
proximity to natural sound sources and, at the perimeters of the park, proximity to urban areas. The
draft EIS does not provide noise data to quantify underlying background noise conditions throughout
118
119
120
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the park, however many areas would be expected to regularly experience background noise levels
well below 30 dBA. Even lower background values below 20 dBA would be expected at wilderness
locations that are distant from urban areas and natural sources of noise such as watercourses.
Studies have shown that loudness (dBA) alone is not the key impact of a noise on users but rather
the type of noise (whether it is expected in that environment or not) and duration also play a major
part. The draft EIS shows no such differentiation and notes, without reference to a source, that bird
calls within a wilderness setting are between 50-60 dBA and are comparable to aircraft noise levels.
The sound characteristic of bird call is entirely different to aircraft noise and is of lesser duration
than that of aircraft. Further, bird song is expected (if not anticipated) within that receiving
environment in contrast to aircraft noise which is an unexpected and intrusive noise in this type of
environment. Accordingly, as found by the peer review, it is not appropriate to assess aircraft noise
intrusion by comparing sound pressure levels; the characteristics of aircraft noise and natural sounds
and very different, and are interpreted in very different ways.
In lieu of an appraisal of the impacts of aircraft noise on the natural soundscape and tranquility of
the GBMWHA, the draft EIS presents an assessment of significance by referring to the NSW
Industrial Noise Policy and to 55 dB LAmax in tranquil areas. This policy is not applicable to aircraft
noise. Specifically, the scope of the policy states that “Examples of noise sources that are NOT dealt
with by the policy are: transportation corridors (roadways, railways and air corridors) 121”. The
Industrial Noise Policy is therefore not applicable to aircraft noise and does not provide a
satisfactory basis for assessment.
Irrespective of the limitations of assessing aircraft noise on the basis of sound pressure levels, a clear
argument can be made that regular aircraft events of 50-55dBA would be clearly audible and distinct
in the low background noise environment within the national park, and will therefore significantly
alter the natural sound characteristics. This is considered clearly not acceptable, nor appropriate,
for a World Heritage Area.
The peer review states the assessment of noise impacts in tranquil areas is complex and guidance on
the subject is limited. Levels below 55 dB LAmax could be considered intrusive and it is not considered
appropriate to assess noise intrusion by comparing sound pressure levels. The characteristics of
aircraft noise and natural sound sources are different and are interpreted in different ways. The
peer review concludes that “The potential for a large number of audible events below 50–55 dB LAmax
is therefore considered to potentially represent a significant and widespread impact within the
GBMWHA.” Further, the assessment of impact in the draft EIS that this is ‘not significant’ is not
considered to have been “sufficiently justified, and the assessment may therefore not adequately
reflect the potential impact to the values of tranquillity within the World Heritage Area” 122.

12.3.

Inadequate choice of sensitive receivers

The peer review identified that the choice of sensitive receivers used in the draft EIS was not
representative and limited in scope to areas in the upper Blue Mountains such as Echo Point and
wilderness areas. It did not include sensitive areas that add value to towns in the lower Blue
Mountains. It was clearly identified that sites associated with walking tours, sporting events and
121
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canoeing/kayaking trails should be included along with other viewing locations that are outside the
GBMWHA123.

12.4.

The wider role of the GBMWHA

The role of GBMWHA is at its highest level that of a World Heritage Area but it is also a National Park
and provides a range of recreational, ecological and visual functions at the edge of an international
city. No consideration has been given to any of these important and associated functions in the
draft EIS.

12.5.

Impact on the listing

While the draft EIS contained an assessment against the criteria of the World Heritage Listing, there
was no recognition that at the time of original listing the likely impact of the airport was of
concern124.
In fact, the potential impact from an airport at Badgery’s Creek was given as a reason at the time for
deferral of the initial listing of the GBMWHA, as noted in July 1999:
“At its twenty-third ordinary session, the Bureau decided to defer the present nomination under
natural criteria and to invite the Australian authorities to consider the possibility of a serial
nomination to cover the full range of values of eucalyptus ecosystems. The Bureau also noted a
number of impacts, including 155 inholdings and the potential for an airport at Badgerys Creek,
which might compromise the integrity of the area. 125” (Emphasis added).
Neither this issue, nor the concerns raised by the IUCN at the time, have been addressed in the draft
EIS and this is considered a serious oversight in light of the identification of airports as a risk factor to
World Heritage Area listings by UNESCO.
It is also noted that the draft EIS includes an assessment against values in the GBMWHA Strategic
Plan. However it should be clearly noted that the values were developed in the context of there
being no proposed airport and it is suggested that the Strategic Plan would be different if the
operation of the proposed airport was taken into account.

12.6.

Workshop on impacts to be held after the first draft of EIS

The draft EIS notes that “a detailed assessment of significance of impacts on the BMWHA will be
included in a Final Draft of this report after a multidisciplinary workshop is held to help identify and
assess potential impacts” 126.
Council considers it is demonstrably inadequate that this workshop be held after the release of the
draft EIS and shows a serious lack of understanding of the GBMWHA. It is considered there will be
definite and considerable impact and, given the level of impact, that more than one workshop will
be required and that new research may be identified as a priority action to be carried out.
123
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No consideration for impact on wildlife

Council notes the noise impacts for the GBMWHA in the draft EIS focus primarily on human users
and not on potential impacts on wildlife.
Noise impacts on wildlife in the draft EIS are focused on flight or fight responses for noise levels
above 65dBA and it was concluded that such noise levels would not be experienced in the
GBMWHA. There is also an assertion that “fauna are likely to become habituated to the elevated
noise levels in the long term 127”.
The studies used for these conclusions in the draft EIS are, respectively, for raptors and for black
ducks and wood ducks. In fact, the black duck and wood duck study cited in the draft EIS concluded
that only one of those species became habituated to noise while the other did not. It is therefore
inappropriate to assert a one species response can be extrapolated for the range of fauna in the
GBMWHA.
In particular, more recent research128 shows increased noise levels lead to changes in animal
behaviour and distribution, thereby impacting on the ecological integrity of these areas. It should be
noted that noise impacts for animals includes a rise in background noise impacting masking signals
for communication, navigation, prey detection, predator avoidance and environmental monitoring.

12.8.

Why people visit the GBMWHA

The draft EIS states that there will be no real impact on users of the GBMWHA in terms of amenity,
however this is based on dBA levels alone and not in the context of the user. In particular, the
characteristics of aircraft noise and natural sounds are very different and studies 129 reference show
the recreational area users are more sensitive to artificial noise intrusion.
As an example, visitors to natural areas from a US study 130 showed that 72% of respondents thought
providing a natural quiet environment, where the sounds of nature were dominant, was a very
important reason for visiting with another 23% respondents thinking it was somewhat important.
Any change to natural ambient sound levels would therefore be a great impact on these users, such
as those using the walking trails in the Nattai wilderness area, where increased noise levels are
indicated to occur.
A recent 2014 US research paper 131 confirmed earlier findings that the users of these areas are more
sensitive to aircraft noise than casual or first time viewers from a lookout, making noise impacts an
even greater issue for useability. The numbers of walkers and campers in the GBMWHA potentially
impacted by proposed flight paths would be substantial and, given the importance of these users to
the tourism economy in the Blue Mountains, potentially disastrous to the economy of the Blue
Mountains.
127
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International trends

MDA132 advises the US ACRP publication 133 provides an overview of the state of current knowledge
of aircraft noise impact assessment in a range of areas, including a dedicated discussion on the
effects of aviation noise on parks, open spaces and wilderness areas 134.
It discusses the legislative measures that have been implemented in the US to instigate measures for
the preservation of quiet and natural soundscapes in national parks. In response to these legislative
initiatives, a number of wide scale surveys have been carried out in US national parks in an effort to
assess the impact of aircraft noise on park user’s experience of the natural environment. These
surveys confirmed noise as a key impact to consider for wilderness settings and importantly
indicates there may be limitations to assessing aircraft noise intrusion in natural settings on the basis
of noise level information. Instead, in low noise level environments predominantly characterised by
natural sound sources, the regularity of intrusion by man-made sound sources, the duration of
periods affected by noise that is unexpected in the setting, and the duration of periods in which the
natural soundscape can be experienced without such intrusions, may be more relevant to the
assessment of noise impacts in wilderness settings.
The US ACARP publication then refers to a number of alternative noise metrics such as measures to
quantify the time that aircraft noise is audible above the background noise. These types of metrics
can be calculated using the Integrated Noise Model (INM) software used for the draft EIS noise
modelling. This type of information however, has not been presented or considered in the draft EIS
chapter concerning the GBMWHA.
For example, it is noted the US Government is moving to manage overflight activity in the Grand
Canyon National Park to substantially restore natural quiet. A common element to all options being
considered to manage aircraft over the park is the reduction of noise from aircraft operations at or
below 17,999 feet MSL within the Special Flight Rules Area is to result in 50% or more of the park
achieving restoration of natural quiet (i.e., no aircraft audible) for 75% to 100% of the day, each and
every day. 50% of the park is the minimum restoration goal. 135
MDA136 advise also that in addition to the US ACRP publication, a further indication of the emphasis
on natural soundscape preservation in wilderness areas in the US is evident from the US National
Park Services’ approach to noise management 137. For example, the National Park Service policy for
soundscape management states:
‘Using appropriate management planning, superintendents will identify what levels of humancaused sound can be accepted within the management purposes of parks... In and adjacent to
parks, the Service will monitor human activities that generate noise that adversely affects park
soundscapes, including noise caused by mechanical or electronic devices. The Service will take
132
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action to prevent or minimize all noise that, through frequency, magnitude, or duration, adversely
affects the natural soundscape or other park resources or values, or that exceeds levels that have
been identified as being acceptable to, or appropriate for, visitor uses at the sites being
monitored. 138”
MDA139 notes also that the noise impact assessments carried out for monorail operations near the
Fiordland National Park in New Zealand were directed at effectively achieving inaudibility where
practical to do so in the more remote locations unlikely to experience significant man-made noise
intrusion. Noise control measures for a rail system are clearly more viable than for airport
operations where there are practical limits on what can be achieved. However, the example is noted
for the purpose of providing further context to the sensitivity of wilderness locations to audible
intrusion of man-mad noise sources.
To MDA’s knowledge there is no legislation or policy in Australia that specifically sets out obligations
for the control of aircraft noise in national parks, nor for the preservation of natural soundscapes.
However, the type of information outlined above highlights the importance of preserving natural
soundscapes in high value wilderness settings. As noted in the peer review 140, given the status of
the Blue Mountains as a World Heritage Area, and the potential for intrusive impacts, Council is of
the view that further assessment of this sensitive receiver location is considered to be warranted,
addressing the types of alternative assessment information discussed in the US ACRP publication.

12.10. Recommendations
•

138

The GBMWHA sections of the draft EIS be substantially revised to address significant deficiencies
including the need for:
-

ambient noise measurements from a representative sample of locations within the
GBMWHA;

-

new modelling of noise impacts to confirm expected noise levels;

-

an expanded list of the locations of sensitive tourism and recreation areas for modelling to
include sites associated with walking tours, sporting events and canoeing/kayaking trails,
along with other viewing locations into the GBMWHA from outside the area;

-

an assessment of impacts on the GBMWHA in regards to the wider role it plays in the
Greater Metropolitan Area of Sydney;

-

an assessment against World Heritage Listing criteria taking into consideration previous
concerns with potential airport expressed by the International Union for Conservation of
Nature;

-

a thorough review of noise impacts on wildlife in the GBMWHA;

National Park Service, U.S. Department of the Interior. “Management Policies.” 2006. 4.9 Soundscape Management.
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-

a thorough review of noise impact by user group in the GBMWHA; and

-

an assessment of current international trends in relation to aircraft noise in national parks
and consideration of the application of alternate noise metrics currently being used in the
United States.

•

The GBMWHA Strategic Plan be updated to reflect potential airport issues prior to a decision
being made on the draft EIS and to be taken into account when determining the draft EIS.

•

A multidisciplinary workshop be convened as a matter of priority to determine impacts on
GBMWHA, with at least two meetings being held.
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Blue Mountains City Council Aboriginal Advisory Council submission on the possible impacts
on Aboriginal Country and Culture in the Blue Mountains by aircraft using the proposed
Western Sydney Airport.
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Appendix 1
Blue Mountains City Council Aboriginal Advisory Council submission on the possible impacts on
Aboriginal Country and Culture in the Blue Mountains by aircraft using the proposed Western
Sydney Airport
Purpose of Memorandum:
To set out the concerns of the BMCC Aboriginal Advisory Committee (BMCC ACC) for inclusion in the
submission by BMCC regarding the possible impacts on Aboriginal Country and Culture in the Blue
Mountains by aircraft using the proposed Western Sydney Airport.
Background:
At the meeting of the Blue Mountains City Council Aboriginal Advisory Council (BMCCACC) of 14 May
2015, the committee expressed its strong concerns about the impacts of the proposed Western
Sydney Airport on the Blue Mountains, particularly the impacts on Aboriginal country and culture.
The Darug and Gundungurra Traditional Owner members of the BMCC Aboriginal Advisory Council
have expressed their concerns that the air traffic created by the proposed Western Sydney Airport
will impact on their Country and on their cultural beliefs and practices. The position put forward by
these Traditional Owners is supported by the whole BMCC Aboriginal Advisory Council.
The Darug and Gundungurra Traditional Owners feel immense concern and believe very strongly
that the following will impact on their culture and Country:
•

The consistent sound of aircraft flying over the bush in Darug and Gundungurra Country will
affect the living beings that remain in our respective Countries, we believe this will particularly
have an effect on birds with their calls to each other and to us being drowned out by jet engines;

•

The sounds of the living bush and how we hear, understand and learn from our Country and all
that is within it will be adversely effected;

•

The regular sound of aircraft will also impact on our ability to speak with our Country, including
communicating with living and spiritual beings;

•

The spiritual beings and our ancestral spirits in the Country we feel will be distressed by the very
large increase in noise; which may also affect our ability to perceive them;

•

That distressing the spiritual beings and our ancestral spirits in the Country will affect the health
and well-being of our community;

•

A significantly increased number of aircraft flying over the sky in Darug and Gundungurra
Country, particularly at night, will further impact on what can still be seen of our dreaming
ancestors in the sky; and

•

If fuel is released from Aircraft over our respective Country’s it will impact on the beings that live
in Country, particularly on trees and plants. Our deep concern is that this will result in an
increase in mega fires, which have a lasting destructive outcome for our Country’s.
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The BMCC AAC expressed further concerns that it holds in regard to the impacts the proposed
airport will have more broadly the culture and Country of Traditional Owners and for other
Aboriginal community members, which include:
•

Apprehension about the unknown long term impacts from sound and environmental pollution
due to aircraft travelling over Gundungurra and Darug Country, especially within the World
Heritage Area;

•

The direct impacts on waterways in Country and recreational cultural use of those waterways,
with particular concern for swamps and waterholes that could be impacted by fuel drops and
other pollutants from aircraft;

•

The prospect of undertaking Aboriginal cultural and educational activities on Country with the
Aboriginal community, as well as national and international visitors, with aircraft noise or
pollutants overhead, is distressing and demoralising;

•

The potentially negative impact on economic opportunities for Aboriginal communities flowing
from cultural tourism if visitation is reduced;

•

Any filming or recording of cultural activities by Traditional Owners for cultural preservation will
be impeded on by regular aircraft noise, and;

•

Having an airport operate a 24 hour flight path over the World Heritage Area, Gundungurra and
Darug Country, is inappropriate and demonstrates little respect for Aboriginal people’s
continuous use of and connection to Country.

Therefore, the BMCC AAC states its concerns and the specific distress sensed by Darug and
Gundungurra Traditional Owners documented in this memorandum. The BMCC AAC intends that this
memorandum is an accompaniment to the Council’s submission on the proposed Western Sydney
Airport.
Further to this, the BMCC AAC acknowledges Blue Mountains City Council for the opportunity to
formally submit an Aboriginal community perspective on this matter, with particular emphasis on
the disconcerting implications the airport will have on Gundungurra and Darug Country.
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