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Nature Conservation Saves for Tomorrow

Date: 17-Dec-2015

To: Department of Infrastructure and Regional Deyment
Western Sydney Airport Submission
Western Sydney Unit
GPO Box 594
Canberra ACT 2601

Subject: Submission on Draft Environmental Impaet&nent
Proposed Western Sydney Airport

The Blue Mountains Conservation Society is a comtyurased volunteer organisation with over
830 members. Its mission is to help conserve #teral environment of the Greater Blue
Mountains, and to increase awareness of the naovalonment in general.

| write on behalf of our Membership to oppose theppsed Western Sydney Airport on the
following grounds:

* A ‘Second’ Airport is not needed in Sydney

* Growth in passenger movement along the east coakt be better handled by High Speed Rail
» Risk of impact on the Greater Blue Mountains Watktitage Area

* Risk of impact on the Sydney Drinking Water Catchise

» Risk of impact on declared Wilderness Areas

* Increased Greenhouse Gas Emissions

» Destruction of vegetation at the Badgerys Creekairsite

* Risk of impact on eco-tourism in the Blue Mountains

* Risk of impact on Blue Mountains communities

» Risk to critical infrastructure near the proposerpért site

We note that the draft EIS does not adequatelyesddhese issues and reject your Conclusion that
the Environmental Impacts of the proposed Airpart be mitigated in a meaningful way.

We have detailed our objections to the proposepdhirin the following pages, referencing and in a
similar order to the draft EIS document.

We respectfully urge you to abandon this project tamn the resources to creating an East Coast
Fast Train Network for the 21st Century.

Ross Coster

Convenor — No Western Sydney Airport Sub-Committee
Blue Mountains Conservation Society
nwsa@bluemountains.org,au
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1. Executive Summary

The Executive Summary is a glossy document thatptes the Airport project, rather than
detailing the Environmental Impact.

Most numbers in the Executive Summary are abowt early-stage operation of the proposed
Airport in the year 2030.

The long-term impacts of the proposed Airport atbnes the impact of this early-stage proposal,
and these should have been detailed in the Exec8timmary.

1.1. Greenhouse Gas Emissions

We note with distaste this statement from page 34:

Greenhouse gas emissions from the Stage 1 developaee been estimated to comprise 0.13 M-CO
e/annum, with the majority of emissions associatild purchased electricity. The Scope 1 and Scope 2
greenhouse gas emissions estimated from the pro&isge 1 development would represent approximately
0.10 per cent of Australia’s projected 2030 trangpelated greenhouse gas emission inventory. R t
reason, it can be concluded the greenhouse gaseEmssfrom the proposed airport would not be materi

in terms of the national inventory.

The number of 0.13Mt is the 2030 number, ardudes Aircraft emissionbut then compares the
number withall 2030 transport-related greenhouse gas emissions

This is akin to calculating the greenhouse gas @oms from a new motorway without including
emissions from cars and trucks that will traveiton

This is a deceptive statement and should be cedetthe Draft EIS proceeds to a Final version.

1.2. Flight Paths

The flight paths in the Executive Summary on p&feand 21 have caused considerable angst in
the Blue Mountains community.

We note that these flight paths are not final,dvetindicative only.
There was no testing of flight path operationspioorelease of the draft EIS. Such testing should
have been done so that the impacts on people, caitiesuand the Greater Blue Mountains World

Heritage Area of the actual proposed flight paths.

Additional work should have been done with Air Seeg Australia to determine final flight paths,
including interaction between the proposed Air@ord existing Airports at Mascot and Bankstown.
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1.3. Statement from WSROC
We note this statement from WSROC:

The EIS guidelines put out by the Department eéstfucture and Regional Development in
January 2015 state that a draft EIS for the Wes&ydney Airport should include discussion and
modelling of aircraft noise impacts including catesiation of all potential flight paths in the short
mid and long term.

If the EIS was conducted according to the governimemwn guidelines it would look
into different options for flight paths and conduwbdelling to determine which of these
options work best.

Not only does the Draft EIS not discuss why thegmted flight paths were chosen, it
does not suggest whether any alternatives werecenesl.

Contrary to the guidelines’ advice, that requiressassment of specific intentions, the
flight paths presented are only ‘proof of concepteaning a full assessment of the
impacts on the community and natural environmenhoabe completed.

This uncertainty doesn’t just affect western Sydesidents. An entire reconfiguration
of flight paths in the Sydney basin is likely oaqaoper airspace management plan is
developed. A reconfiguration of flight paths at ¢&ford Smith will be needed within five
years of Western Sydney Airport opening.

An independent review into the Draft EIS has alyefmlind the document to be
lacking in several areas, but if the governmenttcaneet its own basic guidelines what
is the point of conducting an EIS at all?

The guidelines ask for transparency, however retgugsthe independent review team for access to
the data and modelling used in the EIS were denied.

The guidelines also state the need to fully addeessronmental impacts; including an outline for
the performance criteria to be met as well as tloaitoring and reporting responsibility for each
issue.

The mitigation measures themselves have not beseniloled in detail, let alone how they will be
carried out and by whom.

It is obvious that this has been a rush job andhetafrom the Minister Truss’s spokesperson that
the Draft EIS “did not cut corners and met all Islgitive requirements” does not cut it.

The government itself saw a need to have the gonésetieveloped to guide the EIS, so just use them
and in doing so earn the trust of the affected camties.

We agree with this statement as extracted.
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1.4. Biodiversity Offsets

We reject the proposed use of Biodiversity offsetallow destruction of Critically Endangered
Cumberland Plains Woodland (pages 37 and 38).

How does offsetting maintain the quantity and cagerof the Ecological Community?

Cumberland Plain Woodland that is destroyed isfluglver and cannot be re-created elsewhere.

1.5. Noise Impact

The Executive Summary makes extensive use of AN&§ercontours, which the casual reader
cannot possibly understand (pages 24 to 33).

Similarly, the Executive Summary makes extensiveeafsiBA numbers, again beyond the
understanding of most of the community.

ANEC Contours and dBA numbers should have beera@ga in an easy-to-understand form.

We have seen various Politicians attempt to plagaite recent weeks with comparisons with
passing vehicles and normal conversations.

Given the very quiet noise environment in most Bauntains homes, these comparisons are
meaningless at best, insulting at worst.
1.6. Human Health

The Executive Summary states that there will betaaél Human Deaths as a result of the
development (pages 34 and 35).

This is completely unacceptable.
How can a development be allowed that we know wraade will kill people?
The deaths appear to be confined to impacts framez

It is our understanding that PM2.5 and Air Toxios kkely to also cause significant health impacts,
particularly in the long term.

We note this unsubstantiated statement on page@bgoing improvements in aircraft technology
would continue to improve emissions from aircraft

What is this based on? What future improvementitoraft engines is envisaged that will reduce
output of toxic gases and particulates?
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2. Need for an Airport

2.1. Endless Population Growth
This section of the document states that Popul&imwth is a driver of Aviation Demand.

Population Growth cannot continue forever, it maitsp someday, and in fact global population is
predicted to peak in about 2100 at 11 billion.

This represents an increase of about 57% of cuReptlation.
The draft EIS however predicts that Australia’s glagon will grow by 66% by 2055.
Why would our population grow faster than Globapplation in a shorter time frame?

Net migration to Australia is a key component opplation growth, and is a number that is under
Federal Government control.

So the draft EIS is telling us that the Federal €oment will continue to deliberately grow the
population, and that such growth necessitates andinport.

Perhaps a more sustainable path would mtdeliberately grow the population?

A projection of 8.9 million people living in Sydnéy 2050 is a nightmare which the people of
Western Sydney and the Blue Mountains need notrendu

Building infrastructure on the assumption that Gitowill go on forever is plainly wrong and is not
sustainable.
2.2. International Tourism Growth

International Tourism contributes 25% of Tourismarues, and tourism is 6% of GDP, so why
must we endure a new Airport to help grow a pathefeconomy that generates just 1.5% of GDP?

Who benefits from increases in International Taufis

Certainly not the people of the Blue Mountains.
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2.3. High Speed Rail

Our figures, extracted from Sydney Airport Web Siedl us that 24% of passenger movements at
Mascot are to and from Melbourne, and that 50%|gfassenger movements at Mascot are to and
from East Coast destinations that would be serigetthe proposed High Speed Rail network.

Given that domestic flights tend to use smallesrait than International flights, the actual aiftra
movements to and from East Coast destinationslkaalg to be higher than 50%.

The statement in the draft EIS that: ‘High speeéldsanot considered to be an alternative to the
development of a greenfield airport. This is beeathe two forms of transport cater for different
demands and travel markets and are in many waypleamentary, rather than alternatives’ is
plainly wrong.

The High Speed Rail network, if built, would gespangers to and from East coast destinations
faster than flying, with less environmental impacta quieter compartment, with mobile phone and
internet services available for the entire journey.

The draft EIS states that ‘A high speed rail nekwmay reduce domestic aviation demand and
provide an alternative for some domestic travettipalarly between Sydney and Canberra’.

Why only to Canberra?

Travel time to Melbourne from Sydney is currenthpat 3 hours by air, including getting from the
CBD to Mascot, arriving well before the flight asrequired, passing through security checks,
boarding the plane, taxiing to the runway, take ftifjht time, landing, taxiing to the terminal,
baggage collection at Tullamarine, and travel fltulamarine to Melbourne CBD.

The High Speed Rail documents quoted in the di&ftdtt the train travel time from Sydney CBD
to Melbourne CBD at 2 hours 44 minutes, faster thang, and certainly far more convenient
given there would be no need for multiple chanddsansport mode.

High Speed Rail is definitely an alternative théding a new airport.
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2.4. Blinkered Rationale

The Western Sydney Airport draft EIS commences waithutterly blinkered justification for another
Airport in Sydney when there is one very viable anglironmentally justifiable alternative in High
Speed Rail already planned and able to be consttuictthe same time-span as Badgerys Creek.

The draft EIS provides 5 basic reasons why therskaaport is ‘needed’ and therefore ‘necessary
for residents to endure’:

1) Growth in aviation passenger usage over thetpastiecades

2) Demand pressure upon present facilities: Kings&mith Airport/Mascot

3) Growth of population in Western Sydney with spart needs

4) A boon to the economy of Sydney/NSW/Australia taurism

5) Provision of badly needed jobs for the westegrain®y region

Following sections of this submission will analyssch of these justifications and demonstrate the
antiquated logic behind them, obviating the needHe principal alternative being adopted
internationally: High Speed Rail.

2.5. Growth in Aviation Demand

The draft EIS openly admits its main purpose bég..need...driven principally by the increasing
demand for aviation services in the Sydney regiond goes on to provide a host of statistics to
show increasing passenger movements at Mascotthathnderpinning reasons given as increasing
wealth among travellers, especially Asian travs|land falling costs of aviation fares driven by
cheap fuel, more efficient aircraft and wider cotit among low-cost airlines.

At no stage does the draft EIS consider pitfallha‘exponential rise’ of aviation usage, central
among these being the reliance on carbon fuelegkee, benzene, jet gasoline) for future growth
in the aviation industry, and the consequent pengdossibility of ‘peak oil" and/or a sudden
increase in carbon fuel pricing due to diminishs&ugply over time. The much touted alternatives of
sustainable crop-fuels and hydrogen would takedksto introduce beyond 2030 and would be
considerably more expensive than the current gristructures.

Nor does the draft EIS consider the possibilitpofgeoning business and personal connection over
the Internet, an avenue of communication vasthapbethan long-distance aviation travel which
precludes the need to carry out business deafgefison’ and increasingly allows people to
experience international connections in ever mogammgful ways.

The draft EIS also overlooks the decline in regi@iatravel throughout Australia. Once a growth
industry, a plethora of local/regional airlines Baome and gone because the projected ‘markets’
for such flights in small country towns have nogébeustained during difficult times for rural
Australia. The ‘Fly-In/Fly-Out’ mining ventures an®w in decline because the economic
conditions do not suit—something for Badgerys Cnesponents to ponder should growth in the
Chinese economy continue to slow over future dexade

The oft repeated tourist ‘pressure upon Kingsfardt&/Mascot’ mantra can be dealt with
summarily with the statement from Sydney Airportnragement itself which confessed it can
“...handle the doubling of passenger movements t8 ifllion by 2033.” (Source: Daily
Telegraph 28-4-15)
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At present, even considering the continued exigt@fiche curfew, KSA Mascot is operating at
60% capacity. The “massive increase” in passengabers since the Howard govt. abandoned the
previous attempt to impose a second airport in 2@@0resulted in a mere 3% increase in flights
overall.

2.6. Source of Aviation Demand

One of the misleading aspects of the many figuuedgegl in the draft EIS, ‘tourist numbers’ and
‘visitors to NSW’ is the fact that Domestic anddmtational passenger movements are often
conflated into the one category. This is becauseyeme generally concedes that overseas trips to
and from Australia necessarily rely on aviation%®9 so we tend to forget the domestic situation.

When we examine the passenger movements in araf 8 8A Mascot however, a different picture
emerges.

Passengers at Mascot (in and out)
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Data Source: Wikipedia - http://en.wikipedia.orddissydney_Airport

The stunning impression from this bar graph isrclegpfar the busiest air route in Australia is the
Sydney-Melbourne route, reportedly one of the ®isa@ corridors in the world. It takes 25% of the
air traffic to and from KSA. The top 5 routes amtestic, and three of those five are along the
Eastern seaboard. If we include Coffs Harbour, @emab Ballina, and Albury with those other
three destinations (Melbourne, Brisbane, Gold Qaastare approaching 50%.

The problem of ‘tourist pressure’ on Sydney Airpdinerefore, isn’t international tourist numbers at
all, but domestic travellers—travellers who haverbehannelled into aviation or vehicular car
transport as their only ‘rapid transit’ options,evhthere is a mode of travel equally as rapid (atmo
certainly quicker), safer, vastly more comfortalale¢g which carries zero carbon emissions in its
operation, namely, High Speed Rail.
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Dismissing the 2013 HSR proposal which quoted araillcost of $114B for completion in 2030

as ‘too expensive’, the draft EIS made no effoipoate more recent quotes nor examine the
exponential strides in HSR construction made im@luver the past 5 years. During the past decade
China has laid 16,000km of High Speed Rail and odgted a country the same size as Australia

and with even greater logistical difficulties. (Wikedia, 2015)

The spread of high-speed rail has forced domestioes in China to slash airfares and cancel
regional flights. The impact of high-speed railantravel is most acute for intercity trips un&e0
km. By the spring of 2011, commercial airline seevhad been completely halted on previously
popular routes such as Wuhan-Nanjing, Wuhan-Narg;héiran-Zhengzhou and Chengdu-
Chongging. Flights on routes over 1,500 km (93pare generally unaffected. As of October 2013,
high-speed rail was carrying twice as many passsregeh month as the country’s airlines.
(Wikipaedia, 2015)

Local HSR research by ‘Beyond Zero Emissions’ (B4t&s revised the cost of construction of the
Eastern Seaboard rail line to $84B, but that igoked length of the line from Melbourne-Sydney-
Brisbane and involves full track construction, prijmanagement and rolling stock of some 87
trains operating in and out of Sydney every 10 t@sun peak times.

If the Sydney-Melbourne link was built as the fissage, the cost would reduce to $44B, with a
further $6B taken off if the line entered via th@ck door’ of Sydney, at Badgerys Creek.

Clearly, the outset costs of HSR are higher tharptiojected Western Sydney Airport bill of $6-8B,
but considering the long-term costs of air pollatioarbon emissions, health care, water
purification, angry residents and vehicular traffiaos, a large initial outlay seems much more
judicious. According to BZE, carbon emissions aeddh construction would be offset within five
years.

Therefore, using HSR would mean millions fewer paggrs using KSA Mascot in 2030, and a
reduction of dozens of flights per day, taking*plessure” off Sydney’s major international airport
and providing an exciting new alternative for dotiteand international travellers wishing to see
more of regional Australia.

We also note that HSR to Melbourne would removended tceverupgrade Tullamarine Airport
as is currently being discussed.

2.7. Western Sydney Population Growth

It is undeniable that western Sydney’s demogragkptosion will continue into the next two
decades—patrticularly focussing on the ‘NortherndRearridor running from Campbelltown/
Narellan through to Badgerys Creek, Penrith-Cassigin and then on to Richmond-Windsor.

One of the coy secrets of the draft EIS is thad ldenoted as ‘South West Growth Centres’
currently containing Oran Park and Harrington Grasearmarked for urban development
northward beyond Bringelly Road and within 5kmgfreff proposed WSA at Badgerys Creek...(see
map below)
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WESTERN SYDNEY - AIRPORT SITE AND INFRASTRUCTURE
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A Deutsche Bank report (<business insider.com.dy8R015) found that forecast passenger
numbers from the region for Badgerys Creek werédamambitious. Western Sydney, with a
current 2015 incomes average below $50,000 a yeadd not supply strong regular users of an air
travel service at WSA, which would have to be sdissd for at least a decade if it was to survive.

Proposed and much touted roads infrastructure wuding the airport would do nothing to improve
life amenity for residents of the Northern Road r@mr, since expansions of the Northern Road
itself, Elizabeth Drive (‘M-12’) and Bringelly Roaall lead to established Motorways (M-4 and M-
5) that are already becoming ‘car-parks’ moving ouarters to the CBD and their destinations at a
morbidly slow average rate (more roads = more \Vefic more accidents = more injuries and
deaths). The lack of a rail link, even of ‘slow adiman rail’ (eg: Leppington-Badgerys Creek-St.
Marys) does not help the situation, and certairdyla not solve much even if it were provided.

Compare the demographic facts above with the folgn60% of Australia’s population resides
within 50 kms of the proposed High Speed Rail routeat’s more than 13 million people within an
hour’s access to rapid transport all along the IS&astern zone. 46% of all of Australian regional
travel lies within this corridor!

Can we begin to break out of the fixation of ‘bitjes’ being fed by big airports and start to réthui
the beautiful regional zones around Wagga, Alblieyee, Port Macquarie, Grafton and Lismore,
both as unique ‘production zones’ as well as baitgrnational tourist destinations in rural
Australia? There is far too much population pressur the Brisbane-Sydney-Melbourne
triumvirate and insufficient attention paid to regal amenity.

Meanwhile, the residents of western Sydney mighnbee appreciative if $6b of NSW govt.
revenue was spent on finding a rapid transit r@btdlet train’?) from Badgerys Creek to the CBD
non-stop, within 40 mins. It would surely allow theo feel more a ‘part of Sydney’ than having to
endure a second airport.

2.8. Economic Boom for Western Sydney

The draft EIS simply has NOT explored the suppdsrdist benefit’ of an airport located at
Badgerys Creek, some 50kms from Sydney CBD. Therenany tourist numbers and dollar figures
quoted but none relate to any specific advantagieetdocation of Western Sydney Airport. The
draft EIS does, in fact, reassert that...

Sydney(Mascot) Airport is Australia’s busiest regybublic transport airport and will continue to
be the major focus for international and domestitas operating in and out of Sydney. (draft EIS
Vol 1 p.107)

Passengers do not “decide” the landing locatioeif booked flights, airlines do. But airlines
must respond to complaints, and to ticket demdrahy foreign tourist had their choice of flight
into Sydney, they would surely prefer to land riéarmajor hotels, the Harbour Bridge and Opera
House, Bondi beach and all the other ‘tourist stéthe CBD. That is why it is a ‘CBD’ in the fits
place. They would not prefer, after a long enduedtight from Europe, the USA or China to land
at a place where there is a further 1-2 hour taxirjey to that self-same CBD as this would lead to
complaints.

Proponents of the WSA need to beware the type aéssive optimism that drove authorities in
Montreal to direct airlines to use the new (in 19R&irabel Airport’, 55kms from Downtown
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Montreal and lacking any linking rail infrastructyiinstead of the older, closer, and more popular
‘Dorval Airport’. The result was an overall declimevisitors to Montreal, who now preferred to
stop at Toronto, and a general decline in aviatieege at both Dorval and Mirabel airports, the
latter being the biggest loser. The whole proje&s$ an abject failure due to poor planning.

There is no guarantee whatsoever that WSA will beaess simply because it is plonked amidst a
big population. Other factors, not in the leastrawied to population or ‘jobs’, determine tourist
choice and behaviour. The draft EIS indulges imesigdeal of wishful thinking.

2.9. Employment Opportunities

Unemployment, especially youth unemployment, h&nlzepersistent feature of life in western
Sydney ever since its rapid expansion in the 1980&70’s. Urban housing tended to develop way
ahead of transport and industrial infrastructuoethat job-seekers generally had to head eastwards
to secure employment. Thus most announcementsnaeisig curry favour relating to Western
Sydney incorporate the lure of ‘jobs’, Badgerysedkrdirport is no different.

The upside claim of the draft EIS of 61,000 ‘dirant indirect jobs’ (out of an extra population of
500,000 remember) is already challenged by a @gitiimistic) Deloittes report for the Business
Chamber of Commerce which forecast 46,000 ‘diradtiadirect jobs’. All, actually, quite
problematic stargazing which depends entirely @ thost unpredictable mechanism: ‘market
forces’. We are told that WSA will not survive ircampetitive profit-making environment with a
curfew, meaning it must have a ‘market advantagerely this is an alarm bell ringing.

In its first five years BCA will primarily be a frght airport. Freight aircraft are the oldest and
loudest, will Badgerys Creek survive its first fiyears as a freight Airport and emerge as a swan of
International Travel Excellence?

In this context it is well worth studying the experce of Melbourne’s ‘second airport’, which has
been deliberately overlooked by proponents of W&A/Ery good reason, the comparisons are very
close, indeed. A similar “...world class centre afidion Excellence” has been operating out of
Melbourne’s ‘Avalon Airport’ since 1997 and like &gerys Creek is around 50kms from the CBD
and without a rail link. Despite the fact that Malione is growing faster than Sydney and Avalon is
located near a major industrial centre at Geelitng struggling to survive, increasingly as a g
airport.

This year (2015), the Victorian government wasgsddi to supply a $12m ‘lifeline’ and the LinFox
Group (its owner) a further $14m to entice ‘Jetdtacontinue landing there. ‘Virgin’ has already
gone and QANTAS showed its faith by closing dovemitaintenance workshop at Avalon and
moving to Singapore. Likewise Western Sydney Aitpall also require either a $1b govt. subsidy
or extra passenger levies to maintain its firsydéxs’ operations. (Source: Deutsche Bank Report,
2015) The ‘direct and indirect jobs’ at Melbourns&cond airport are looking very insecure right
now, and there is absolutely no evidence providethé draft EIS to convince us that Badgerys
Creek’s ‘market performance’ will be any healthier.

What kind of jobs? Mainly behind-the-counter retaild transport-storage. Forget ‘high-tech’,
‘value-added’ jobs often mentioned as a sidewayesener, these are already earmarked for
Pymble, North Sydney and Pyrmont in the CBD, agdhiat's why it's the CBD.

The Commonwealth Bank even abandoned Parramdttgatb ‘back into town’ The buildings
around WSA will be warehouses which connect toadhr semi-trailer traffic, thus most jobs will
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be stacking, unpacking and storage, and automatibmean these will not be plentiful. QANTAS
CEO Allan Joyce has enjoined WSA developers nagdtuplate’ Badgerys Creek—he wants it
cheap, easy, and second-rate.

2.10. Conclusion

Basically, this airport is not ‘necessary’ at dultiple airport cities like Tokyo (36m), New York
(24m), and London (8.5m) have populations way bigigen Sydney’'s 5 million. The attempt to
stampede the residents of Western Sydney and Btueddins into an ‘urgent need’ to develop a
second airport at Badgerys Creek is political snritent and its singular benefactors are the
developers themselves, not just of the airportitgtdf, but of the massive urban surge happening
around it.

As the process of this draft EIS is progressingevard more holes are appearing in the Airport’s
justification. The noise is not ‘minimal’, the gollution and CO2 emissions are much worse than
admitted and threaten everyone’s health, the itrfremire promised goes nowhere for the long
suffering residents of Western Sydney, who will lgde use from this airport, and much pain.

This submission urges the Western Sydney Airpdtiaities to cut their losses, invest taxpayers’
billions into long term solutions for their isoldtand abused suburban amenity by beginning to
build a High Speed Rail Hub at Badgerys Creek andlige a transport alternative that we can all
be proud of.
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3. Noise from Aircraft

3.1. Noise Impact at Various Locations

Initially the draft EIS position on aircraft noiseems to allow for a wide scope of subjectivity in
understanding ‘noise impact’: The pattern of namspacts that would result from operation of the
proposed airport is complex, and depends on tintapf season, airport operating modes, weather
conditions and potentially other factors. (drafs ol 2 ‘Noise’ p19)

Within our Sub-Committee we have people living sage of addresses with a range of noise

environments:

* Mount Sion Place Glenbrook, where there is no ‘radtexternal noise except the croak of an
occasional frog (ie: for the most part ‘total sief)

* The Avenue, Warrimoo, where there is already heabycular traffic noise from Coal Trucks
and other semi-trailers, as well as Rail Freighing squeaking and rumbling round the
‘Warrimoo Bends’, and repeated sirens and ‘carétbpter flights into the bargain

It is self-evident that these two addresses woaldchotally different reactions to the 200 (2030
figures) flights a day operating between 4,000 2080 ft. above their heads.

The former would have their peace utterly shattésedircraft noise they had never experienced
before, that is, they would suffer a ‘traumatic tcast’, a ‘noise shock’.

The latter could well argue that 24/7 aircraft eom top of their current background noise level is
the ‘straw that breaks the camel’s back’, and tivy had already made sufficient sacrifice ‘for the
good of the economy’ and for ‘progress’, given tety had originally moved to the Blue
Mountains to escape urban noise and enjoy peacafununion with a natural environment.

The draft EIS does not consider the different stthje circumstances of Airport Noise victims, and
offers nothing to alleviate their fundamentallyeadtd lives. At least roads and railways can
potentially have ‘walled corridors’ to reduce impgaaverhead noise coming from a multitude of
directions is another matter.

Simply asserting that ‘technology will solve noisgacts’ or relying on improvements in future
aircraft is hardly ‘scientific analysis’.

3.2. Pseudo Science

Using pseudo-scientific data the draft EIS seelsjteeeze noise impact into a ‘One Size Fits All’
formula based upon ‘decibel levels’ on the dBA scal

It thus arrives at a sliding scale of noise impgzed upon distance from the Airport and height.
Most residential areas subject to fly-over noisdnithe 32km-16km radius and thus, according to
the draft EIS, suffer noise between 54 and 75 dig#nftake-off and landing 747’s and Airbus
320’s. (see Fig. 01-2 p.22)

This is then compared to a dBA scale which showdetbels as the infamous “passing car”. It
does not suggest the distance of the car fromgtenkér, how long its passage lingers, the type of

vehicle (V8 or 4 Cylinder, sedan or 4wd), or theexgpat which it is travelling.
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It is important to note, at this stage, that indh&ft EIS itself there is no statement to say thist
level of noise is acceptable for humans througladzd hour day (especially at night) or that it is
non-intrusive for humans—it simply states that aarf@500 residents” close to the Airport may be
adversely affected by the noise because their @BAl$ are beyond 75 dBA.

3.3. Altitude and Noise

There are a number of caveats that must be appliiis simplistic model. First, the altitude oéth
planes is measured from the ‘runway level’, whiglpiietty close to Sea Level. Thus, for
communities such Blaxland-Warrimoo, over which mastling descents occur and which are both
between 200 and 300 metres above Sea Level, ond weed to deduct 1,000ft from the given
height: 7,000ft becomes 6,000, and 4,000 becond&® &nd so on.

Second, depending on weather conditions, plandssoent are notoriously inconsistent with their
altitude: to place them all in the same constaathet is misleading. Many may be above the
designated 7,000ft and descend faster, others may ®,000ft and linger longer at that altitude.

Third, given that the above events may well prowmificant variations in flight altitudes, added
to the fact that decibel levels do NOT increas@@imple arithmetic progression, but instead
DOUBLE in loudness/impact EVERY 10 DECIBELS, on@& egpreciate how much 24/7

overflight noise may interrupt the activities ofeafted residents. One might hear a jet above at 54
dBA one minute, and another 5 minutes later at AMdBearly, the hearing differences between 60
and 70 dBA are crucially different between top aonttom of the decile.

Fourth. The American ‘Federal Aviation AuthoritfFAA) sets a maximal Aircraft Noise limit of
65dBA, beyond which aircraft noise is “...incompagiblith residential communities”. Why is this
standard not applied to Western Sydney Airportaaknowledged in its draft EIS? Are Australian
standards less stringent than those of the Unita<$? If so, where does this place other ‘estimate
criteria based on ‘Australian Standards’ elsewlretbe draft EIS?

Fifth, the assumption that flights above 10,00@f¢édn‘minimal impact’ upon human or animal
hearing is more than questionable. Anecdotal evie@iready being compiled and attested in the
Upper Blue Mountains, (and no doubt forwarded to2ervices Australia as a multitude of
complaints) at places such as Wentworth Falls, éfatza and Lawson allude to many planes
purportedly flying above that altitude being sirayly intrusive with their noise. This clearly pant
to a total oversight of the subjective factors amse impact, or a massively flawed model overall.

Finally, and most importantly, the dBA scale isimadequate measure when applied to aircraft
noise. It is a construct that eliminates extrengh faind low sound frequencies to arrive at a ‘safe’,
statistically ‘average’ criteria of sound on thentan ear. It is rather like the judges’ scores at
Olympic events such as Diving and Gymnastics, whezénighest and lowest scores are eliminated
to avoid corruption of the results. Neverthelels, ligh and low scores ARE ‘there’, and they are
part of the reality of that event, just as high &wl frequencies exist in aircraft noise, and argey
crucial to the health of the listener.
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3.4. Low Frequency Noise

Research revealing Low Frequency Noise (LFN) eniagdtom jet planes and other sources is
injurious to health is plentiful:

* Leventhall, H.G, http://www.noiseandhealth.org/tagp? 2004/6/23/59/31663

¢ Oud, M.,http://nl.linkedin.com/in/mireilleoud

* Hodgen, K. web.mit.edu/aeroastro/partner/reportg/lfifnreport-2007-001.pdf

All these suggest the human cochlear is damagedysure to LFN, especially among older
people. Other illnesses such as heart diseaspledsnaess, and headache are also implicated in
LFN, which is a sensation more ‘felt’ than ‘hear@his frequency is not picked up by the dBA scale
but better measured by a “dBC Scale” which doelsideextreme frequencies—something not
used nor referred to in the draft EIS.

3.5. Hypothetical Constructs

The draft EIS goes on to deal with two hypotheticahstructs’: the ‘Australian Noise Exposure
Forecast’ (ANEF) and the ‘Australian Noise Expos@mncept’ (ANEC). Both were supposedly
developed “...after a period of public consultatigwol 2 p 27) but there is no clear indication of
the parameters of ‘those consulted’.

They set up a chart that allows development ainalhner of residential and commercial buildings
as long as they fall under some magical noisedanls number of “20” or “25” - this is convenient
because Department of Infrastructure maps indicatgsive residential and commercial/industrial
development earmarked up to and further northwazad Bringelly Road, right up to the near
vicinity of the Airport.

In brief, the draft EIS admits the ANEF is a forgicand the ANEC is a concept. Therefore the
figures used in Table 10.2 p.27 are fallacioushayg are nothing more than an ‘estimate’,
‘indicator’ or, in plain-speak, a ‘guess’ devised flevelopment purposes.

The figures can’t be held to, proven or appliedeyrare not like a speed limit or height limit on a
road, and have no legal application - they simpbomnadevelopments to ‘indicatively’ occur if it is
‘appropriately ready’ to be near an Airport. Howngenient.

3.6. People Affected

So now to the myth of the mere “1500” to be impddig severe aircraft noise. It is clear from the
draft EIS Noise ‘Summary’ that this figure is a si@sly underestimated fiction:

For the loudest aircraft operations (long-rangeadepes by Boeing 747 aircraft or equivalent),
maximum noise levels over 85 dBA would be experehnat a small number of rural residential
locations (this is the ‘1500’) close to the airpsite in Badgerys Creek.

Maximum noise levels of 70—75 dBA could be expeetétin built-up areas in St Marys and
Erskine Park as a result of such worst case opesati

The Boeing 747 is, however, being phased out ddgrager services by most airlines.
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Maximum noise levels due to more common aircragfetysuch as Airbus A320 or equivalent are
predicted to be lower at 60—70 dBA in built-up aresound St Marys and Erskine Park, and over
70 dBA in some adjacent areas to the south-wesieohirport site, such as Greendale. (Vol 2 p.19)

From their own maps, the draft EIS is vastly untisg the impacts on surrounding residential
areas such as Erskine Park: Horsley Park, St.,@aiyton and St. Marys also lie in the path fa th
‘normal’ take-off noise distance of 70-80 dBA. (tween 8 and 16 kms from the Airport as the
crow flies).

The suggestion that Boeing 747’'s are being ‘phastdas passenger liners covers the fact,
revealed in draft EIS charts showing ‘freight moesns’, that 747’s become the prime freight
carriers once they have depreciated beyond passesage.

When old, their noise is worse and their air padlitmore odious. The suburbs mentioned already
contain tens of thousands of residents, severalodghrecreational parks and shopping centres.

That is not all. Hundreds of thousands more homeitsuand businesses are destined to be settled
in the ‘Northern Road’ corridor beyond Oran Park &farrington Grove, within a 10-20km radius
of Badgerys Creek inside the next decade.

Will these people know what they are getting thdwesein for, or will they fall for the
ANEC/ANEF ‘appropriate development’ guidelines mengd earlier?

Such ‘Airport Settlers’ will no doubt confront tisame conundrum recently encountered by
Tullamarine Airport in Melbourne.

When originally developed as an Airport, Tullamarimas set in a Greenbelt paddock reasonably
distant from residential settlement, but subseqlzent releases brought housing quite close to the
Airport itself and now an extra runway threatenbriog excess noise upon their heads. They are
therefore demanding a curfew from Warren Trussthad/ictorian government to mitigate their
plight (‘The AGE’ August 3rd 2015).

3.7. No Curfew

Regardless of the numbers in the immediate viciwiityestern Sydney Airport, the draft EIS does
not adequately address the absurdity of the presefew situation.

If, as the draft EIS argues, modern aircraft noa iawo the future are hardly noticeable to
surrounding residents, why isn’t the curfew on kKfogd-Smith Airport lifted?

If on the other hand there is some justice in tiggment that Inner City residents suffer from
aircraft noise and deserve a curfew and noise atitig subsidies, why should they receive the
curfew and the residents of Western Sydney not?

Whether they are 16,000 or 500,000, should theyeustive the same treatment on the basic
principle of equality? Be given a ‘fair go’?

In reality, it is clearly political expediency apdofit motive that rules this debate and once atjzn

people of Western Sydney suffer the insult of a@aghand nasty’, second-rate Airport...as Alan
Joyce recommended, “not gold-plated”.
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3.8. Other Noise Sources

One such contemptuous lack of consideration lagsshort and abrupt message regarding ‘other
aircraft’:

The proposed airport would be developed to addaesstion passenger demand and does not make
specific provisions for general aviation facilitieghich may include helicopter flight support and
tourist flight facilities. The potential noise ingia of general aviation operations such as
helicopters are not assessed in this draft. \®| 2 p22)

There is no doubt that in its bid to maximise grbbhm the Western Sydney Airport, its private
owner (probably Sydney Airport Corporation) woukkk to encourage tourist flights across the
Blue Mountains World Heritage Area.

Past experience of such helicopter and small irgifits when fires and news events occur provides
evidence that they fly loud and low, and their @piens could become a major intrusive noise
factor emanating from the Airport.

Yet the draft EIS commissioned to provide inforroatas to the projected levels of ‘other aircraft
activity’ as well as the possible future of BankstoAirport (reputedly the busiest airport in
Sydney) has not bothered to research it.

3.9. Aircraft Noise Ombudsman

Ultimately, there is one person in Australia whoyrba regarded an authority in the field of
‘Airport Noise’ because every day he fields thetlpbea of complaints about its impact upon
residents around airports across the length aratitireof Australia.

He is the *Aircraft Noise Ombudsman’, appointedthy Commonwealth Government.

His name is Ron Brent and he wrote:

...aircraft noise...is very different from the noiseated by railways or busy roads. The key
differences are that aircraft noise will reach achuwider area, cannot be shielded by barriers
along the route, and is not restricted to a narramd predictable path...Noise from an aircraft in
flight does not fall in a straight line, and is righited to those directly under the aircraft. It
spreads widely over an area that gets wider asatheaft gets higher. It also gets quieter as the
aircraft climbs. This means that the noise carchemore people once the aircraft is further from
the airport, yet it can be many kilometres from tiee-off point before the noise stops becoming
intrusive for most people. (Ron BRENT: ‘The Trubloét Aircraft Noise’ 2013 p.2)

From anecdotal evidence assembled since the WeSydney Airport was announced, gleaned
from hundreds of people from various corners of i&esSydney who already experience
overflying aircraft, Roy Brent's comments are faoneaccurate than the ‘gilded lily’ picture
provided in the proposed Airport’'s Environmentaplust Statement.

In fact, the lives of many hundreds of thousand®sidents throughout the Western Sydney basin
and the Blue Mountains will be adversely affectgdbise intrusion: at parks where families are
trying to relax in peace, or when they must turrthgir television to hear it adequately, or when
their sleep is broken by a distant growl in the-skiye constant ebb and flow of low flying aircratft,
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in effect, the long term DOUBLING of airflights ov8ydney, will inevitably have a profound and
widespread impact.
3.10. Noise Measured rather Than Modelled

The following text was written by one of our asses about measuring noise rather than
modelling it:

Measurements of aircraft noise arising from exigtirport operations report that at 5,000 feet
aircraft noise is generally higher than the modelE5dBA, indicating that draft EIS estimates of
noise levels is too low for the Greater Blue MoumgaNorld Heritage Area.

For example, the Airbus A319, a medium sized aftgranerates 69.7 dBA at 4,800 feet while
climbing and the Airbus A321, another medium saectaft generates 60.2 dBA at 6,000 feet
while descending.

Nats Limited in the United Kingdom provides a ranfi&émax data for aircraft.

Lmax is a measure of the loudest part of a flighkeging overhead for a number of current aircraft
at a range of heights.

These measurements for aircraft are all louder tHan55dBA estimate at 5,000 feet for all
aircratft.

Twin engine single isle jets at 5,000-6,000 feeegate 60-63 dBA ascending and 57 to 59 dBA
descending.

‘Normal’ sized jets, such as twin isle jets, geted-67 dBA ascending.
So the assumed 55dBA estimate appears to be anegtideate.
Data from NATS in the United Kingdom is the souoé¢hese statements:

http://www.nats.aero/environment/aircraft-noisefessentative-aircraft-lmax-data/

We believe that this brings into question all af tigou will barely hear them” statements from
Minister Truss, and that the numbers in the dré#t &annot be trusted.

This controversy could of course be silenced byessimple test flights and measurements in the
area of the proposed Airport.

Fly some aircraft around on the ascent and deslogint paths, let people experience tieal noise,
measure the noise, give us tkal numbers.
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3.11. Effect of Topography on Noise
The Blue Mountains formation is essentially anged plateau, comprised mainly of sandstone.
The plateau slopes down from the west to the east.

The height at Mt. Victoria being 1100m(3600ft) abmea level to Glenbrook at less than 200m
(660ft) above sea level.

The hard surfaces on cliff faces and the underlpedrock would amplify any aircraft noise.

This noise would reverberate through the vallay®nisifying decibel levels over the Blue
Mountains World heritage area and the towns albegitiges.

The denseness of cold air and clouds (mountain) misb add to this intensification.

Modelling is very unlikely to accurately predicese effects.

We again ask that actual overflights with on-grotesting be conducted over a range of weather
conditions and times to accurateigasureaather tharpredictnoise impacts.

3.12. Noise Effects on Human Health

Noise can have serious health consequences. Hgpente leading to higher rates of stroke,
cardiovascular disease , mortality, sleep disturbamd also decreased school performance.

http://www.abc.net.au/news/2013-10-09/aircraft-edEads-to-higher-rate-of-cardiovascular-
disease/5011988

http://www.smh.com.au/national/health/researchdiakcraft-noise-to-higher-rates-of-heart-
disease-20131010-2vhir.html

http://www.bmj.com/content/347/bm;j.f5432

Imposing these Health effects on the people of.tweer Blue Mountains and Western Sydney is
not acceptable.
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3.13. Greater Blue Mountains World Heritage Area

Noise impacts opeopleare of course of primary concern to Blue Mounta@sdents, and to
residents of Western Sydney.

We are however also concerned about the impactsisé on the World Heritage Listed Blue
Mountains National Parks.

It is obvious that quiet enjoyment of Wildernessd aecreation areas within the parks will be ruined
by aircraft noise.

This quote from the ‘Social’ section of the drafSHs alarming:

The wilderness amenity of the Greater Blue Moustéirea has the potential to be impacted by an
increase in aircraft overflight noise. However,@aift noise would generally be limited as the
height of the aircraft is expected to be in exad<$s000 feet above ground level, limiting noise
impacts at sensitive locations to below 55dBA.

Noise at 55dBA in a Wilderness area will be veryiobs, very disturbing and is completely
unacceptable.

3.14. Impacts on Wildlife and Plants

What will be the impact of Aircraft Noise on wiltdiand vegetation?

We have found two studies:

» Halfwerk, Holleman, Lessells and Slabbekoorn
* Francis, Kleist, Ortega and Cruz

that discuss the effect of noise on birds.

It is likely that bird numbers will decline in aisg environment, and that pollination and seed
dispersal will decline along with them.

The Blue Mountains is World Heritage Listed on ¢gfneunds of Eucalypt Biodiversity.

A project that threatens this Biodiversity cannetatiowed as Australia has an obligation to protect
World heritage for all people for all time.

It can be assumed that the health effects of raiggeople will be similar in other mammals, birds
and even reptiles.

A project that causes such animal health impacésWhorld Heritage Area is not acceptable.
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4. Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases

We have found what we believe to be gross errotisardocument.

In summary:

* Greenhouse Gas Emissions numbers are differenff@nesht parts of the draft EIS, by as much
as 1,000 times

* Greenhouse Gas emissions from Aircraft departiagptioposed Airport are omitted from the
Executive Summary

« The Greenhouse impact of the proposed Airportasndtically understated in comparisons with
the total transport related national inventory

We are aware that the document Chapter 12: Aintyusdd greenhouse gases’, file name ‘16-
volume-2-chapter-12.pdf’ has been updated on 3-T0E& to fix this error after we wrote to
various Politicians and the media about this error.

We consider that this change to the published docuemt during the exhibition period is highly
inappropriate.
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4.1.

Ground Operations Emissions Error

This Table (8-1) is in Appendix F1 ‘Local Air Quialiand Greenhouse Gas’:

Table 8-1: $toge 1 — Summary of Esimaied Annual Scope 1 & 2 GHG Emissions

Mote: Fuel Typs refiects the cotegones in Dok [(2014)b
Mete: Assumpfions mode within the GHG calculatiors are provided within Appendix C.

1 Ground Support | Transport Diesel Gil 085 2292
Equmment Transport Gasofne 3 ML 4776

1 Avundlicry Poweer Stationary Gasoline 5 AL 10,975
Uit

1 Boilers Stationary Noturl Gas 1,487 807 i 3,005

1 Genaratorns Stationary Diessl Chl 004 ML 113

1 Fir2 Training Stationory Kerosene |J=t Fuel| 0 WAL 14

1 Waste Worter NiA 1,935 ML 1.204
Treatment Fliant

1 Fugifive Emissions | Transport Kerosene [Jef Fuel) a5 ML 104

1 Fugifive Emissions | Transport Diesel Gil 085 ML 0.1

1 Fugitive Bmissions | Transport Gosofine 2 WL 02

2 Bectricity /A 124,372,000 kWh 106,577

TOTAL 129,452

This Table (12-40) is in the draft EIS Volume 2 sidtument ‘Chapter 12: Air quality and
greenhouse gases’, file name ‘16-volume-2-chafquel’:

Table 12-40 — Summary of estimated annual Scope 1 and 2 greenhouse gas emissions

Scope  Source Fuel type Annual Units Annual
quantity emissions
(t COz-e)
1 Ground support eguipment Transport diesel oil 0.85 ML 2
Transport gasoline 2 ML 5
1 Auxiliary power unit Stationary gasoline (jet fuel) 5 ML 1"
1 Boilers Stationary natural gas 1,489 809 m? 3005
1 Generators Stationary diesel oil 0.04 ML 113
1 Fire training Stationary Kerosene (jet fuel) 0.01 ML 0.01
1 Wastewater treatment plant ~ N/A 1,935 ML 1204
1 Fugitive emissions Transport gasoline (jet fuel) 385 ML 104
1 Fugitive emissions Transport diesel ol 0.85 ML 01
1 Fugitive emissions Transport gasoline 2 ML 02
2 Electricity NIA 124,352,000 kWh 106,977
TOTAL 111,422
Note: Fuel Type reflects the categories in DoE (2014b)

Assumptions made within the greenhouse gas calculations are provided within Appendix F1.
Emissions factor was not available for jet fuel, emissions have been assumed to be the same as Avgas.
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Note that this table has different figures becdahseEmissions from some Airport Operations have
been scaled down by 1,000 times.

Specifically:

e Burning 0.85 ML of Transport Diesel in Ground Suggequipment has gone from 2,292
tonnes to 2 tonnes

e Burning 2 ML of Transport Gasoline in Ground Suggeguipment has gone from 4,776 tonnes
to 5 tonnes

e Burning 5 ML of Jet Fuel in Auxiliary Power Unita& gone from 10,975 tonnes to 11 tonnes

* Burning of jet fuel in fire training operations hgsne from 14 tonnes to 0.01 tonnes

The data in Table 12-40 appears to be wrong.

4.2. Aircraft Emissions Error

This Table (8-2) is in Appendix F1 ‘Local Air Quigliand Greenhouse Gas’.

Table 8-2: Stage 1 - Summary of Estimated Annual Scope 3 GHG Emissions

3 In Right Awviation Fuel Transport Kerocene 785 2524 504
[J=t Fu=d)

It shows emissions from Aircraft on their outboyadrney as 2,524,504 tonnes.

This Table (12-41) is in the draft EIS Volume 2 gidcument ‘Chapter 12: Air quality and
greenhouse gases’, file name ‘16-volume-2-chafquel':

Table 12-41 — Summary of estimated annual Scope 3 greenhouse gas emissions

Scope  Source Fuel type Annual quantity Annual emissions
(t COs-e)
3 I flight aviation fuel Transport gasoline (jet fuel) 986 2187
Note: Emissions factor was not available for jet fuel, emissions have been assumed to be the same as Avgas.

It also shows emissions from Aircraft on their authd journey, but this time as 2,187 tonnes.
Again the data has been scaled down by 1,000 times.

The data in table 12-41 appears to be wrong.
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4.3. Summary Statement Error

This statement is on the opening page of draft\EilBme 2 Section 12 ‘Air Quality and
Greenhouse Gases'’:

Greenhouse gas emissions from the Stage 1 development have been estimated to comprise 0.11 Mt CO2-e/annum,
with the majority of emissions associated with the consumption of purchased electricity. The Scope 1, Scope 2 and
Scope 3 greenhouse gas emissions estimated for the proposed Stage 1 development would represent approximately
0.1 per cent of Australia’s projected 2030 transport-related greenhouse gas emission inventory. For this reason, it can
be concluded that the greenhouse gas emissions from the proposed airport would not be material in terms of the
national inventory.

The numbers used here appear to be wrong as:
* They are based on Table 12-40 which appears tadegyshould be 0.13 Mt)
* TheyexcludeAircraft Emissions on their outbound journey asythre ‘Scope 3’ and
‘it is not commonplace to report Scope 3 emissions due to the potential of double counting greenhouse gas
emissions’ (should be 2.634 Mt)

If we are choosing between building a second a@inpsing planes that burn jet fuel, and building a
High Speed Rail that uses renewable electricity,Sbope 3 emissions areryrelevant and should
be included in any summary statement.
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4.4. Long Term Operations Emissions

We bring to your attention these long-term emissionmbers which are not mentioned in the
Executive Summary or Volume 2 of the draft EIS.

This Table (8-3) is from Appendix F1 ‘Local Air Qitg and Greenhouse Gas’:

Table 8-3: Longer Term Development - Summary of Estimated Annual Scope 1 & 2 GHG Emissions

Scope Sowice Annual
Emissions
{t COz-£)
1 Ground Support Transport Diesel Gil & hAL 14910
B Transport Gasoline 13 ML 30728
1 Auxiliary Power Unit Stationary Gasoline 33 MAL 88.5846
1 Bailers Hationary Natural Gas 11.735.513 e 234674
1 Generators Stationary Diesel O Q.05 ML 143
1 Fire Training Stationary Kerosene 0.03 ML 74
1 Waste Water MiA §782 hAL &6.092
Treatment Plant
1 Fugitive Emissions Transport Kercsene [Jet Fuel) 8030 MAL B4s
T Fugitive Emissions Transport Diesel Gil & ML 0.7
1 Fugifive Emissions Transport Gasoline 13 ML 1
2 Eleciricity MIA 755.112.000 kWh &47 394
TOTAL 816,430

MNote: Fuel Type reflects the categories in DoE (2014)b
MNote: Assumpiions made within the GHG caolculafions are provided within Appendix C.

It shows total emissions from the Ground basedatjmers of the proposed Airport as 816,430
tonnes.

This Table (8-4) is from Appendix F1 ‘Local Air Qitg and Greenhouse Gas’:

Table 8-4: Longer Term Development Stage - Summary of Estimated Annual Scope 3 GHG Emizsions

Scope Sowrce Fuel Type Annuval
Emissions
{t COz-€)
3 Irt Flight Aviation Transport Kerosene [Jet Fuel) B.C30 MAL 20.570.033
Fuel

This table shows that in the long term outboundwait will be generating 20 &iillion tonnes of
greenhouse gases.

The total Airport Emissions, Ground Based and ouwrtiobAircraft, will exceed 21.&nillion tonnes
in the longer term.

We believe that this is completely unacceptabla @reenhouse-constrained world.
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4.5. Trends in Background Ozone
The following text is from the NSW Environment, @kte Change and Water document entitled:
“Current air quality in New South Wales - A techadipaper supporting the Clean Air Forum 2010”

Duc and Azzi (2009) have examined the trend indrackd ozone concentration, defining
‘background ozone’ as ozone occurring without pbbemical production.

They determined that no photochemical productiarc@urring if nitrogen dioxide concentration is
zero for two consecutive hours.

This led to using ambient ozone concentrationsroght, from 7 pm to 8 am.

Their analysis shows there is a clear upward tremthe period 1998 to 2005 for nearly all
monitoring sites in Sydney.

Figure 8.7 shows this trend for one sitenestern Sydney.

An upward trend in surface ozone concentrationdias been reported for the United States (Jaffe
and Ray 2007) and Europe (Simmonds et al. 2004).

Jaffe and Ray suggest increasing global emissisrana possible explanation for these observed
trends.

An upward trend in background ozone increases iffiewdty for a single jurisdiction to take
effective action to meet its air quality standards.

Duc and Azzi also found this statistic varies witthie Sydney Basin, being lowest at sites in the
south-west, slightly higher at sites in the nortstvand highest for sites in the east of the region

The median concentrations varied from 15 to 21 ppb.
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Given this long-term increase in background ozareentrations, a project thacreasezone
levels cannot be condoned.

4.6. High Density of Sensitive Sites

We note the following statement in section 12.2Aaf Quality and Greenhouse Gases’:

The airport site is located in an area with a higgnsity of sensitive receptors.

This is because the Badgerys Creek site is surealiby residential areas and is totally unsuitable
for an Airport!

4.7. Neutral or Beneficial Test

When developing land within the Sydney Drinking Bfatatchments, developers are required to
pass a ‘Neutral or Beneficial Effect’ test on wajaslity.

In short, if a development is to be approved, ishaither not degrade water quality, or improve it.

A similar test should now be applieddth Federal Government projects in terms of Air Qualit
Effect.

The Federal Government shouldt be proposing, building or authorising any progiett will
degrade Air Quality, for citizens or for wildlifejther locally or globally.

The recent Paris Climate Change Agreement requgds reduce our net emissions of Greenhouse
Gases to zero by 2050.

An Airport that produces 21 million tonnes of Greense Gases cannot be allowed under this
agreement.
4.8. Airport Emissions of Pollutants

In Table 12-24 of the ‘Air Quality and Greenhousas€s’ section of draft EIS, the emissions of CO,
VOC, NOx, PM10 and PM2.5 are larger for ‘exterraddways’ than for Aircratft.

How can this be?

Perhaps the draft EIS has counted emissions frosnusing the ‘external roadways’, but excluded
emissions from planes using the Airport?

Are these emissions numbers only for ground opmeraif aircraft?

Why is this deception in the draft EIS?
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4.9. Eliminate or Offset Emissions

We strongly believe that any emissions of Greenddagses from ground operations of the Airport
(if it must be built) must be reduced to zero.

The obvious ways to do this include:
» Purchase of 100% Renewable Electricity by the Airpad all of its tenants
* Purchase of offsets (from Greenfleet or similar)tfmse emissions that cannot be eliminated

Building a project that increases Greenhouse Gass@ns is not acceptable.

4.10. Low Emission Technologies

We note the following recommendation in Table 12-44

Issue 12.55 Greenhouse Gases: Consider the usglotapacity public transport to and from the
proposed airport as part of the ground transposml Support the use of the low emission vehicles
to and from the proposed airport, including the yision of recharging stations.

We agree completely with this recommendation.

If an Airport must be built, imusthave a high-speed electrified rail link powereddyewable

electricity to key public transport hubs (PenrBfacktown, Parramatta, Sydney CBD), and all
ground vehiclesnustbe low emission vehicles.

Submission on Western Sydney Airport Environmémipéct Statement — Blue Mountains Conservation §oei€age 32



5. Hazard and Risk

5.1. Setting the Scene
The proposed site of Badgerys Creek Airport is aompromised location.
It is located close by Public Utility Easements evhdefine much of this area as being open space.

It is highly probable that there is a conflict ogtamg aircraft in this location due to the Public

Infrastructure in place and the consequences afraraft crashing into any of this infrastructure:

e The proposed site is surrounded on 3 sides by tiiddéences” 30m high; these are the multiple
High Tension Electricity Transmission lines (and/éwns) criss-crossing this area. Cables above
the ground are taking electricity to and from Wegtiney Sub Station.

» The Sydney Water Supply (2) Pipelines cross thea ar an easement from Warragamba Dam
to Prospect Reservoir. As these pipelines are apauend they are vulnerable to impact from a
crashing aircratft.

5.2. Take Off to the North East

The Flight Path (as shown for only 1 of the progb3eunways) is most logical.
(When expanded to the 2 runway airport as propasetjch wider and therefore more
compromised Flight Paths would be needed).

After taking-off to the North East, the aircrafiosid tend North flying over Erskine Park, St Clair,

St Marys and various Mt Druitt suburbs. The haz#éstisuld a plane crash) include:

e About 6km from take-off, aircraft will fly over aglectricity transmission line; usually at a safe
height

e About 8km from take-off, aircraft will fly over thebove ground Sydney Water Pipelines

* About 10km from take-off, aircraft will fly over major electricity transmission line; major as
this is 2 “lines” running parallel to each otheorad the Southern boundary to St. Clair and
Erskine Park

» Further North the of flight path over St. Clair/Kre Park, has one North tending transmission
line about 2km to the West and 5 NNW tending trassion lines about 2 km to the East. (If an
aircraft was in crash mode over St. Clair/ErskiaekRarea, the pilot could decide to not crash
into an urban area BUT crash in the easement acgaigining the transmission lines.)

» Itis possible that a crashing aircraft could intpaith the railway line between St. Marys, Mt.
Druitt and Rooty Hill

« Additional transmission lines are located Northhaf railway line between St Marys and Rooty
Hill

5.3. Landing from the North
This would be the reverse of the risks detailefl.lhabove.

Reverse of course, gives the same hazards.
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5.4. Risk of Crash

From the data supplied:
“Percentage of Fatal Accidents by stage of flight”:
It is noted that crashes are most likely:
* Take-off 8%
* Initial climb 6%
0 Total 14%
* Final Approach 22%
* Landing 25%
0 Total 47%
* Combined Total 61%

For the following analysis/questions only the ajmpiate data in the Crash Zone indicated in 5.2
above will be considered, that is:

* Initial climb 6%

* Final Approach 22%

Given the expected low incidence of crashes,sigeificant to consider the implications of crashes

in the Crash Zones in 5.2 which would be during“thiial Climb” and “Final Approach” phases
of a flight.
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5.5. Implications and Questions
Following are “ball park” figures which seem reaable for a basic understanding of “take-off”.

If take-off speed is about 250km/h (70m/s) theraftanight average about 350km/h (100m/s) over
the first minute of flight.

During the first minute of flight, the plane wouldével about 6km and have climbed to about
2500ft.

But in the unlikely crash scenario (risk assessmaltiulations will be low) what are the
implications if the impact damages Public Infrastaue in the easements “criss-crossing” this
location.

As detailed in 5.2 above:
* Should the aircraft crash within the first minufdlmght it could impact the Electrical
Transmission Line about 5.5km from take-off
» The crash-site would need to become a construstierio replace damaged transmission towers
and cables:
o What percentage of Sydney’s electrical power wdnddost by this outage?
o How many days would this outage disrupt power itistron to the Sydney area?
* Should the aircraft crash 7km to 8km from taketofould impact the Sydney Water pipe lines
being the main water supply carriers to the Sydegion:
o What percentage of Sydney’s water supply wouldoseby this damage?
o How many days would this damage totally disruptewdistribution to the Sydney area?
» Should the aircraft impact the major electricahsmission lines (2 lines) just south of the
residential areas of St. Clair and Erskine Parkuath®km from take-off:
o What percentage of Sydney’s electrical power wdnddost by this outage?
o How many days would this outage disrupt power itistron to the Sydney area?
* Should the aircraft impact 10km from take off, ghl®t could steer for an impact in either
easement with its electrical transmission lineeathan impact in the residential area:
o What percentage of Sydney’s electrical power wdnddost by this outage?
o How many days would this outage disrupt power itistron to the Sydney area?
» Should the aircraft impact with the east/west ragmiailway line between St. Marys, Mt Druitt
and Rooty Hill:
o How many days would it require to repair and rexlelsh normal rail services?
o The services disrupted would include:
= Suburban and Blue Mountains passenger servicabgorery busy 4 track
western line.
» “Indian Pacific” (Sydney/Perth), 2 services eaclywar week.
= Numerous coal trains transporting export coal toeziNewcastle or
Wollongong; required to make definite connectiorih\sea transport.
= Significant freight rail transport of containersdaalso ore trains from Orange
and Cobar.
» Should the aircraft impact with the east/west ragrelectrical transmission line north of the
railway line:
o What percentage of Sydney’s electrical power wdnddost by this outage?
o How many days would this outage disrupt power itistron to the Sydney area?
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5.6. Risk Assessment Calculations

When the Risk Assessment calculations are donacdm @ the above scenarios it is considered that
the first 3 impact zones are most significant.

Should the distribution/delivery of electricity dndwater to the Greater Sydney Region be
significantly/completely disrupted:

* For 1 week, this would prove disastrous

» For more than 1 week, this would be untenable

How many days is an acceptable risk?

5.7. Stage 1 Conclusions
At this point it is possible that the proposed VEasiSydney Airport fails the E.I.A. process.

But there is more to consider.

5.8. Future Growth

Flight Paths not yet considered.

* To South/West of proposed airport
e 1 runway at maximum capacity

e 2 runways at maximum capacity

5.9. South West of the Airport

Using the current E.I.A documents, Aircraft takoffto the South West (and landing from the
South West) cross another Electricity Transmissioe 5km from the proposed airport. This
situation is very similar to other locations in @i@ove discussion.

Should the aircraft crash within the first minutdlmht it could impact the Electrical Transmisgio
Line about 5.0km from take-off.

The crash-site would need to become a construstierio replace damaged transmission towers

and cables:

* What percentage of Sydney’s (or South West regjaxéctrical power would be lost by this
outage?

* How many days would this outage disrupt power itistion to the Sydney/South West area?
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5.10. Lake Burragorang
Should an aircraft crash into Lake Burragorang ewld this impact on Sydney’s water supply?

While not a likely possibility; should aviation fugecome mixed with the freshwater/potable water
supply will the Sydney region’s water supply bergiged and for what period of time?

5.11. One Runway Maximum Capacity

It is noted that much of the operational repofiased on anticipated 2030 traffic volumes at the
proposed airport. This is a mere five (5) yearafi@possible 2025 start.

“Your” above Risk Assessment calculations wouldsben to be based on relatively low air traffic
volumes. Surely anticipated traffic volumes for @@2050 etc, up to maximum capacity should
have been given for a “correct” E.I.A. to have baehieved.

(is this a deliberate attempt to understate theagshpf the proposed airport to ensure it passes the
E.LLA?)

Possibly, if considered at maximum capacity thise‘ounway option” would fail the E.l.A. process.

Please ensure that “impacts at maximum One Runefpgoity” is fully assessed.

5.12. Two (2) Runways at Maximum Capacity

Should the second runway be brought into operati@air traffic volumes will be hugely greater
than the 2030 volumes given. This creates sigmficancerns with appropriateness of the current
E.LA.

The proposed second runway will create much widighEPaths (towards the East). Consider the
above “discussion” concerning the 1 Runway Optiaking-off to the North East (North over St.
Clair and Erskine Park).

The wider Flight Path from Runway 2. will take aaft to the East of the former Flight Path and:

* Over 4 Electrical Transmission Lines in the fir@kfn of flight

* Close by, if not over the Sydney West Electricab Station (the major switching and
distribution station for Sydney east of this looa)i

* Across the Sydney Water Pipelines

* An out-of-control aircraft could also impact withhd8pect Reservoir. The volume of aviation
fuel in this reservoir would have a much higheracamiration than the above example of a
crashing plane impacting the water of Lake Burraggr

Of course, incoming flights would traverse the abbazards but in reverse order.
A Risk Assessment for an aircraft crashing in ezfdine above scenarios is necessary.

Impacts with the Sydney West Sub-Station and/er Rfospect Reservoir would leave the Sydney
Region without Electricity and Water for longer theonsidered for the 1 Runway Scenarios.
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5.13. Stage 2 Conclusion

It is possible that the “1 runway WSA” could palss tequested expanded E.I.A. process.
However given the increased Air Traffic Volumeshwibe “2 runway WSA”, due to the increased
number of aircraft concentrated into slightly wididight Paths, “your” Risk Assessment including
the possible destruction of Sydney West Sub-Stati@mhthe contamination of water in Prospect
Reservoir could result in the “2 runway WSA” fatiithe E.1.A.

If only the “1 Runway WSA” was to pass the E.l.Atw‘'2 Runway WSA” being not feasible,
should this project be abandoned based on risk now?
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6. Bird and Bat Strike

This section of our Submission refers to “Appendix Bird and Bat Strike”
section of draft EIS for the proposed Western Syaky Airport at Badgerys Creek.

6.1. Setting the Scene

Avisure consultant biologists were engaged by GBFtonduct an assessment of the bird and bat
strike risk at the proposed Western Sydney Airpsrpart of its Environmental impact Statement”
page 1 of their report

In the executive summary on page 1 of the reporsuxe notes that it is gteliminary risk
assessment of birds and bats present on and vicihay of the airport site and has been used to
inform the Hazards and risk and the Biodiversityegsment components of the draft EIS”.

“The survey requirements and distance used arealvéesed on International standards:
International Civil Aviation Organisation (ICAQO), 9d Birdstrike Association and National
Guidelines, National Airports Safeguarding framekydhnat recommend identifying and where
necessary managing potential wildlife attractanthiw 13 km of runways.” (refer to page 1 of their
report).

“The report found that there would be a bird antidtidke risk at the proposed airport due to
species presence and abundance, habitat availalihe @irport site and within the study area,
projected aircraft movements and staged constmnictRage 1 of document.

“They did however consider that each potential gbuator to bird and bat strike risk at the
proposed Western Sydney Airport can be managed &xeeptable risk level so the preliminary
assessment of overall bird and bat strike riskHerairport is low” page 1 and p 39 of the report.
However Avisure made recommendations that furtekeessments are needed to confirm the
preliminary findings and this is repeated throughbe report on pp20, 21 section 6 and tables 28-
32.

6.2. The Seriousness of Bird and Bat Strike

Page 8 of their report outlines the serious impébird and bat strike on aircraft. Bird and Bat
strike can cause a catastrophic event for an #ircfae history of aviation accidents, includirgt
deaths of 297 people, the serious damage to dicaased by bird strike incidents and the very
significant costs involved are clearly stated das gage of the document.

Page 1 of the Guideline C ‘National Airports sgfmrding Framework Managing the risk of

wildlife strikes in the vicinity of airports ( inabed at the end of the report) point 3 states [tlfte
strikes and/or avoidance can cause major damagjectaft and / reduction of safety”
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6.3. Factors Determining Strikes

Page 8 of their main report (ie: not the attachinaiso lists “the main factors determining the
consequences of a strike including the number emedo$ animals struck, the phase of flight when
struck, and the part of the aircraft hit”.

Generally the larger the animal the greater theadgnand birds that flock increase the risk of
multiple strikes”. Page 1 of the attachment inctidéth the report Guideline C also states that
“The Consequences of wildlife strike can be inflceth by the number and size of wildlife involved,
phase of flight and the aircraft part hit by thédhfe” . In addition Avisure notes on page 8 oéth
report that strike risk is specific to individuatgorts.

6.4. Strike Risk is Specific to Individual Airports

The report discusses on page 8 “that the probgbilistrikes is specific to each airport” and that
“the number of aircraft movements approach and degapaths and flight times can influence the
likelihood of bird and bat strikes”.

Page 20 of the document discusses the birds astlyiag foxes most recorded in bird and bat
strike incidents as identified by the Australiamfisport Safety Bureau and also highlights the risk
that is then further elevated due to flocking betsarnwhich can result in multiple strikes occurring
which increases the risk of damage to aircraft.

The attachment provided with the report ‘GuideleNational Airports Safeguarding Framework
Managing the Risk of Wildlife Strikes in the Vicigiof Airports’ provides significant information
regarding the responsibilities in the managemenmtilofiife strike risk at airports and has links to
the international requirements ICAO within the eltti@ent.

6.5. Concerns and Limitations with the Report Findhgs

The biologists from Avisure were time limited wihscope only to survey during the day at the
airport site for 1 day and then 2 days in the 25r&dius area surrounding the airport. The survey
was done over 3 days only, in March. Seasonal tiansare not included. No nocturnal data was
collected.

Preliminary findings only are presented which regdurther data collection to be confirmed (p 1 of
report and p 39). Species considered to be of mtalé high risk of bird and bat strike were
recorded in their preliminary findings (pp 20 & 21)

On page 9 of the document Avisure have acknowletlgesignificant limitations of their survey
results as only the scope to complete one set of survey®aly over 3 days was given, completed
in March only during the day and that limited degduces the power of risk assessments . This has
been further acknowledged throughout the docunmatiiding on pp 20 and 21 and in tables from
pp 28 to 32 where further assessment is recommedndachumber of areas that were surveyed.
They have also identified on p 9 that terrestnmahels also need to be considered. Avisure
recommended on p 20 that “additional surveys agaired to determine if the observed averages
are a true indication of abundance”.
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On p 9 Avisure have made recommendations for furtluek to address the limitations of the
preliminary study and these recommendations ateedtin section 6 on p 4Zhese
recommendations in item 6.2 point 1 include the nelefor “monthly bird and bat surveys for
one year before the airport design for Stage 1 iompleted,in order to have a more thorough
understanding of abundance and distribution arattount for seasonal changes” other
recommendations are also included see items 6.65.2nuh page 42.

On p 42 of the document they also stated thattb@ymmend “the inclusion of radar data to track
bird and bat movements to further inform the assess’.

In their overall conclusions on p 43 they haveestédto confirm the preliminary findings of the bird
and bat strike risk assessment, it is necessamyrplete further works at the airport site and
broader study area during subsequent stages gfndésvelopment”.

6.6. Land Use Review Needed

Avisure also recommended a review of land usesinvitie 13km of the airport re bird and bat
strike risk; section 6 p42 item 6.2.

This is a requirement of the National Safety Fraoréwthat this review occur; see the report
attachment Guideline C.

The concerns with identifying land use that isaattive to wildlife in and around airports is oudth
on page 1 of the attached Guideline C point 4 hecheed to manage these areas for safety reasons
is in point 5 and throughout the attachment.

Avisure have given an overall low risk finding tveir preliminary results in their executive
summary however they have stated on page 39 apdgmn43 thaturther works are needed to
confirm their preliminary conclusions. They have noted that it is difficult to determindigation
processes at this stage due to the lack of desigjic@nstruction details p 40.

6.7. Gaps in Data

In addition to the very limited bird and bat/flyifgx data that has been collected during the survey
period it is of very significant concern that within the8km to 13 km from the airport site, are
found parts of the Greater Blue Mountains World Heritage area, Burragorang Conservation
area, Warragamba Dam, Lake Burragorang and parts othe Nepean river which have not

been included in the preliminary survey despite beig within the 8km to 13 km survey area -

see figure 1 and figure 7 of the document.

These are wildlife attractant areas and highlyyite have significant numbers of species of birds
and bats/flying foxes living or transiting throutitese habitat areas including birds identifiedeo b
of moderate to high risk of aviation strike.

There is a significant gap in bird and bat specie& abundance data for these areas in the
report.

Migratory bird routes and flight paths of all birdave also not been considered for these areas. In
addition to surveys of all bird and bat specienpeieeded for these areas, any threatened and
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vulnerable species who may also be at risk of biginglved in collisions with aircraft, who may
reside in these areas or transit through themrasd to be identified and surveyed.

Given that proposed flight paths go over thesesattda is a serious concern for the safety of
aircraft , the safety of passengers, flight cre@ patentially people on the ground should a
catastrophic event occur, that this gap in datstexi

The proposed no night curfew is also of concern witno data collected for nocturnal birds
including migratory birds.

Although these areas are further from the airport tey still fall within 8-13km of the proposed
Badgerys Creek Airport site for which regulations gply (ICAO International Standards and
World Bird Strike Association and national guidelines National Airports Safeguarding
Framework as referenced in the document on pageahd page 11 and in attachments to the
document).

Attachment A table attached at the end of the repdr which is aligned to International
benchmarks set by ICAO lists the following under Caservation on the table:
Conservation

» Wildlife sanctuary/conservation area- wetlandHagh Wildlife Attraction risk

» Wildlife sanctuary/ conservation area- drylandvaslerate Wildlife Attraction risk

Mitigation or monitor processes are also listedhentable for varying distances from the airport.

It is significant that Avisure have stated on pagdO of their report “ the airport lessee
company has the opportunity to design the airportn a way that limits its attractiveness to
birds and bats. The current design and constructiorspecifications lack sufficient detail to
provide specific recommendations to reduce the ske risk”.

6.8.  Flight Paths

Planning an airport so close to land which is Used¢onservation & water catchment raises serious
concerns regarding the high safety risk of bird bat flying fox strike occurring in these areasd an
the very limited power or no power to mitigateatreduce the risk due to the nature of the land use

On pp 35 & 36 Avisure have stated that the propdisgiat paths for Stage 1 aircraft “will be at
approximately 2,250 feet (Prospect Reservoir andigamba Dam) on arrival and at
approximately 630 feet (Eastern Creek landfill) daparture and that “the altitude at which aircraft
intersect these locations partially determinegiielevel as 93% of bird strikes occur below 3,500
feet (Doblar 2006)” and this needs to be considereeh finalizing flight paths.

This again raises serious concerns re the lacktaf dAvisure have also stated on page 17 of their
report that “a flight path positioned over attraethabitats increases the likelihood of a strike”.

Existing /potential flyways (regular bird flight {hes) between separate bird attractant sites idedtif
in Guideline C point 23 page 5 of the report attaeht) have not been considered for these areas.
Consideration needs to be given to birds and atgjffoxes that may transit through the airport
site to the wetlands and drylands conservationsawaahe other side of the proposed airport site fo
which data has not been collected.
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Page 2 point 12 of Guideline C attached to thentegiates “Most wildlife strikes occur on and in
the vicinity of airports, where aircraft fly at l@velevations. The risk of a strike on airport tefato
the level and form of wildlife activity both withithe boundary of an airport and in surrounding

areas. Wildlife attracted to land uses around aispzan migrate onto the airport or across flight
paths, increasing the risk of strikes”.

6.9. Desktop review and Wildlife Data Bases

It is also of note that in the desktop review ot on page 10 of the report did not also include a
review of current or historical bird and bat/flyifax data from existing wildlife databases for the
airport site or the surrounding 25 km radius tasasgith informing the report.

Time limitations may have prevented this from ocayr due to the very short scope time.

A consideration of this existing recorded dataeeded from the following suggested databases e.qg:

» The wildlife atlas of the Wildlife Unit of the NS\W@ffice of Department and Heritage,
www.bionet.nsw.gov.au

* The Atlas of living Australiavww.ala.org.au

» Birdlife Australias Atlas of Australian Birds birttacom.au

» Eramaea ebird ebird.org/content.australia

All of which allow searching for data for specificeas to occur. This would assist to further inform

the risk assessment. Further surveys would stitegaired as per Avisure recommendations in

section 6.

We have also found a fauna survey of the Warragapeeaial area part of which is included in the
13km from the proposed airport site in the Birdd Bat strike document.

Specifically table 1 page 9 of the link below lissina that are threatened. Several are birds that
could be impacted on by Bird Strike.

https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/resources/tiemadspecies/07472tpagssvol3ptl.pdf

The fact that we found this data, but that Avisdicenot, is unacceptable.
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6.10. Conclusion

The safety of aircraft and passengers, flight caed people on the ground who may be adversely
affected, should a bird or bat/flying fox aircraftike occur that can be catastrophic, must be
paramount in decisions being made by the Austr&iamernment about proposed airports, airport
design and flight paths.

The Australian Government has a duty of care to enge that safety is not compromised and
that safety risk assessment is thorough. Australinas obligations under International

Aviation safety standards (ICAQO) and Australian Ciul Aviation safety legislation (designed to
ensure that International obligations can be met)to ensure that this occurs (see points 9, 10 &
13 pp 2 & 3 of Avisure report attachment ‘GuidelineC National Airports Safeguarding
Framework Managing the Risk of Wildlife Strikes in the Vicinity of Airports’ ).

The protection of wildlife from being involved inkard or bat/flying fox aircraft strike also neetds
be considered.

The data provided in this section of the draft BI8ery limited.

The safety risk cannot be assessed as a low rsgdhlzn the very limited bird and bat/flying fox
collected in the very short scoped survey timeqgaktinat occurred, and where significant gaps in
data exist in what was and what was not surveyéamihe required area.

The collection of more detailed information hasrbeecommended by Avisure to confirm
preliminary findings and collected over a much lengeriod of time using different methods.

Although mitigation processes can be used to redsks Avisure have also stated that insufficient
details currently in the airport design and coredtam documents prevents them from being able to
give specific recommendations to reduce the ridhiraf and bat strike.

It is a serious safety issue that sufficient desailot available.

Additional survey information needs to be collec®&dhe survey area also must include the
conservation & water areas identified above thaehzeen missed within the 25km radius area
surveyed, before any further decision is maderdagg the feasibility of the Badgerys Creek
proposed airport location as a suitable locatigrafoairport or further design plans are
commenced.

The data collected in the surveys at the site antsgnding areas for the current report in thetdraf
EIS are inadequate in the consideration of theylikafety risk from bird and bat strike and the
draft EIS should not be acceptedwith the current limited data that has been ctdiédor this
section of the reporSafety is essential, and should not be compromisatiany stage and
legislative requirements must be met
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7. Traffic, Transport and Access

7.1. A Recipe for Strangulation

The draft EIS assessment starts badly when it @iraslthe road network in the vicinity of the
proposed airport at Badgerys Creek to be relativegongested (Vol 1 p.209). We all need to ask
‘relative to what'?, since any journey along therflern Road or its environs these days is fraught
with anxiety, a single small accident along theteazan automatically back-up for up to 10-20 kms,
with little chance of escape.

Accidents along this road in the time frame covdrgdhe draft EIS (2009-2013) show an already
high 320 crashes with a 43% injury rate and upsofétalities. As population builds in areas to the
south of Badgerys Creek, like Oran Park and Hatom@srove, and Penrith expands southwards,
usage of this road would’ve grown prodigiously evathout the Airport, and widening would have
been necessary in any case.

Further present developments around Mulgoa andaffamba are intensifying traffic levels at peak
hour, and locals now remark on ‘traffic jams’ ay letersections in and around the areas concerned
that had not occurred previously. The point isséhads are not in good shape or direction now, so
that any additional traffic would cause a worserohgnobility for residents and projected
passengers alike.

7.2. Impact of Western Sydney Airport

Traffic levels upon the arrival of the Airport walteach an extra 41,858 vehicles per day in Stage
1 (2030) according to the draft EIS. This wouldnh&nly cars, taxis and light utilities but would
also include 180 Rigid, Semi-Trailer and B-Doulbslleck movements carrying freight, and a further
43 B-Doubles carrying jet fuel, making an additib®20 major truck movements crammed within
the rest overall.

Claiming that the wondrous ‘Infrastructural bettents’ in roads provided by Federal funding will
improve the situation, the draft EIS concludesdkiga vehicular movements would not generate
the level of traffic required to significantly impiethe operation of the surrounding network...(Vol 2
p.238)

This astounding claim is made even against thedghetvidence of the draft EIS itself!
At the outset the draft EIS explains the concepta8, the ‘Level of Service’ of a given road.

Categorisation ‘A’ means ‘free flowing’ and ‘comtable’, ‘B’ means ‘stable flow’, ‘C’ less stable
but irregular flow, ‘D’ is ‘approaching unstable’ because all drivers are ‘restricted and the
general level of comfort is poor’. When the LoSecatry falls to a level ‘E’ travel is seriously slpw
‘minor disturbances cause breakdown of the systand,'F’ is basically ‘Queues’, the volume of
traffic is greater than capacity, and delays araroon.

The draft EIS at least has the honesty to categatishree: M4, M5, and M7 surrounding
Motorways in the ‘E’ and ‘F’ categories as theyremtly stand. They are rapidly becoming ‘car-
parks’ and not just at peak hour, but on weekesdsedl.

So, do the ‘improvements’ really improve the sitoiat considering the addition of Airport traffic?
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Well, the Northern Road is to be redirected aroinedAirport and widened to 4 lanes, an ‘M-12’
Motorway is to run parallel to Elizabeth Drive dimk with the M-7, and Bringelly Road is
expanded to 4 lanes near the Airport. Severabhiltiollars of expenditure later and the draft EIS
claims these upgraded roads are expected to preuitieient capacity to cater for the expected
passenger and employee traffic demand associatedhei proposed airport in 2031. (Vol 2 p.245)

Consider, however, the logic of these ‘improvements

Certainly, the roads immediately around the WSAsp@red, at least superficially, the impact of
constant log-jam. But the surrounding, main, aatevads are made worse, and are being strangled
by heavier traffic burdens from all directions.

A passenger taxi heading for a hotel in the CBDmz®ap the M-12 to meet the M-7, which may or
may not be in gridlock. The driver then has theiahdo drive directly ahead into the ‘Liverpool
Knot’ to get to the city, turn left to join the paof the M-4 (‘Westconnex’ tollway), or turn rigta
partake of the M-5 tollway car-park. Generally dpeg, it will be a one-to-two hour journey,
whichever the case.

In a summary graph on p. 239 (Vol 2), the draft pi&vides an overall picture of the surrounding
roads ‘Level of Service’, comparing traffic perfante now, ‘without’ the Airport in “D’s”, “E’S”
and “F’s”, and ‘with’ the Airport. Changes for tihetter show the letter in Green, changes for the
worse, in Red.

Amongst all the ‘no difference’ letters (clearlyeie MUST be worse with more traffic!) there are
12 ‘Reds’ and 8 ‘Greens’...in short, the roads syseB0% worse off with, than without the
Airport, and the city of Sydney continues to bastied by expensive gridlock (remember the M-4
will be ‘re-tolled” when WestConnex is completed).

7.3. An Alternative

Some people maintain that a ‘rail link’ from Lepgian to Badgerys Creek and thence to St. Marys
will alleviate the situation. It is hard to see hdd'Rail Cavity’ is supposed to be built in
preparation for ‘Rail Readiness’ sometime beyongl120

Passengers may well take a train ride out of tmpo&i, but at St. Marys they link up with the
standard suburban rail timetable to the CBD. Unilesee is a ‘purpose-built’ extra line along the
Western rail corridor, the train must necessarikethe same stops as is regularly the case, and
arrive in Central over an hour later. If | wereiaternational traveller, | would not be tempted.

A more realistic, albeit more expensive option vaolok to construct a purpose-built, direct, non-
stop ‘bullet train’ tunnel into the city that coudgt there in half an hour or less. Most of thallan
between Badgerys Creek and Prospect ReservoioisrClrand, so the cost-burden of corridor
purchase is neutralised. A tunnel could be dug fiiwa point into Martin Place, where the station is
currently built deep enough to receive passengargartably.

Such a suburban line ought to be built by the Sjaternment and serve residents of the ‘Northern
Road’ corridor as a rapid transit to the city, aglws tourists. Large scale parking stations
surrounding the ‘Rapid Hub’ could be constructeddter for the demand, and certainly, pressure
would be taken off all three major Motorways in vees Sydney since all residents, at some time or
another, have the need to visit the CBD. Just a®itantly, this fast suburban link could then also
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join the (Commonwealth built) High Speed Rail tiadae initially taking people to Canberra and
Melbourne, then ultimately the whole Eastern seabtmBrisbane.

In short, it is surely feasible to make the cawitgady planned for Badgerys Creek a ‘Central
Station’ based in western Sydney. This is not ualisucivilised cities. Paris, for example, has
‘North’, ‘South’, ‘East’ and ‘West’ Stations in ddrent parts of the city, with Metro links to each
one. Several of these have ‘High Speed Rail’ (‘Tz&fhanating into the French countryside, and
they are widely used by tourists and French loakite.

This argument takes place in the context of thesFRrmmit to reduce Climate Change
temperatures to 1.5% (with Australia lagging behimtihe tail’ of emissions reductions), as well as
a current ‘spike’ in road fatalities in NSW and Anasia (‘22% Increase in NSW Road Fatalities'—
Source ABC News 4/2/2015). A strange conjunctiart,ievertheless telling.

Isn’t it time the Car Fetish was confronted for witas: a source of anxiety, heart troubles, ‘road
rage’ and repeated frustration and a mounting héwltfrom crippling injuries and death. Instead
of building extra lanes for Freeways (which onlgemrage more cars and trucks!) politicians
should have the courage to be looking at long whations, irrespective of short term cost.

High Speed Ralil is a rational, relaxing, zero emiss method of moving large groups of people to

their destinations. Let’s use the debunking of mwanted Airport to bring it on, not put it on the
shelf, yet again...
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8. Biodiversity

8.1. The Basics — Offsetting
Almost all native vegetation & wildlife habitat tite airport site will be destroyed.

The biodiversity impact assessment is thereforedas the idea of ‘offsetting’ this destruction by
protecting and restoring other bushland in WesEiney.

The government proposes to use the NSW BioBanlahgrae to do this.

The idea that destroying critically endangered tamshis OK if we ‘save’ some elsewhere is
nonsense.

In fact the scheme was rejected by the governnemisNSW Scientific Committee.
However the NSW Office of Environment & Heritageseeded in making it law.

So the best you can achieve with this submissitm mish for a better offsetting outcome, even
though we know the system is fatally flawed?

We especially need to oppose some dodgy practrop®ged or these will be repeated in offsetting
other future developments.

8.2.  Quick Figures

The figures provided in the draft EIS for vegetatigpes and extent to be destroyed are accurate:

e 88.9 hectares of Critically Endangered CumberldathRVoodland in good condition to be
destroyed

» 295 hectares of Cumberland Plain Woodland ‘offsegded to meet BioBanking and federal
policy

« The government have only been able to demonst8&fidnéctares of potential Cumberland Plain
Woodland offsets available (61% of those neede¥yerious shortfall

The draft EIS figures for Threatened species tddstroyed are not accurate:
* The endangered vine population Marsdenia viridiflsubsp. viridiflora
o Draft EIS: Notes 2 groups of plants totalling 98iinduals
0 Actual: At least twice as many (4 groups) are kndavhe present
0 Locals emailed photos of the other groups of plemthe Department when the
preliminary EIS was released in December 2014. ifiitemation has been ignored
* Endangered wildlife species are present including:
Cumberland Plain Land Snall
Grey-headed Flying-fox
Little Eagle
Little Lorikeet
Scarlet Robin
Varied Sittella
Black Bittern
Blue-billed Duck

O O O0OO0OO0OO0OOoOOo
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0 East Coast Freetail Bat
o Eastern False Pipistrelle
o Eastern Bentwing Bat

However offsetting legislation allows these spetiese killed without further assessment under the
assumption they will be present on potential ‘dffsdes.

This is completely unacceptable.

Destroying threatened species makes a mockereatliole process of finding, identifying, listing
and protecting threatened species.

8.3.  What offset sites are proposed?

No specific offset sites are proposed.

The maps presented in the draft EIS are just affmeconcept to identify the current availability o
land for offsets.

The actual offset sites delivered may be diffeterthose shown.

The draft EIS doesn’t show clearly where thesemni@ksites are.

8.4.  Are Enough Offsets Available?

The draft EIS shows that there are not enough patearifset sites to meet their required 295
hectares of Cumberland Plain Woodland.

In fact the draft EIS was only able to find potahsites to make up 180 hectares* of good condition
Cumberland Plain Woodland — just 61% of the 295dres needed.

We refuse to be misled by the figure of ‘218 hexgawhich includes other vegetation types.

All of this ignores the fact that the governmemeatly needs to find 2,400 hectares of Cumberland
Plain Woodland offsets to meet the Sydney Growthtfes approval.

The law allows the proposal to be approved evendugh offset sites are not found.

We request that sufficient offset sites are idedibefore approval to meet both the Growth
Centres and Badgerys Airport developments.

8.5.  Plantings as Offsets for Woodland

The potential Ropes/South Creek offset sites areemonant woodland.

They are pasture which have been planted withlittes over the last 20 years.

Planted paddocks are not suitable offsets in cosgiam for the loss of remnant woodlands!
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8.6. Re-Using Offsets

Most of the potential ‘offsets’ identified (360 hares or 40%) are public reserves, purchased years
ago by the tax payer as green space to compeisatbtin encroachment in Western Sydney.

This includes the Western Sydney Parklands angubéc land along Ropes and South Creeks.

Of course the legislation has changed since thdrBarBanking guidelines on ‘additionality’ allow
these offsets to be reused.

But none of this changes the reality: The Airpadgomsal wants to compensate Western Sydney for
development by ‘protecting’ the land we got yeays tor the same compensation.

Once again Western Sydney is given a dud deal.dDdhink that’s fair?
We request real additionality in offsets - not jlisking the box under the BioBanking regulations.

There should be no offsets on public land — thisl s already purchased and protected to
compensate Western Sydney for urban development.

These lands include the Western Sydney Parklardi®apes/South Creek green belts.

8.7. Marsdenia Vine

The premise of offsetting (BioBanking) is that yaatect the best patches of biodiversity and pay
for this by developing the rest.

But if the good quality habitat is developed thenmedthing left to be the ‘offsets’ and the scheme
fails - we lose everything.

However that's exactly what the government propbszs.

Badgerys is one of the largest populations of Memsalso the draft EIS correctly notes that there’s
nothing left to offset it.

Legally the endangered plants are known as ‘Maiad@ndiflora subsp. viridiflora in the
Bankstown, Blacktown, Camden, Campbelltown, Fddfieélolroyd, Liverpool and Penrith local
government areas’.

Badgerys is one of the largest populations ofphasit (93 individuals in the two clumps they
report) and on that basis 524 plants are needad afset. However the draft EIS proposes to not
meet this requirement.

For an offset scheme to work the best habitatse-these ones - need to be protected.

If they are developed then nothing will be lefofitset the destruction of lower-quality habitats.

But the draft EIS proposes to clear these plants.

And since there are no available offsets no hahithbe protected at all.
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Instead some cuttings will be ‘translocated’ —planted and maintained elsewhere.

The proposal abandons any attempt at stemmingéiseoff this precious plant in the wild — leaving
a free-for-all to private development.

We request that the Marsdenia be protected unlégfsient plants can be protected as offsets
elsewhere.

8.8. The Missing Marsdenia

Only two of the four known clumps of Marsdenia h&een acknowledged by the draft EIS.
In other words half of them have been simply igdore

The Department of Planning received letters in Dewey 2014 with photos of these ‘missing’
plants.

No response was received and the draft EIS sinmelgpds these plants do not exist.

This is unacceptable.

8.9.  Proper Survey Required

While the draft EIS meets legislative survey reguoients, no genuine threatened flora survey has
been conducted.

The draft EIS notes that 18 days were spent org&itad flora searches’ but these were the same 18
days during which everything else was surveyed.

Can you really detect cryptic plants in a survesaasf 1,700 hectares while surveying all the other
wildlife as well?

A valid survey of the area is needed.

One of our associates doubled the number of Maradenjust 2 hours) how much other
endangered biodiversity is present that hasn'’t beeorded?

The Airport proponents simply do not want to suridaglgerys Creek properly.
Because if more of the biodiversity is recordedremaffsets would be needed for western Sydney.

We request a thorough survey of the site’s biodiaeincluding confirmation of the additional two
known (unacknowledged) locations of Marsdenia ¥ioda.
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9. Landscape and Visual Amenity

9.1. Methodology

The methodology provides a framework which is reabte as far as it goes - evaluating visual
impact in terms of a combination of visual sengiiand visual magnitude - but any standardised
system is inadequate to take into account the mlanibmplexities of differing on-ground sites, let
alone rate the visual impact at these sites agjittrbe rated by the actual persons affected.

9.2.  Existing Environment — Site Context

This section of the draft EIS provides a brief dgdion of the major elements of the landscape. It
falls outside the purpose of the draft EIS to ensg&athe positive landscape values that would be
lost if an international airport were to be budr. The open, spacious character of the landssape
however inherently pleasing, with individual vieafsgreat attractiveness, especially where there is
a backdrop of the Greater Blue Mountains World tdge Area. In addition to such views, the area
as a whole derives visual interest from farm angngifoves of trees, reflective dams (some so large
as to constitute small lakes).

This area contains productive farms - dairy, famtl vegetable, for example - which contribute to
the pleasant countryside character of these distiftdeed this is one of the few areas east of the
Divide where people from western Sydney can corerghyi enjoy rural views and show their
children real horses, cows, sheep, etc. It is ttolbow many of these farms would be viable, even
short-term, if the proposed airport is built, sitlce animals would be subject to the same health
stresses from the outrageous noise as humanshaffie$h produce could be contaminated by the
air pollution from both air and ground traffic. i§rentire rural landscape would be irrevocably
denatured and degraded by constant reminders aifrnhert's presence.

There is however no good reason why most of thigdcoot and should not be conserved. Sydney
should not be allowed to spread uninterrupted tighhe foot of the Blue Mountains. A sensitive
and responsible town and country planning wouldineda buffer zone, as substantial as possible,
between the outlying western suburbs of Sydneytlaadreater Blue Mountains World Heritage
Area. Decentralisation, rather than an ever-expgnhegapolis, is urgently needed.

The airport site also contains patches of critycaidangered Cumberland Plain vegetation which
could become attractive and valuable biodivergserves within the broader landscape planning if
the airport is not built.

The proposed airport is said to be being built imithe context of the South West Growth Centre,
the Western Sydney Employment Area, and the WeS&ydney Infrastructure Plan, but it is not a
necessary part of this equation. These schemdd lbewscaled down to preserve some visual
amenity, both within and outside the ex-airpor silt is thoroughly inequitable that, because of a
curfew-less airport, residents of western Sydneythe Blue Mountains should have to pay the
price of reduced quality of life and impaired hkahd educational outcomes simply to attain
benefits that eastern Sydney takes for granted.
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9.3.  Visual Catchment and Viewpoints

The draft EIS limits its examination of the visgatchment of the proposed airport to areas within a
10 km radius of the site, but the theoretical visagoact would extend well beyond this, taking in
higher areas in Silverdale, Werombi, Theresa PadkSt Mary's to the SW and NE; and, to the

NW, areas in Lapstone, Glenbrook, Mt Riverview &fakland; and, within the Greater Blue
Mountains World Heritage Area, a series of high@n{s approximately 4 km from the Blue
Mountains National Park boundary and extending fBlaxland to the level of Silverdale.

Nor does the visual catchment of the developmengast that of the site stop here, since there
would be visual (as well as aural) intrusion ingstvareas of the Greater Blue Mountains World
Heritage Area (see below).

9.4. Assessment of Impacts

The draft EIS selects for consideration a numbeftiefpoints which are either environmentally
sensitive, or close to, or significantly higherrththe airport site; the sensitivity of these ifirted
by duration of view, importance of visual amenitytloe large number of receivers.

9.5. Construction

The draft EIS notes that the airport site woulctbanged from a naturally undulating rural
landscape to an artificially levelled one, andHertmore that "This would occur in the context of an
area that has limited capacity to absorb the chdogeo limited vegetation cover, the form of the
land, the frequency of views, and the distance behwiewers and the Stage 1 development.” This
sums up the major deleterious effect this 170Ckalling would have on the surrounding
landscape, but worse is to follow.

9.6. Operations - Airport Infrastructure

Permanent views of the airport site would figu@ban high air traffic control tower, numerous
buildings, many substantial, a 3.7 km long runwagy associated taxiway system, and ongoing
views of aircraft taking off and landing. The enoums reduction in visual amenity from all this
scarcely needs to be emphasised.

9.7.  Airport Lighting
An airport would create light pollution, both frdocal light sources and from sky glow.

The local light sources would be less likely taeatflocal residents, though this would depend on
the height of the major buildings (Appendix O, Sals that there will be some light emitted,
however this could be limited as buildings may &atively low rise; in the Conclusion of App. O
however it is stated that the lighwill be limited as the buildingsill be relatively low" (our
emphases).

The local light sources would pose a potential tiskirds and bats attracted to the insects drawn b
the locally bright lights and thereby subject twaift strike. The insects themselves could find
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their populations decreased to the point whereiajiead pollinators become endangered, at least
locally, with flow-on effects for local flora antién possibly fauna.

The sky glow would impact both locally and on tlastern face of the Blue Mountains National
Park. According to the draft EIS, "the majoritylighting is directed skyward".

Because of the peculiarities of its topography #nesa receives air pollution from eastern Sydney
via NE sea breezes, and this is then trapped bgasiern face of the Blue Mountains. Because it is
further inland than Kingsford Smith the differemti@tween day and night time temperatures is
greater, leading to an increased incidence of fogs.

If an airport were to be built here, the vastlyreased air pollution would lead to more and denser
fogs (smogs), since the extra fine particulate enatbuld serve as condensation nuclei for vapour
molecules. (The current largely rural land in &énea is very suitable for preventing such an
exceptional increase in air pollution.) The pdiete is that the minute fog globules, while making
ground surface lighting unclear from the air, refflend diffuse light upwards to altitudes up to
approximately 3 km. The lit runways would alsoveeas a vast condensation nucleus (wet with
fog/dew), thus reflecting even more light upwards.

Vice versa, light pollution may even contributeaio pollution: nitrate radicals (NO3) build up in a
darkened sky and neutralise some of the nitrogeateqNOXx) that lead to higher levels of ozone
(O3). This reaction may be exacerbated by cetygies of lighting.
(www.skyandtelescope.com/astronomy-news/night4igibrsen-smog/)

9.8. Effects of Photopollution on the Ecology

In animals, melatonin (the chronobiotic hormonglulator of neoplastic cell growth) is secreted at
night only, but its production is suppressed bitligncluding artificial light. This leads to
disruption of circadian rhythms, and in humansteen linked to certain disease outcomes,
including breast cancer.

In addition to this effect of photopollution, nigight alters and interferes with the timing of
necessary biological activities. Nocturnal spedi&e so many Australian marsupials, are
especially at risk, as extra light exposes thepréalators and reduces time for foraging, finding
shelter and mates.

Part of a World Heritage natural area faces onwolight pollution. (Ecological consequences of
artificial night lighting. Catherine Rich and Traviongcore (eds.) 2006, Island Pres, Covelo, CA.
pp 15-42)

9.9. Aircraft and Flight Paths

The draft EIS states that according to the indreatiight paths "aircraft may be directed over a
range of visually sensitive areas, including resid areas, recreational areas and national parks,
which may result in visual impacts beyond the airgade”.

It is hard to envisage where aircraft could govoid all of these sensitive sites. In fact, it is
obvious from the indicative flight paths for botta§es 1 and 2 that a decision has been made that
as many flights as possible will arrive and depagr vast areas of the Greater Blue Mountains
World Heritage Area.
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This section of the draft EIS states: "Many aircegdproaching and departing Sydney Airport fly
over the Blue Mountains. Aircraft arriving and deging from the proposed airport would further
contribute to the existing density of flights ovlkee Blue Mountains and would likely be at lower
altitudes compared to aircraft using Sydney Airpoltet the claim is made elsewhere in the draft
EIS that the impact on the World Heritage Area Wwdl"minimal”. This is quite simply
unbelievable.

Since approximately March 2014, residents in pafrtie Blue Mountains have expressed concern
over the apparent increase in overflights, or fbgsower overflights, from Kingsford Smith
Airport. Even though they have come so much furttine aircraft are both visible as well as
audible (and very much more audible than visible).

The frequent roar and thunder of these aircradirsady having a deleterious effect on residents'
ability to appreciate their natural surroundingmauct other than loud conversations, listen to
certain types of music, etc, etc.

And yet, having come so many kilometres, thesaadirare presumably flying at a higher altitude
above areas in the Greater Blue Mountains Worldt&tgs Area than the projected altitudes for
planes using the proposed new airport would bep@sgdly 5,000-10,000 ft above sea level, but
much closer to the actual ground level becauskeofdrrain).

The integrity of bush scenery includes the backdrfog sky which is free from anything except
clouds and birds (a very occasional high plane beatplerated, but only as an intrusive exception).

Moreover scenery is not only visual but has anlaxmaponent: part of the scenery experience for
most people is the presence of sounds which coratdthe visual - bird calls, sound of wind in the
trees, plashing of creeks and waterfalls. It mayécessary at this point to mention that dollar-
bearing tourists also appreciate these things. Tame from Sydney for contrast, not an aerial
extension of the city painfully intruding into s@y of such great natural beauty.

9.10. Representative Viewpoints

Even from what is said in the text accompanyingabsessments it appears that both the
assessments and the impact levels proposed repegsanderestimation of likely visual impacts.

A few examples:

Luddenham Village, east of the Northern Rd: At rhetieree km from the airport site, the overall
Impact Level is rated as only Moderate-High, evesugh it is admitted that visual amenity would
be important to local residents and the surrountiingscape has "limited" capacity to absorb the
adverse visual impacts. Luddenham deserves a fegtigeit has a certain relaxed charm and two
historic churches dating from 1871 and 1886 respalgt while at nearby Bringelly Kelvin
Homestead dates from 1820 and is a State Heritawge i

Badgerys Creek Road, Bringelly: The overall Imdamtel is rated as only Moderate, even though
these rural residences and farms are only oneddifemetres south of the airport boundary, and
the residents are assumed to value visual amditigse residences would be on approximately the
same level as the airport, and it is claimed vegetavould obscure much of the airport site, but
with a 35m high air traffic control tower and largigh buildings it is doubtful whether the
vegetation would be high enough to provide visuatgxtion.
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Silverdale Road, Silverdale: The overall Impacteles rated as only Moderate-Low, even though
it is "an elevated, residential rural area withdat@xpansive views over surrounding areas, where
visual amenity is important and where residentssalgect to long duration views" and a number of
residents would have an unobstructed view of thodi site, while other residents would have
limited views, and all would have clear views ateaft movements.

Mt Portal Lookout, Blue Mountains National Park:eTtverall Impact Level is rated as only
Negligible, a clearly biased evaluation. This lookis approximately 70 m above the proposed
airport site of 1,700 ha. It is within the GredBune Mountains World Heritage Area, yet its
Sensitivity is only rated as Moderate-High. Toogm walk unawares through this natural bushland
only to emerge on to a lookout with a view ontaragernational airport and industrial area would

for most people be shocking and disturbing.

The visual impact of the airport would not be abléde absorbed by the wider view, as is claimed
by the draft EIS, since, because of its sheer sttadesize of major buildings, the length of the
runway(s), the height of the air traffic controlver, and the constant coming and going of aircratft,
with associated noise, it would irresistibly dragople’s attention. The magnitude of the contrast
could not be greater, nor the visual impact movee even if on a short-term basis, for large
numbers of people.

9.11. Mitigation and Management Measures

Only two of the mitigation measures put forward aoé subject to qualification and those are
measures 22.1 for a management plan and 22.7Habitgating construction site areas.

Measures 22.2, 22.3, 22.4, 22.5, 22.6 and 22.18lgealified by "where practical”, "where
practicable", or "as far as practicable".

Measure 22.8 considers revegetation strategy, fdytsoibject to bushfire risks and potential
impacts on aviation operations.

22.9 looks at possibilities for a not too visuabnfronting perimeter fence, but only subject to
safety and security requirements.

It is obvious that there is not to be much actuiiigation of untoward visual impacts, since
economics in particular will take precedence owstlaetics at almost every turn.

9.12. Further Development

The draft EIS states that progressive, unpredietdel’elopment of the airport site is expected to
occur from Stage 1 onwards, and that these devepfmtannot be accounted for by the proposed
Stage 1 development. This admission in itselhiertreduces the worth of the already imprecise
assessments for Stage 1, and does so likewiskedse for Stage 2.

9.13. Visual Context

The draft EIS envisages increasing urbanisationirashastrialisation in districts around the
proposed airport, transforming the area from aqmedantly rural to a predominantly urban
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environment. This would over time reduce the @amsitbetween the Stage 1 development and its
surroundings, and thus reduce sensitivity in theemwbanised east of the airport but increase it to
the west, and likewise increase visual magnitudktherefore visual impact to the west, that is the
Greater Blue Mountains World Heritage Area. Taemrite what was said above, there needs to be
as much as possible of a buffer zone between tHd\VBBA and the stark and unlovely contrast of
the industrialised, urbanised areas - a logicayi@ssion from these unnatural (even taking into
account a bit of landscaping) areas to a semi-aldyoen space to natural bushland.

9.14. Assessment of Impacts During Operation

Table 36.1, "Predicted aircraft movements”, showsta number of aircraft movements per 24
hours ranging from 198 in 2030, or one every 7.27ubes, to a horrific 110, or one every 1.29
minutes, night and day.

This would be appalling visually and in every othey to residents near the airport and near the
flightpaths. It would thoroughly degrade thoseaaref the Greater Blue Mountains World Heritage
Area near flightpaths, adversely impacting wildbified habitat features as the sound reverberating
off the valley walls of this vast, intricate noiaeplifying chamber draws attention to the stream of
aircraft overhead, or to the right, or left.

Since the GBMWHA is a complex area with differimgpdtiforms, microclimates, habitats, and flora
and fauna species in different areas, sometimas fesa one valley to the next, the significant
adverse impact on these considerable areas wogtddiethe integrity of the Greater Blue
Mountains World Heritage Area as a whole.

9.15. Mitigation

The largely ineffectual mitigation measures propageaddress the visual impact of Stage 1 are
also to apply to Stage 2, where given the enornrauease in the scale of visual impacts, especially
those relating to overflights, they would be evessleffective..

9.16. Summary of Findings

It is claimed here that the transition from a racaén urban environment would be expected to
"reduce the visual impact of the proposed airpevtetbpment, including night-time lighting effects,

as the proposed airport is integrated into the gimgnurban visual character of the area”.

The worse it gets, the better it gets - light pidin from the airport is no longer much of a prable
because it is largely absorbed by the more gehghalpollution from surrounding development.

In fact, Stage 2 would see much worse photopohubibthe area, impacting even more the eastern

face of the Greater Blue Mountains World Heritagea with all the adverse effects mentioned
above (22.3.5.2).
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9.17. Conclusion

Adverse and un-mitigatable impacts on visual amydnitboth existing residential and World
Heritage natural areas are unavoidable if the megairport goes ahead and are yet another reason
why it must not be built.
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10. Societal Impacts and Consequences

10.1. Setting the Scene

Sydney'’s Kingsford Smith Airport has achieved dest equilibrium over many years/decades of

dispute and compromise. As a consequence KSA has:

» Carefully determined Flight Paths

« These Flight Paths exclude flying over the Eas&rburbs

* Permit flights/aircraft noise over certain subundsle excluding flights and aircraft noise over
other suburbs

» Certain “noise sharing” arrangements have beentiadgd

« A “night time curfew” ensuring uninterrupted sldegtween 11pm (2300) and 6am (0600)

» Effectively a political/societal stalemate or “chetate”

While this present arrangement is not totally “Bamd equitable”, the fact that KSA is effectively
not-operational between 11pm and 6am (7 hours) st all residents of Inner Sydney, Greater
Sydney and beyond (Central Coast, Blue Mountallesyarra and Southern Highlands) should be
able to sleep without interruption.

This “state of equilibrium”, or “checkmate”, hasdmeachieved as a contest between:

* Residents of affluent suburbs, middle income sufyddw income suburbs (sometimes close to
KSA) using their relative political strengths tdluence KSA outcomes

» Political Parties and their candidates seeking sripp influencing Flight Paths and Aircraft
Noise for various Electorates

* New “political groupings” seeking to influence galal decisions for KSA. The “No Aircraft
Noise Party” was one such stakeholder seeking amadde sharing of aircraft and noise as
generated by operations at Kingsford Smith Airport.

This “not totally fair and equitable” situation kingsford Smith Airport must be compared with
the planned operating environment of the proposedté/n Sydney Airport at Badgerys Creek.

10.2. Proposed Western Sydney Airport

The proposed Western Sydney Airport would havehElRaths and associated Aircraft Noise in

areas presently with little aircraft noise such as:

» All suburbs along all Flight Paths within 30km chd®jerys Creek. This largely effects St. Clair,
Erskine Park, St. Marys, Rooty Hill and Mt. Druattd its northern suburbs

« National Parks including Blue Mountains Nationatk®#he Blue Labyrinth and Grose Valley

« Towns and villages of Lower Blue Mountains

« Emu Plains, Penrith, Kingswood and Werrington tigioto St. Marys

BUT the intrusion/interruption due to Aircraft Neign all the above localities will be “24 hours per
day/7 days per week/365 days per year” ie. anytdag,and night.

This is a consequence of the decision that “Wesgdney Airport” be a “no curfew airport”
Undeniably this is NOT “fair and equitable” in diiair-go” society !!
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10.3. Politics and Lobbying
How were the decisions for the proposed “Westen8y Airport” determined?

Did the Federal Government have a mandate to peoypestern Sydney Airport with the proposed
operating conditions?

Did the Federal Government have a mandate to devketproposed Western Sydney Airport as a
“NO Curfew Airport™?

Where did the urging and influence come from, pugline Federal Government in this direction?

Who were the lobbyists and stakeholders seekifgtefit from the Western Sydney Airport
development?

10.4. Societal Implications
What are the Societal Implications of this decidimna “NO Curfew Airport” in Western Sydney?
“Winners”

» All residents close by Kingsford Smith Airport. Beepeople anticipate reduced aircraft
operations at KSA as some of the load will be sthargh WSA. But for these residents the
prospect of the “lifting of the curfew” is gone &mer. No aircraft noise after 11pm through to
6am ever!

» All residents east of Parramatta will never beaéd by aircraft noise between 11pm and 6am
as the KSA curfew will remain. Possibly this zomeild be east of an arc through Rouse Hill,
Wentworthville, Liverpool to Campbelltown.

* This means that the vast majority of the residehtSreater Sydney will retain the benefits of
KSA curfew. No overnight aircraft noise!

“Losers”
All “losers” will experience aircraft noise at atigne, day and night. No overnight curfew here!!

* The biggest losers are the residents of the aneadsal by St. Clair, Erskine Park, Colyton, St.
Marys, Mt. Druitt Suburbs and Rooty Hill. This aiealudes many of Greater Sydney’s lowest
socioeconomic “battlers” with high rates of intemgeational unemployment. (The Mt. Druitt
area was originally “stocked” with residents digjgld from Public Housing being demolished in
the inner city suburbs.) The biggest losers wilthelong term battlers of Western Sydney.

» All other residents from Werrington west to Pendtid Emu Plains, then further west to the
Lower Blue Mountains (Lapstone west to Faulcontk#)dand possibly further west to the Mid
Blue Mountains (Linden west to Bullaburra) will bected by aircraft noise without the
protection of an overnight curfew.

How were the “winners and losers” selected?
The announcement that the proposed Western SydnggrAwould be curfew free was

summarised as “aircraft noise would be dumped ost@ve Sydney”. But what are the societal
mechanisms which have bought this decision about?

Submission on Western Sydney Airport Environmémipéct Statement — Blue Mountains Conservation Soei€age 60



10.5. Decisions and Impacts

The decision that the proposed Western Sydney Airpo

Would not be protected by an overnight curfew is ohelitist bastardry

Western Sydney residents (“the Westies”) have blediberately targeted knowing the majority
of Sydneysiders would silently approve the disativge being dumped out west, on “the
Westies”

The “planners” of the proposed WSA have demonstrateial discrimination in proposing
further discrimination/disadvantage to those cutyerecognised as “the most disadvantaged
low socioeconomic suburbs of Greater Sydney”

This is also a form of “bullying” knowing that thiesidents targeted for maximum overnight
aircraft noise have few, if any, resources to opgbs further disadvantage

In summary, the proponents of WSA have used ebastardry, discrimination and “bullying” in
proposing this airport with NO curfew.

10.6. Political Process

This has come about (as part of the political pgeredue to:

The majority of Greater Sydney residents, due ¢édakbality in which they live, approve that
KSA should have a curfew and so support the prapofreciuding possibly the Coalition
Government). Labor has suggested bi-partisan stippor

The majority of Electorates remain in the “NO aaftmoise overnight area” and so this is NOT
a defining issue as to how the Electorate woul@ vistany voters could even approve of
“dumping overnight aircraft noise in Western SydnefDump on the Westies”.

In contrast:

Given the 30 seat “majority” of the current Govesnty and the voters in the few Electorates
disadvantaged by the WSA with NO Curfew, it wohé&lunlikely for the Federal Government
to lose power, based on this issue, in the nedefeéd Election. The disaffected voters, in
Electorates effected by WSA with NO Curfew are disgnchised lacking Political power.
Therefore the majority of voters, not only in thee@er Sydney Region, but rather Australia
wide are able to inflict Aircraft Noise (24 housoh day) on Western Sydney and Blue
Mountains residents.

Fair and equitable?

Or discrimination and bullying?

10.7. Disinformation

Many Western Sydney residents are “blinded” byrtfamtra “jobs for Western Sydney”.

These people think that:

Presently unemployed people from Western Sydndyfimil jobs because of the demand for
extra employees
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» However normal market forces will apply. Peoplesergly employed with needed skills and
contacts will relocate to the WSA project. UnslkdIlworkers will also come from the pool of
unemployed including migrants which continue tovarinto the Sydney region

* Unless Government policies target the long termrmpieyed with quotas and traineeships, little
will change for the residents at greatest disaggmntiving close by the proposed Western
Sydney Airport

10.8. Discrimination

A major industry with many negative local enviromtad impacts is permitted to build in a suburb
where many disaffected ethnic and migrant peogiglee This is far from the residential and
commercial localities chosen by the majority ofdbesidents.

This is what we would expect.

It's called discrimination, a blunt application pdwer over disadvantaged people.

So what of Australian Society as it “progressesd ithe 21st Century?

Is Australia a:

» Classless society?

» A fair and equitable society?
« A *“fair go” society?

Members of the “team” writing these E.l.A. and &.ldocuments are shaping our society.

We need them to get it right, which has not hapgen¢he current draft EIS document.
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11. Economic

11.1. Antipathy

Given the usual antipathy of Sydneysiders to Wasidney, many/most residents from North and
South of the Harbour and the Parramatta Riveraaiiitinue to regard Sydney’s Kingsford Smith
Airport as “their” airport.

They will NOT want to use the proposed “Westernr&ydAirport”; due to travel time and
additional costs.

Most Sydneysiders do NOT wish to travel west; eleeRarramatta. Most of these people would
have little if any intention to fly out-of or in-té/SA.

The majority of these Sydneysiders would consid&ANoo far from home AND in a “foreign
region” in which they would feel uncomfortable, evadienated.

During normal KSA operating hours, most people s€the Sydney basin will continue to want to
fly from KSA.

Demand for flights from WSA will be very limited dreven the “budget airlines” with possibly
cheaper airport charges (hardly a favourable saegaren the huge costs in building WSA) and
marginally lower fares from WSA will provide suffent incentive for many potential passengers
from the general Sydney area.

11.2. Demand
How many people will be wanting to access WSA dythre hours of the KSA Curfew ?

People flying out of WSA “overnight”
« If an International Flight, people could be arryiftom about 7pm onwards; for flights leaving
after 10pm.

o How many people would want to arrive at WSA towaftdsend of a “full” day to then
embark on a long overseas flight ?

o If the flight was to New Zealand, the flight cowdive inconveniently too early in the
morning. When to sleep and when to wake up camglishe day of arrival; who is
wanting to do that?

o Who would want to “hang around” to between midnighRam to catch their flight ?

» If a Domestic Flight, people could be arriving frafout 9pm onwards; for flights leaving after
10pm

o There would be some market for people to fly to bdelrne, Brisbane and Adelaide to
arrive about midnight but we would expect very texdi demand for flights after
midnight

o Flights of about 3-5 hours duration (Cairns, Darviderth etc) could arrive
inconveniently too early in the morning. When lgep and when to wake up can disrupt
the day of arrival; who is wanting to do that?
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11.3. Questions for the Proponents of Western Sydypéirport

11.3.1. Which of the airlines have done a Busiistagy / Market Appraisal for WSA operating
“overnight” during KSA curfew hours ?

11.3.2. Which of these airlines consider operationd/SA as being:
» Highly profitable ?

» Profitable ?

* Marginally profitable ?

e “adrag on the bottom line” ?

11.3.3. What is the “business success” of operatirgjon Airport, the second airport in Melbourne
?

(It would seem that most people would want to d&tfrom Tullamarine Airport rather than
Avalon Airport).

11.3.4. Unless “our” major Australian Airlines deen to use WSA 24 hours/day due to a
favourable business studies, why are we persistitigthis project?

11.3.5. If “our” major Australian Airlines are keéintend to use KSA 17 hours/day (outside the
curfew) but will use (possibly reluctantly) WSA “ernight” (during KSA curfew hours) why are
we persisting with this project?

11.3.6. Do the Proponents / Advocates for WSA tmsgong commitment to use WSA 24
hours/day from:
* All major airlines?
* All Unions whose members are required for basicgatmmns of the WSA?
(Does this include most influential and skilled agiers, the Pilots?)

11.3.7. Do the Proponents / Advocates for WSA) reastong commitment to use WSA during
only 7 hours/day (during KSA curfew hours) from:
* All major airlines?
* All Unions whose members are required for basicatmmns of the WSA?
(Does this include most influential and skilled agiers, the Pilots ?)

11.3.8. Is WSA planned to be built on the basi%afld it and they will come” ??

» This mantra has been a spectacular failure witbrsg¢wnotorways built and proposed in
Melbourne, Sydney and Brisbane

* Western Sydney Airport could well become a “Whiteghant” with HUGE financial
consequences for Australian taxpayers
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11.4. Statement from No Airport Noise

We note the following extracts from a document frdva Aircraft Noiuse’ entitled:

“Badgery’s Creek Airport — Presention - RevisedrirBAN 2015 AGM”

Key issues:

How do passengers get there? Lack of fast, connerad link to Sydney CBD, Sydney Airport
and greater Sydney Area. Note that only 11% of 8ydrair passengers come from Western
Sydney with the majority starting / ending tripsSydney CBD, North Shore and Eastern
Suburbs (2006 Sydney Airport Ground Transport Study

Why would Passengers choose to fly from Badgemgek? Passengers won't go to an airport
which isn’t convenient to use especially with lediflight destinations particularly for peak
hour flights

Airlines given option to “opt in” to use Badgery&eek but won't until it is beneficial for them
e.g. lack of access or slots at Sydney Airportew entrants

Only 11% of Western Sydney people are using theepteSydney Airport according to figures
in the 2006 Sydney Airport Ground Transport Plan

No Aircraft Noise analysis shows how CBD, Easterd Borthern Sydney create the greatest
air travel demand

Passenger growth from Western Sydney to drive fugdte airport will not lead to a viable
airport

Western Sydney demand will grow, but without ari@stonnection to the rest of Sydney it will
take decades to make a viable airport at Badgerys

Very slow start up of Badgery’s Creek Airport wédbkult in the majority of Sydney airport
traffic being handled by Sydney Airport and thiswwehange until the capacity limits of
Sydney Airport are reached

Strategy of domestic flights first at Badgery’s €kevill only replace smaller domestic /
regional planes with noisier International planesSydney Airport

Impact on Sydney Airport flight paths and noiselgvs unknown

Unwillingness to use Badgery’s Creek Airport toesgat flights and noise across the greater
Sydney area or keep Sydney Airport within LTOPensi®aring

Unwillingness to move shoulder period noisier inggfonal flights to Badgery’s to restore
Sydney Airport curfew to 11pm to 6 am (without $theuperiod) or extend curfew to 8 hours
Operational issues such as the lack of a Sydneg Wigpace Plan, the lack of Sydney Airport
passenger and flight movement forecasts in thisaiwamrt scenario make it impossible to
determine the impacts on the residents of Sydney

Conclusion

Badgery’s Creek Airport is not a viable airport poposed as passengers will have difficulty to
get there and airlines have no incentive to opige it

If Sydney Airport is the lessee they will maxindgdney Airport and defer expenditure at
Badgery’s Creek Airport

Sydney Airport will grow until it's operational cetraints are reached

Impacts on Sydney Airport, it's flights paths antlife of noise sharing is not known as Sydney
Air Space design is not complete

There is a lack of political will to use Badgergseek Airport to constrain Sydney Airport to
the LTOP noise sharing.
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While the intent of NAN here is to call for a fastamp up of Western Sydney Airportrieplace
KSA (which the draft EIS says ot the plan), it is also an excellent summary ofrdesons that
WSA is not a viable project economically.
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12. The Greater Blue Mountains World Heritage Area

12.1. Introductory Comments

The GBMWHA also has National Heritage Listing amanprises eight protected areas, seven of
which are National Parks. In addition to the Nia&ibParks there are, largely peripheral to the
GBMWHA, several State Conservation Areas (SCAs)taedGardens of Stone Stage 2 proposal ;
the latter aims to have the nominated areas addin tNational Parks estate and, where
appropriate, added to the GBMWHA.

Much attention has been paid to the GBMWHA in theftdEIS in terms of the values on which the
inscription was based and the extensive additiealales (currently under consideration for further
inscription).

The draft EIS also notes the pieces of CommonwealthState legislation which (hopefully) ensure
the GBWHA's protection from proposals such as tineent one regarding the WSA.

The approach adopted by the draft EIS is to idgpiitential impacts and then systematically
dismiss or minimise them.

In V3 S38 Section 38.3.2.1 pp150-151 noise is éat#tus:

« P150"...a Boeing 747 aircraft operating on certain depa¢ paths would be expected to
produce noise levels exceeding 60 dBA over a larga of the GBMWHA. In some areas,
primarily within the Warragamba exclusion zone, thaximum noise level would exceed 70
dBA. A south west departure by an Airbus A320aslipted to produce noise levels of 60 to 65
dBA in the southern area of the Blue Mountains dveti Park.”

“...aircraft technology is continually evolving to prove the noise performance...Given that
the full operating capacity...is not anticipated ®dxchieved for close to 50 years, it is likely
that older generation aircraft...would be replaced..qoyeter and more efficient aircraft...”.

This is possible, but what will happen to the GBMWH\ in the intervening 20, 30 or 50
years?

* P151 Noise impacts on fauna includechanging foraging behaviour, impacting breeding
success and changing species occurrences. Lowgfarcraft can give rise to flight response
In some species, causing them to abandon nestxthadspecies are known to avoid higher
elevation areas where noise levels are higher, @ty resulting in fragmentation of
habitat...”

“Given the height at which flights...are likely to beer the GBMA, these impacts are unlikely.
While noise would increase marginally above backgrblevels on an intermittent basis

directly under the flight paths, fauna are likebyliecome habituated to the elevated noise levels
in the long term...Operation of aircraft in the lotegm is highly unlikely to permanently alter
foraging or breeding behaviour of any fauna speci@ay impacts would be localised, with
impacts occurring under the main flight paths. Tiegority of fauna within the vast GBMA
would not be impacted by aircraft noise. As sunchse would not result in a loss of

biodiversity and would not interfere with the eaptal viability and capacity for ongoing
evolution of species within the GBMA.”
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Yes, it happens in some places, but it won’t happemere, and if it does it will only be
under flightpaths so it won’t happen all over, allof which means we can predict no loss of
biodiversity and no interference with ecological \ability, etc.

This is obviously not correct!

In V3 S38 Section 38.3.2.1 pp152-155 in relatioanwenity there is a similar lack of even-
handedness:

« P152 “...almost all aircraft departures and arrivalthe long term would occur at an altitude of
more than 5,000 feet and most would occur at nf@e 10,000 feet above sea level over the
GBMWHA...No flights are expected to occur less tha®06 feet from ground level in the
vicinity of sensitive areas.”

Yet looking at Figures 38-2 and 38-3, the flightpdits north of Warragamba Dam would be
<5000 feet above several official picnic, campingnd lookout site.

The flightpaths in Figure 38-2 would barely have 500 feet clearance in the regions west of
the northwest-trending arm and along the southwestrending arm of L Burragorang; but
perhaps these don’t count because they are in theoNEntry Special Areas?

Many other examples could be provided.

12.2. Impacts on the Spectrum of Visitors

This falls into two parts: those visiting the vgles and car-accessible lookouts, and those visiting
the National Parks for more serious hiking, campotber recreational activities, and/or research
and educational needs.

12.2.1 Visitors to Villages and Easily Accessed Lkouts

The upper Blue Mountains in particular has an esitensystem of scenic lookouts and easy
walking tracks. It is one of the major nature-tmhsmirism destinations in Australia, not least

because its proximity to Sydney facilitates numerday-visitors and short-stay visitors.

Their reasons for coming are typically to breatlea air, experience the scenic beauty from
popular lookouts, and see the autumn leaves ansptireg blossoms.

In many parts of Sydney, their amenity is sevecelyjpromised by aircraft noise, so few come to
the mountains to watch and hear aeroplanes.

It follows that such visitors will certainly haviedir enjoyment impacted by overflights.

The views that the planes will be too high aboweléimd surface to be visually distracting, and the
aircraft noise will not be intrusive, are rejected.
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12.2.2 Visitors to the National Parks Including Witlerness

These types of visitor spread far more widely tigftothe GBMWHA than those seeking lookouts.
They value the scenic beauty of the region, terfaktéar more environmentally aware, appreciate
the importance of Wilderness and declared Wild Rivand almost above all else value the silence
and the night sky. Such visitors will find ovegfiits particularly intrusive.

V2 S26 Table 26-6 and V3 S38 Table 38-4 in relatmtiourism and recreation’ and also to
‘wilderness’ state :

“Key areas of recreation and tourism have been idiexl and assessed in regard to potential
impacts from operation of the proposed airport. Mftsome areas are expected to experience
intermittent noise levels above 50 dBA, such aaseadimited in the context of the entire property.”

“The major tourism areas around Katoomba and Wemtiv&alls would not be impacted by
aircraft noise.”

“Some areas of Nattai National Park and Wollemi iNaal Park would be affected by maximum
noise levels associated with infrequent overfligiitBoeing 747 aircraft, an aircraft type gradually
being phased out by airlines.” “...lower noise levpbtentially also affect[ing] Blue Mountains
and Kanangra Boyd National Parks (e.g. effects oms@ and Kanangra Boyd Wilderness Areas).
Access to these areas is generally limited to Bikerd low impact tourism. These limitations
restrict the number of people within the area asdsach limits the number of people potentially
affected.”

Largely based on the above, the ‘assessment dfisagice’ (in the above Tables) in relation to all
three Stages of the WSA is that the proposed argtterm airport would have no significant
impact on either recreation and tourism, or on &ness values.

Very simply, the ‘operational assessments’ and thassessments of significance’ derived from
them are categorically rejected in relation to allstages of the WSA based on the following:

» The overflight height above the terrain are ovéestaThis would increase the levels of noise
considerably. Some areas<05000 feet clearance are in the Blue MountainsadatiPark and
also impact wilderness and the No Entry SpeciabAm®und Lake Burragorang.

« 50 dBA is above a reasonable trigger level of daeng/night of 40/35/30 dBA. Day-time
measurements of ‘background’ in the Blue Mount&iational Park have yielded values below
30 dBA over several hours — such differences betvibe aircraft noise and the ambient
environment would severely compromise the expeeaithose enjoying the solitude.

« Examination of Figures A1 and B1, and V3 S38 Figi6e2, together with V4 App E1 Figures
7-2 to 7-5 in which numbers of flights are indiahtevill demonstrate that visitors to the various
National parks of the GBMWHA will be subject to cierable numbers of flights creating
significant levels of intrusive noise.

The progressive WSA proposal will have the capdoityreate substantial noise impacts linked to
24/7 operation. This will compromise large paiftthe GBMWHA and peripheral SCAs, and
detract from the amenity of the many Australian Bmidrnational visitors. The parts of the
GBMWHA impacted include: the Blue Mountains NatibRark and contained Grose Wilderness,
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the southern half of the Wollemi Wilderness witttie Wollemi National Park, the Kanangra Boyd
National Park and Wilderness, the Nattai NatioreakRand Wilderness, and the Burragorang SCA.

12.3. Impacts on Sydney’s Water Supply and SpeciAreas
There are several possibilities to consider:

» Emergency dumping of fuel while over Lake Burragagrar within the catchment would
seriously affect the water supply.

» Similarly, an aircraft crashing into the Lake ottlire catchment would have adverse
consequences.

» In addition to the contamination aspect, therdss the problem of accessing the catchment and
effecting a rescue operation and clean-up.

The draft EIS seem not to see these aspects asad fiecause they are extremely unlikéfythe
WSA goes ahead, we wonder how long it will be beferthe ‘unlikely’ happens?

12.4. Impacts on the Region’s Native Fauna

V3 S38 p151 indicates that noise adversely impgacisa by changing foraging behaviour, lowering
breeding success modifying a species occurrengeneering fear such that nests are abandoned,
and moving to lower elevations. Yet the draft B&&ms to feel that any impact is localised and of
negligible significance.

The particular issue is hard to resolve, but thlevieng comments are made:

* Noise certainly affects and annoys humans and terrg-exposure is likely to affect hearing.
Occupational health and Safety Requirements stiptie use of ear plugs as at least a
precautionary measure.

« Empirical evidence is that noise frightens manyratispecies and this can lead to adverse
consequences, some of which could be permanent.

* The West Australian EPA introduced guidelines in20ealing with the evaluation of noise
and its impacts.

* It would seem that the jury has yet to decideremfthe point of view of a new airport
impacting on the GBMWHA comprising parks, wilderagsubstantial biodiversity, and
Sydney'’s principal water supply with its No Entrge®ial Areas, and all contributing to a
thriving tourism industry, it must surely be prutlemobserve the Precautionary Principle.

* An excellent evaluation of many papers on the ihp&ooise concluded (p14) :

“By remaining unconcerned or unaware of the potartiarm that this unnecessary noise is having
on wildlife we are valuing our anthropocentric wamver the very survival and future of other
creatures.”

http://wfae.proscenia.net/library/articles/radldeef noise wildlife.pdf
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12.5. World Heritage Listing
The following paragraphs are from the document:

1999 WORLD HERITAGE NOMINATION IUCN TECHNICAL EVALWATION THE GREATER
BLUE MOUNTAINS AREA (AUSTRALIA)

One threat not mentioned in the nomination is tfegpsal for a new international airport at
Badgerys Creek 10km from the eastern boundaryeoGtBM. IUCN has reviewed relevant portions
of the draft Environmental Impact Statement as agltopies of submissions against the proposal
by conservation and community groups. The propasgdrt would maximise use of airspace over
the Blue Mountains area resulting in aircraft nolsgels of 70 to 80 decibels. Such flights would
also be visually intrusive and adversely affectrib&ural quiet and ambience of this part of the
GBM. The airport would also increase air pollutithrough vehicle traffic to the site and airborne
fuel emissions and fuel dumping. As noted in thensgsion by the City of Blue Mountains, the
World Heritage nomination of the GBM “... would beagneptably compromised by the adverse
impact...caused by aircraft flights over the Blue Mains”. Other local governments and the
State Government also oppose the project. A decisiche Commonwealth Government on
construction of the new airport is expected to beaunced in mid-1999.

At its twenty-third ordinary session, the Bureagided to defer the present nomination under
natural criteria and to invite the Australian auttities to consider the possibility of a serial
nomination to cover the full range of values ofayptus ecosystems. The Bureau also noted a
number of impacts, including 155 inholdings andpbiential for an airport at Badgerys Creek,
which might compromise the integrity of the area.

This makes it obvious that an Airport in Westernli$gy threatens the Worlds Heritage Listing of
the Blue Mountains National parks.

This line is from the Australian Government Depaatinof the Environment Web Site at:
https://www.environment.gov.au/heritage/places/dialie-mountains/values

Since listing, proposals for a second Sydney atrppBadgerys Creek, adjacent to the GBMA,
have beembandoned.

The sentence is also found on the UNESCO Web 8ite a
http://whc.unesco.org/en/list/917

The Airport must not be built!

The proposal must be abandoned permanently!
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13. Biosecurity

13.1. No Biosecurity Analysis

It is a major concern that the proposed Westerm&ydirport Environmental Impact Statement
has overlooked the impact of Biosecurity issuetherBlue Mountains National Park and the
Greater Blue Mountains World Heritage Area.

Airports are places notorious for the detectiomaésive species and the biosecurity systems do not
always work. To have an airport situated so ctoseworld heritage area is absurd. Recent
examples of invasive species impacting in areasaigaorts in Australia include:

13.2. Red Fire Ants

In December 2014 Red Imported Fire Ants (Solenapsista) were detected at Botany near
Sydney Airport. A 500 hectare surveillance arealde®n declared around this site.

Fire Ants are a huge problem in the USA. They camigry serious economic and social impacts.
They sting people, occasionally causing the deatthfants and elderly people, damage crops, rob
bee-hives, harm young domestic animals, and daneagks, footpaths and electrical equipment.

They have caused more than 80 human deaths. $&@sgg become infected. They are harming a
wide range of native animals.

It would be devastating if these ants impactedheBlue Mountains National Park.

Australian plants may face risks from fire antszgrg on seedlings and disrupting seed dispersal,
pollination and germination. Fire ants have mom@agical impacts than most ants because they
can reach extremely high densities of up to 260Qmds per hectare.

The reduction in the biodiversity of Australianimatfauna and flora due to the red imported fire
ant, Solenopsis invicta is listed as a key threatgprocess under the Commonwealth Environment
Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 198®BC Act)

The amount of money spent on controlling Red Imgabfire Ants is estimated to be $900 million
in the USA annually.

13.3. Zebra Chip Disease

In 2014 Zebra Chip Disease (Candidatus Liberibastianacearum) and associated Tomato-Potato
Psyllid (Bactericera cockerelli) were both deteatedr the Norfolk Island International Airport (an
Australian territory).

The vector for the zebra chip complex is the tongattato psyllid Bactericera cockerelli.

This insect and bacterium complex is a seriousatireAustralia’s potato, tomato and
capsicum/chilli crops. It causes crops to beconmarketable. The disease occurs in New Zealand
and both north and central America and causesomdllof dollars damage to crops which have to be

extensively sprayed with pesticides to controldisease.
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13.4. Browsing Ants

In 2013 Browsing Ants( Lepisiota frauenfeldi) weletected at Perth Airport WA. That site has not
yet declared the ants eradicated.

They are an ant-eating species that form supenmsddhat can displace native ant species and most
other invertebrates in the area of infestation.yTiaeve since been detected near port areas at
Darwin.

Browsing ants are ideally suited to Australian dbads. They can also cause plant damage.
Browsing ant is a homopteran-tending species wiéeh’ pests such as aphids, mealy bugs and
scale insects, and so would become significantduttiiral and garden pests.

13.5. Asian Honey Bees

In 2007 Asian Honey Bees (Apis cerana javana) wetected near Cairns International Airport
QLD. They are now established in far North QLD aadnot be eradicated.

They are a natural host for varroa mites whicmtifoduced, would pose a serious threat to the
honey bee industry and crops that are dependeBtimpean honey bees for pollination.

13.6. Electric Ants

In 2006 Electric Ants or Little Fire Ant, (Wasmaarauropunctata) were found near Cairns
International Airport QLD.

The name, Electric Ant (or little fire ant) derivieesm the ant's painful sting.

This ant's impact in those environments and coemwiutside of its place of origin has caused the
reduction of species diversity, reducing overaliratance of flying and tree-dwelling insects, and
eliminating spider populations.

On the Galapagos Islands, it eats the hatchlingertufises and attacks the eyes and other body
parts of the adult tortoises. It is considereddggbrhaps the greatest ant species threat in thicPa
region and is one of the worst alien species ilmntbdd according to The Global Invasive Species
Database.

Where electric ants are present, they have displ@Bger cent of native ants. Without native ants,

local plants, crops and trees in the ecosystemsufthgr. They have the potential to ruin both the
agriculture and the tourism industry.
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13.7. Yellow Crazy Ants

In 2001 Yellow Crazy Ants (Anoplolepis gracilipesyere found near Cairns International Airport
QLD.

They have spread extensively.

Despite Biosecurity Queensland's ongoing treatraedtsurveillance activities, the known infested
areas have increased since 2007 and given theanwhmew infestations found in the past 18
months, statewide eradication is not considerediples

Infestations have been found at Townsville, Calwe|tHervey Bay Maryborough, the Gold Coast
and various Brisbane suburbs including Eagle Farm.

It is included as one of the world's 100 worst Biva species. Yellow crazy ants can form densely
populated super-colonies with more than one quBeese super-colonies can have a huge impact
on natural environments, including both native fdaand animals. Yellow crazy ants can damage
crops, horticulture and honeybee hives, and caaradly impact on our outdoor lifestyle. The ants
spray formic acid which may cause burning andateithe skin and eyes of animals and potentially
humans.

13.8. Conclusion
There are a huge range of invasive species whe&bantic to Australia.
As shown by past examples it is easy for theseiespén escape from around airport entry points.

Exotic insects and disease are regularly detedtenorts by Biosecurity Officers but as the
examples above indicate some invasive speciesapesietection.

To have an airport so close to a World Heritaga &enconceivable and without any sensible
environmental reasoning.

Emerging disease issues are also of major conoeanfairport being so close to the Greater Blue
Mountains World Heritage area.

As recently as November 2015 an emergency alerissasd by the Department of Agriculture and
Water Resources regarding the disease Xylelladiast. This is a bacterial disease which is
difficult to eradicate. Outbreaks in America, Italyd France have been devastating. Xylella affects
a range of important plants: wine and table grapésis, olives, forestry trees, ornamentals
(including Rhododendrons and Camellias), almonketrees, peaches, plums, avocados,
blueberries, coffee, pecans and alfalfa. It is waulundreds of millions of dollars of damage ig th
Americas.

Some leafhoppers in Australia are likely to be ableansmit the bacterium. This disease has the
potential to infect 52 native plant families whicltludes 768 species in the Greater Blue
Mountains World Heritage Area.

Species include Eucalypts, Acacias, Banksias atigsteenons. An outbreak would leave the
Greater Blue Mountains World Heritage Area devastat
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Rhododendrons and Camellias are also a potentsal §ay goodbye to the Blue Mountains
Rhododendron Festival if this disease ever escapes.

To prevent the devastation of the Greater Blue Maine World Heritage Area a High Speed Rail
system linking Sydney to Brisbane, Melbourne andi@ara is the only sensible option.
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14. ‘Conclusion’ Section of the Draft EIS

These comments relate to the document: “Volume &@&hn 29 Conclusion”.

14.1. Underlying Drivers of Aviation Demand

We note this statement in 29.2.2:

Developing a high speed rail link to Canberra omidastle airports, were found to require
significant capital investment and would not neaeisaddress the underlying key drivers of
aviation demand growth such as demand for inteamati services.

This statement is misleading and incorrect.

The statement assumes that the ‘significant capialstment’ would be greater than that required
for an Airport at Badgerys Creek, along with road ather infrastructure, yet no cost comparison is

provided!

We have already established that the main drivieasiation demand at Mascot is travel to
Melbourne and Brisbane (see 2.6 above), not Intiemel travel.

We also reject the idea that a High Speed Raildimbuld stop at either Canberra or Newcastle.
The Australian Government Department of Infrastiteiand Regional Development has in-hasd
own reportinto High Speed Rail along the East coast, whdtudes lines to Brisbane and
Melbourne.

The complete HSR, if and when built, will substatyireduceaviation demand in Sydney (and in
Melbourne and Brisbane).

14.2. Convenient Omission of Aircraft

In section 29.3, we see this statement:

Marginal ozone impacts would result from the operabf Stage 1 and greenhouse gas emissions
are not expected to be material in terms of theoreg air-shed.

This is a deliberate deception as it does not dekemissions from Aircraft once they are airborne!

Aircraft emissions must be included in any suclewalion and this blasé statement removed.
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14.3. Biodiversity Impacts
Table 29-1 includes this list of biodiversity impsic

» The proposed airport would result in the removahpproximately 1,065 hectares of vegetation
during construction, including about 280.8 hectaoéative vegetation

* Removal of vegetation would result in the lossaoh& foraging, breeding, roosting, sheltering
and/or dispersal habitat

» Threatened species, populations and ecological aamitras listed under both the Environment
Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 19@#h) (EPBC Act) and the Threatened
Species Conservation Act 1995 (NSW) (TSC Act) vimubdfected by Stage 1

* There is an associated risk of fauna strike fromtact with aircraft and ground transportation
vehicles both on and surrounding the airport site

* Indirect impacts would be associated with lightisecand vibration and the introduction of
exotic species

» Offset package prepared to compensate for the rehodapproximately 90.8 hectares of
Cumberland Plain Woodland, the removal of about.@2@ctares of foraging habitat for the
Grey-headed Flying-fox, and impacts on other fezdwof the natural environment including
plant populations, fauna populations and severacsps and communities listed under NSW
legislation

This list of impacts is outrageous and unacceptable

It is not acceptable for the Federal Governmeptrépose and build a project that ‘impacts’ (read
destroys) threatened species protected under Comeadih law!

‘Offsets’ are legalised destruction, do nothingedstore or extend threatened species or habitats ad
are rejected.

The risks from introduction of exotic species aealland unacceptable.

14.4. Social and Economic
Table 29-1 also includes a list of Social and Ecoicampacts.
All of these are listed as positives!

The Western Suburbs of Sydney are already crippyeatlr pollution, poor infrastructure, traffic
congestion and health issues.

Growth in population, traffic, pollution, industand health issues are not positives, they are a
nightmare we do not want to endure.

If the goal is to generate jobs, why must an Aitjbar the solution?
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14.5. Ecologically Sustainable Development
This section of the conclusions document is annsiao the informed reader.

* The precautionary principle is ignored as this @cbhas known impacts that are not acceptable

» Intergenerational equity is ignored as this proyatitgenerate noise, pollution and congestion
for decades, getting worse with time

» Conservation of biodiversity is ignored as thisjecowill completely destroy threatened plants
and animals at the site and will have wider consages for the region and the Blue Mountains

There is nothing ‘ecologically sustainable’ abograject that results in the burning ob#lion

litres of jet fuel and produces 2illion tonnes of greenhouse gas emissions (Appendix Ble Ba
3)!
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