21 October 2020 Central Coast Airport
Central Coast Airport Resistance Group Inc. R ES I STAN CE G R@ U P

216 Yarramalong Rd
Wyong Creek
NSW 2259

The Warnervale Airport (Restrictions) Repeal Bill 2020 Inquiry Committee,

Comments regarding Warnervale Airport (Restrictions) Repeal Bill 2020 debate Mr Adam
Crouch speech

Dear Committee Chair,

The Central Coast Airport Resistance Group (CCARG) request that the NSW Government
supports the resolutions of the majority of Central Coast Councillors, the Central Coast
Community and the Central Coast Aero Club, in ensuring Warnervale ALA remains as it is
today.

Central Coast Councillors have resolved at least six times to retain Warnervale ALA as it
is. Councillors first resolved to retain Warnervale ALA as it is when they rejected the
exhibition of Central Coast Council staff's Aviation Hub Master Plan (Master Plan) proposal
on 27 November 2017. The seven stage Aviation Hub proposal culminated in an 1800m
passenger jet airport by 2033. Councillors went on to reject Aviation Hub exhibition
rescission motions by a minority of Councillors on at least five occasions, with the last
rejection and confirmation that Warnervale ALA stay as is with a vote of 6 for rescission

and 8 against, occurring on 11 June 2019, just three months prior to the Warnervale Airport
Act review announcement. s 1
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The CCARG comment below on your Warnervale Airport (Restrictions) Repeal Bill 2020
speech in the Legislative Assembly, with Mr Crouch statements from Hansard italicised.




1. To buy a property next to an airport and then complain about airport noise seems
strange. When one moves next to an airport one expects to hear aircraft noise.

Residents have every right to complain about an airport that should never have been built.
On June 25, 1973 the secretary of The State Planning Authority of New South Wales wrote

to the Shire Clerk, Wyong Shire Council, objecting to the construction of an airfield at
Warnervale:
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Further, the Warnervale Airport (Restrictions) Act 1996 has successfully protected
residents from any expansion of Warnervale ALA since 1996. Housing has been built since
1996 and new residents have moved in on the basis that the Act protects the new
residents from any airport expansion, which includes night flying. Since 2015, the Act has
protected against movements exceeding 88 per day following the well known and well
publicised construction of a new 1196m long, 10m wide and 12,000kg capacity runway.
Hundreds of homes have been constructed and thousands of residents move into the area
in the knowledge that the Act protected them from any expansion and aircraft noise.
However it now appears the residents were mistaken, because the NSW government is in
the process of repealing the Act that the residents relied on to maintain their amenity. In
fact there may be a question of liability when hundreds of residents have built under the
assumption that Act protected their home, their principle investment in life, only to have it
and their amenity devalued by government repealing the Act, including the 88 movement
limit that applied from 2015.

2. The noise from a Cessna is quite bit (sic) less than a souped-up Holden.

Below are the microphone positions for the National Transport Commission motor vehicle
noise tests. The microphone is 500mm from the tail pipe and the maximum allowed EPA
noise level for a post 1983 vehicle is 90 dB(A).



Below is the 2012 noise test for a Cessna 172 carried out for Alps-Adria Accoustics
Association “Community Noise Analysis of GA Aircraft.” At a distance of 93m and an
altitude of 300 ft the noise level of the Cessna is 88.5 dB(A).
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Go to the site below and many other sources to discover the inverse square law.
http:/hyperphysics.phy-astr.gsu.edu/hbase/Acoustic/isprob2.html

You can explore numerically to confirm that doubling the distance drops the intensity by about 6 dB
and that 10 times the distance drops the intensity by 20 dB.

While the claim of a noisier Holden is correct when the 90 dB(A) noise level of the Holden
is measured 500mm from the exhaust pipe, the inverse square law ensures this would not
be the case with the Holden noise level about 45dB(A) at 300 ft. Clearly at 300 ft altitude
and 88.5dB(A) as they climb to their 1,000 ft circuit altitude, the Cessna is far noisier.

While the Police could stop the noisy Holden driving past your home every few minutes,
there is little the hapless residents can do about the 88.5dB(A) Cessna flying over their
homes day in day out and all day Saturday and Sunday.

3. My concern was not isolated. It was shared by many in the Central Coast Community |
serve.

While the 190 Central Coast Aero Club ordinary flying members (ASIC financial statement
2018) represent a miniscule self interest group, they and their backers, the national Aircraft
Owners and Pilots Association (AOPA) are certainly not, many in the Central Coast
Community.

While the CCARG accept the now 1196m long 10m wide Warnervale ALA is to stay as it is,
there is no support for an airport in the wider Central Coast community and as a
consequence little or no support for repealing the Act, when the opinion of 350,000
residents is considered.



Central Coast community opinions on the future of the Central Coast and hence the airport
were sought through the 18 month Community Strategic Plan consultation process,
involving the opinions of 7,400 residents, finding NO support for an airport. Indeed there is
no airport included in the final Community Strategic Plan. Drilling down into the detail, in
answer to the question ‘imagine the Central Coast in 10 years...what would you like it to
be?”,1.26% of 1267 respondents said an airport and 0.7% said no airport. Council also
conducted an independent phone poll of 1012 residents, asking “thinking of the next 10
years, what do you believe will be the highest priority issue within the Central Coast area?”
an airport was not mentioned with responses recorded down to 5% of respondents. It is
clear from these Council staff surveys, and the independent phone poll, an airport is not
supported by the 350,000 residents of the Central Coast and yet you say My concern was
not isolated. It was shared by many in the Central Coast Community | serve.

The Central Coast in 10 Years
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The CCARG represents the interests of the entire Central Coast Community which not only
includes the residents surrounding Warnervale ALA, but also the wealthy Terrigal
electorate. The CCARG are not just protecting residents from aircraft noise, or the
destruction of the natural environment, but also attempting to stop the plundering of the
public purse to the tune of over $500,000 per year to support airport losses and from
further wasted expenditure on expanding the airport which has amounted to over $10m
since 2015 with not a single job created. This review in itself, the second in two years,
would have cost the community tens of thousands of dollars directly and indirectly.

The suburbs of Mr Crouch’s Terrigal electorate, containing the suburbs listed below are the
most advantaged on the Central Coast and include that of the of the Aero Club.
The suburbs over which the pilots fly out of Warnervale include Wyong the most

disadvantaged suburb and Watanobbi the 6" most disadvantaged suburb on the Central
Coast.

Avoca Beach, Bensville. Copacabana. Daleys Point. Davistown, Empire Bay, Erina. Erina Heights,
Forresters Beach. Green Point, Hardys Bay, Holgate. Killcare, Killcare Heights. Kincumber.
Kincumber South, Lisarow, Macmasters Beach. Matcham, Mount Elliot, North Avoca. Picketts

Valley. Pretty Beach. Saratoga, Springfield. St Huberts Island. Terrigal. Wagstafte, Wamberal,
Yattalunga.

T antrs
«.I'fj WA <




The Act is all that Wyong and Watanobbi, the most disadvantaged communities on the
Central Coast have to rely on to protect themselves from the pro airport Council staff and
aircraft noise. It is ironic that the most disadvantaged community subsidises the pilots
mainly of the most advantaged community to the tune of over $500,000 per year or at
$1,000 per year in rates over 500 ratepayers or most of the homes in Watanobbi.

4. Some 75% of the 939 unique written and verbal submissions received supported the Act
being repealed. They were not form letters-unique written submissions were received to
say the Act needed to go.

In fact the Act review says on pages 6 and 16
Of the submissions:

908 were from the general community. Of these, 79% were ‘form’ letters (non-unique),
being standardised letters dealing with frequently occurring matters.
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It is incorrect to say They were not form letters-unique written submissions were
received.....As the review states, 79% were form letters (non-unigue). It is more than
disappointing to see this fundamental point misrepresented in Parliament.

5. It is crucial that we give some certainty to the airport’s operator, the Central Coast Aero
Club because its license expires later this year.

The Aero Club has certainty. A majority of Central Coast Councillors have consistently
resolved to maintain the Warnervale runway as it is, to support the Act and to support the
Aero Club. Now the 88 movement limit has been removed. Surely certainty does not get
any better than that.

Of course the license does not expire until August 2021, not later this year. It is
disappointing to see this simple fact can not be presented correctly to Parliament.

According to page 21 of the Act Review it is in fact “The Central Coast Council, as the
Aerodrome Operator, has partlcular rights of control with respect to operations at the ALA.”
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This apparent conflict as to who is the Operator needs to be clarified.

6. The member for Wyong mentioned previous council plans that have scared the bejesus
out of the community. What he did not mention was a public campaign being run by certain
interest groups in the community. Flyers with jumbo jets all over them saying “This is what
was going to happen” are being distributed.......\WWe will not be seeing 737°s landing at
Warnervale at any time.



The CCARG distributed flyers during the submission period for the Act review and as such
we take issue with the misrepresentations made above.

The CCARG flyers attached do NOT have jumbo jets on them. A jumbo jet or B747 has
four engines and looks nothing like the A320 on the flyer below.

The CCARG flyers have four images of an Airbus A320 above, on just two thirds of one
side of the flyer.

The flyer asks for the Act to be kept intact and says:

KEEP THE ACT INTACT

Today it is only the Warnervale Airport
Restrictions Act 1996, the NSW law, that

protects you and your neighbourhood from
the proposed jet airport plan, to fly at least
forty Boeing and Airbus passenger jet
movements every day from Warnervale
Airport.......over your home.

The statement in the flyer is correct. Page 163 Attachment 8 of the second to bottom line
from the Master Plan below forecasts 40, B737-800/A320/FK70 movements per day by
2030. The entire flyer is attached to this letter, however as can be seen from the above, the
flyer does not state, “This is what was going to happen”, it states “Today it is only the
Warnervale Airport Restriction Act 1996, the NSW law, that protects you and your
neighbours from the proposed jet airport plan.”

It is very disappointing to have our flyer misrepresented in Parliament.
Table 2 - Forecast annual and daily movements for 2025 and 2030

Alrcrakt type (Foced and rotary wings)

2025 Movements

2030 Movements

Daily
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The Master Plan has the Airbus A320 and Boeing B737-800 listed below as aircraft to use
Warnervale in Stage 6 (2033). Lightly loaded these aircraft can use the 1800m, 30m wide
runway and CASA exemption to fly all over the east coast of Australia. Of the 42 aircraft

listed, 27 are pure jets.



In the Master Plan Stage 2 1198m (August 2021) development, of the 21 aircraft listed, 8
are pure jets. While it is clear the A320 and B737 are intended to be used at Warnervale in

Stage six, there are another 25 pure jets listed for use.
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The Master Plan states on page 219 Attachment 4, A320 and B737 aircraft are able to use
a Warnervale size 1797m x 30m runway under CASA exemptions.
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The flyers were distributed to homes within the N65 noise contour as shown on the flyer,
which was taken from the Master Plan page 185 Attachment 8 Figure 11. Note the noise
contour covers all of Watanaobbi and most of Wyong.

A= 1 -

0, NOASE CONTOKIR AREAS
—tamaoay —— M8~ 35| BGEY
e R 3D

18,366 lots are within the N65 noise contour from the Master Plan Page 189 Attachment 8
below
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The flyers correctly show the N65 noise contour from the Master Plan with the contour

running over 18,366 lots from Somersby and Ourimbah, over Wyee and on to Morisset
Park on Lake Macquarie.

7. The restrictions have cruelled the aspirations of many young Central Coast pilots who

were forced to go elsewhere to get their flying hours up to obtain and retain their pilot
licences.

Nothing has changed at Warnervale ALA with respect to pilot training. Night flying is not
allowed as pointed out on page 22 of the Act Review.
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Progress Test level and its recent replacement has never been allowed on Warnervale
ALA.
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The Aero Club and Council staff have not enforced the limit on movements and the
Minister waved the limit in 2019, so that is not an issue.

There appears to be no substance to the claims made regarding aspirations of young
Central Coast pilots being cruelled.

8. Recently the air ambulance had to stop flying into Warnervale Airport because of the
trees. They have written to Council saying they cannot fly into the airport because of the
untrimmed trees at the end of the runway.

AirMed actually said in the Chief pilot’s letter to Council:
Dear Sir,

AirMed perform over 3000 non-emergency patient transfers each year, both within NSW and interstate.



With the current runway reductions at Warnervale (YWVA), AirMed are no longer able to operate
aeromedical flights into or out of Warnervale airfield, as the available runway length and obstacle clear take-
off gradient is inadequate for suitable aircraft.

Please advise when the runway length and take-off gradient improves, so we can re-evaluate the situation.
Thank you,

Note the AirMed patients are NON urgent. No other air ambulance or other air eva_cgation
organisation has withdrawn services. The Act has nothing to do with AirMed’s decision.

Virtually all medical evacuation and indeed all emergency services including fire fighting on
the Central Coast is undertaken by helicopter. Warnervale ALA is suited to helicopter use
as are numerous other facilities throughout the coast. As the Aero Club publicise the
AirMed use of Warnervale, their use appears to be just twice in the past two years. When
Air Med last used Warnervale the trees were there and have not grown to any degree
since, so there is no change in any perceived safety issues that were not there last year or
the year before. The CCARG has requested information from the AirMed CEO regarding
their use of Warnervale, the aircraft used, the runway lengths required, the number of
times used over the past five years, however no information has been forthcoming.

9. The fact that the review found the Act adds complexity for pilots really sounded alarm
bells for me, as it should for every member of this House.......safety risks we simply cannot
allow......
The Review said on page 36:
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The Review says above it is the “enforcement” of the Act that presents potential
operational, compliance and safety risks, not the Act itself. Therefore there is not and
never has been any safety risks associated with the Act as Council staff and Aero Club
have not complied with the Act and it has never been enforced, as can be attested to by
reviewing Council movement records. To believe a landing in emergency would be refused
is fanciful and all emergency landings are exempt the restrictions in the Act.

Further, if it is the movement approval system that is seen as the issue, it is still in force, as
can be seen below in the September 2020 movement records, even though the movement
limit was removed a year ago. It would appear that the notification is a revenue measure to
prevent itinerant pilots using Warnervale ALA without paying a fee and has nothing to do
with Act compliance. However the movement limit has been removed, therefore the Act
can now stay in place, now it presents no safety issues at all.
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10. There is a multitude of compelling safety, economic and environmental reasons that
mean the current restrictions should be lifted so Warnervale airport has a viable future and
the Central Coast has a viable airport.

The current booming Warnervale ALA must be a dream come true and all on the existing
ALA. As can be seen from the movement figures above, Warnervale is booming with
movements up from 2202 in September 2018 to 3397 in September 2020, a rise of 54%.

Apart from the movement limit which has been removed, there clearly there are no
compelling safety, economic or environmental reasons for repealing the Act and the viable
future for Warnervale airport is already here in the form of booming movements, a vast
improvement on movements of two years ago.
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Central Coast Council

The Central Coast Aero Club has just announced in the local media that “It's the busiest
we’ve been in our history”. This aviation boom at Warnervale ALA is occurring with the Act
in place, demonstrating that there is no economic justification to repeal the Act.
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Further it is clear that the EEC trees to the north of Warnervale ALA are NOT a safety
issue as the pilots would not fly out of Warnervale were that the case, as put below on
page 21 of the Review. Further, the Review states Warnervale is suited to day use only,
which specifies a 5% clear slope for takeoff and approach. The 5% slope leaves the EEC
trees to the north intact while still providing 709m of runway as a minimum for a northern
takeoff. The Cessna 150 used by Warnervale Air for training purposes requires just 578m
for a safe take off on a 40 deg C day. The Review Team is in error to say the EEC trees
are a safety risk and further in error by using a 2.5% slope in their calculations on page 23
of the Review, rather than the 5% slope for day use.
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CASA ALA Guidelines CAAP-92 makes it clear the onus is on the pilot to ensure the ALA
is satisfactory. Therefore the Warnervale ALA is safe according to the pilots that use it.
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Please accept the foregoing comments on Mr Crouch speech as constructive criticism. The
CCARG deal in the facts, not rhetoric and we would appreciate the discussion on
Warnervale ALA to be guided by the facts.

The Act has a number of important functions as well as providing for the independent
assessment of environmental and noise studies and giving residents within 7.5km of
Warnervale ALA the opportunity to voice their opinion on any expansion plans. The Act
limits the runway to less than 1200m, as Planning Minister Refshauge rejected Council’s
once only application for a longer 1600m runway in 2001 and ensures that the still valid
1800m runway consent Council granted to themselves in 1993, can not proceed. As the
Review stated, Warnervale ALA is only suited to flying in daylight hours, therefore the
curfew in the Act is no longer required.

While the CCARG accept the removal of the 88 movement limit at Warnervale ALA, there
is clearly no justification for repealing the Act. The basic provisions of the Act have always
been in place purely to stop the expansion of Warnervale ALA, which it has achieved to
date. Warnervale ALA is successful as built and requires no expansion or alteration to
continue to successfully service the Aero Club and community.

The CCARG request that in light of the facts the Government support the democratically

elected Central Coast Councillors and community representatives resolutions to retain the

Act and the Warnervale ALA as it exists now by ensuring the Liberal party do not support
the Act Repeal Bill in the Legislative Council.

Yours sincerely

Central Coast Airport Resistance Group



THIS IS A JET NOISE &
ENVIRONMENTAL ALERT

The only way you can protect yourself from
aircraft noise, potential loss of home value and
unwanted jet pollution is to make a submission

to the NSW State Government review of the

Warnervale Airport Restrictions Act 1996,
demanding that the ACT is KEPT INTACT.

A proposed Warnervale jet airport, to compete
with Newcastle, Sydney and Badgerys Creek
airports is not viable, desirable or necessary.

To have a voice and be heard, you must make
your submission before 28 February 2020.
Please make a submission today.

We have provided important information and
made it easy for you to make a submission
Just Google:
centralcoastairportresistancegroup.com
or ccarginc.com
click the online submission on the home page
and make your submission using the choices
available.

Or go to the Have Your Say portal on the
NSW Department of Planning website to make
a submission.

Central Coast Airport
RESISTANCE GR®UP

centralcoastairportresistancegroup.com
or ccarginc.com
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JET AIRCRAFT NOISE & POLLUTION ALERT

KEEP THE ACT INTACT

'KEEP THE ACT INTACT
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KEEP THE ACT INTACT

Today it is only the Warnervale Airport
Restrictions Act 1996, the NSW law, that
protects you and your neighbourhood from
the proposed jet airport plan, to fly at least
forty Boeing and Airbus passenger jet
movements every day from Warnervale
Airport over your home.

We want the law kept intact to retain the
existing curfew and 88 flight per day
restriction, which does not include emergency
flights and to limit the size of the airport, while
protecting our precious wetland and
environment.

You should demand that the Warnervale
Airport Restrictions Act 1996, currently the
law in NSW, is kept intact.

To have a voice and be heard, you must
make your submission
before 28 February 2020.
Please make a submission today.

We have provided important information and
made it easy for you to make a submission
Just Google:

centralcoastairportresistancegroup.com
or ccarginc.com

click the online submission on the home page
and make your submission using the choices
available.

Or go to the Have Your Say portal on the
NSW Department of Planning website to
make a submission

Central Coast Airport
RESISTANCE GR®UP

*centralcoastairportresistancegroup.com
or ccarginc.com

= e

Olney
Legend
=== runway =10

NOISE CONTOUR-AREAS
BRIGHTWATERS

4Bl DIRECTLY AFFECTED MORISSET
MORISSET PARK

y

TR YS| BY GENERAL AVIATION
AND PASSENGER JET NOISE

— 5 - 20
MANDALONG

Events

0 2 4 km Lemon Tree

DOORALONG Durren Durren
LAKE MUNMORAH

JILLIBY -
along o o
407 i 1 CHARMHAVEN
4 WOONGARRAH
LITTLE JILLIBY / fa IR o, EUDOEWO!
WARNERVALE .
- /HAMLYN TERRACE ~ (GOROKAN [ A
WYONG:CREEK 2 / R KILEY
WATANGBBI
7 WADALBA
CANTON BEACH:
NORAH HEAD!
E / -
TUGGERAH &
= (405
g
S
PALM CROVE ~
/ 1 ./ BERKELEY VALE
FOUNTAINDALE :
THE ENTRANCE

'SOMERSBY_»" | 5 CENTRAL COAST

( Y v | 1/ LONG JETTY

—” OURIMBAH

{BATEAUBAY

* NOISE CONTOUR IS FROM CENTRAL COAST AVIATION HUB NOISE ASSESMENT FIGURE 11:N65-2030 (02LH-20RH)

*ALL MAP AND CONTENT IS USED FROM GOOGLE MAPS





