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1.0 Executive Summary 

Airservices Australia’s (ASA) primary task is to ensure that aircraft and passengers 
are able to travel safely.  In doing this, Airservices considers factors around social 
and economic impacts and other cultural and environmental factors.

The community engagement undertaken by Tania 
Parkes Consulting on behalf of ASA was an 
opportunity to better understand the social 
impacts on people and their communities of flight 
path changes introduced to Hobart in September 
2017 and modified in March 2018.  This included 
stories from people adversely affected and those 
positively impacted. 

The bottom-line is that people and communities 
matter, and particular consideration should be 
given to the important connection between 
individuals and their communities, involving the 
smaller coastal and county villages and towns. 

The biggest factor identified from the meetings 
and conversations was the devastating impact of 
the 2013 bushfires on individuals, their families, 
their businesses and communities.  This is a long 
and slow process of recovery for some, if not 
most of the affected people.  The noise from 
aircraft flown overhead, which had not previously 
existed, compounded the affect on people and 
the communities and has generated a collective 
reaction from them. 

Arising from the consultations, there are a 
number of considerations for ASA to 
contemplate: 

1. Consideration should be given to the wider 
community as well as the individual coastal 
and country villages and towns, as this is how 
the communities see themselves.  A key 
message was that people did not want one 

smaller community or area ‘pitted’ against 
another area. 

2. In determining the flight paths best suited to 
the Hobart International Airport, ASA needs 
to take the time to get it right.  This is a 
reputational issue.   

3. Give serious consideration to a flight path 
that extends over water (i.e. along the east 
coast and up the Derwent River).  While this is 
a longer route, it does take aircraft noise 
away from land areas and people.  There will 
need to be a balance between the social and 
economic (i.e. flight time/cost) impacts. 

4. Should the suggested extended flight path 
over water not be feasible, it is suggested 
that ASA explore options for either a wider 
corridor or multiple flight paths.  This will 
“share” the number of aircraft flying over 
communities and properties and may be an 
acceptable compromise.  

5. Address the impact that already exists with 
the current flight paths on historic sites. 
There is a World Heritage listed site – the 
Coal Mine Historic Site – under the existing 
flight path. 

6. Ensure that the work on the environmental 
assessment is thorough.  A number of issues 
were raised in meetings and have been 
documented in this report, but the most 
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commented issue was the fact that noise 
reverberated around valleys and bays. 

The further consideration is maximising the 
reasonable safe altitude for aircraft landings 
and departures. 

7. There appears to be a compliance issues with 
airlines and pilots not adhering to designated 
flight paths and required altitude.  This is an 

issue for ASA because the community do not 
differentiate between a failure by airlines and 
pilots to comply and designated flight paths. 

8. ASA must be an informative and 
approachable organisation, in a ‘customer-
friendly’ manner. Information should be 
freely available as it becomes available and 
must be continuously reviewed and updated.   
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2.0 Introduction 

Air Services Australia (ASA) introduced new flight 
paths for the Hobart International Airport on 
14 September 2017.  This was done without prior 
consultation or notification to local communities.  
Following numerous complaints and a November 
2017 consultation, ASA committed to a further 
review of the Hobart airspace design and in the 
interim, modified the flight paths from 1 March 
2018. 

The new flight paths are associated with satellite-
based navigation systems aimed at improving the 
safety of aircraft landing and departures.  The use 
of the satellite navigation systems is occurring 
across Australia as required by the Civil Aviation 
Safety Authority (CASA). 

The Tasmanian economy is growing, 
bringing increased tourism to Hobart and 
the local region as well as providing local 
produce for national and international 
markets. This creates more opportunities 
for Tasmanian industries and enterprises.  
With the number of air passengers and the 
volume of cargo increasing it is critical that 
these occur in the safest manner possible.  
Safe air travel will support the continued 
growth of the Tasmanian economy. 

Communities that are newly overflown or 
are no longer being overflown by aircraft 
will experience environmental impacts in 
different ways.     

Following complaints from affected communities, 
the Aircraft Noise Ombudsman (ANO) undertook 
an investigation and issued a report, Investigation 
into complaints about the introduction of new 
flight paths in Hobart April 2018, critical of ASA 

processes.  In particular, the report referred to 
lack of community consultation on the proposed 
flight path prior to its implementation and 
insufficient understanding of the social impacts 
that the new flight paths would have on 
communities.   

ASA has acknowledged that their consultation and 
notification processes were inadequate and has 
agreed to implement the ANO report 
recommendations.  One of the ANO report 
recommendations was that ASA should engage a 
community engagement specialist. 

ASA retained Tania Parkes Consulting (TPC) to 
assist with community engagement to better 
understand the social impacts of the September 
2017 and March 2018 Hobart flight path changes 
to inform the Hobart Airspace Design Review.   

Infrastructure decisions such as flight path 
changes have a direct impact on the economic 
and social domain.  Identification of social impacts 
aims to ensure that they are appropriately 
considered during decision making for sustainable 
change. 

Social impact refers to the effect on 
the health and wellbeing of individuals 
and families, and/or the effect on the 
social fabric of affected communities. 

Community and stakeholder consultation is an 
effective method of sourcing primary data to 
identify social impacts.  An assessment based on 
desktop research and secondary data alone will 
rarely give a complete understanding of the social 
context and potential social impacts.   
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TPC was also asked to assist with developing an 
engagement plan with community input so that 
consultation on the initial findings of the Hobart 
Airspace Design Review is suitable. 

On behalf of ASA, TPC conducted community 
engagement sampling of areas affected by the 

new flight paths.  This report describes the key 
themes that arose from the consultations and 
together with desktop research, the 
considerations those themes gave rise to.   

Tania Parkes Consulting thanks all consultation 
participants and contributors to this research. 
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Noise ‘sharing’ 

A preference among several attendees to “share” 
aircraft noise across a wider area, and hence 
communities.  There were also views expressed to 
not transfer noise to other areas nor to return to 
the original flight paths. 

There was a strong view that different 
communities, neighbours or friends should 
not be ‘pitted’ against one another in terms of 
where flight paths are placed, but that this 
had already occurred as a result of the new 
flight paths.  

The preference to share the noise load was 
partly in acknowledgement of the fact that 
the number of flights into Hobart would 
continue to increase over time. 

Individuals and families 

There were many stories of the impact of aircraft 
noise on the health of people, with descriptions of 
anxiety, stress, sleeplessness and mental and 
emotional exhaustion. Some people identified as 
having mental health issues, with the impact of 
aircraft noise exacerbating their condition. 

There is consistent evidence that anywhere 
between 5 to 40 per cent of people involved in an 
emergency event such as a bushfire are at risk of 
sustaining severe and protracted psychological 
injury. iv 

Some people described how aircraft noise is 
impacting their business – large and small – with 
some putting on hold business plans until there 
was greater certainty about final flight paths. 

Tranquillity 

The loss of amenity for individuals as a result of 
aircraft noise, which impacted their quiet 
enjoyment of the surroundings.  

Several people identified the choices they had 
made to relocate to the region where there is 

little if any ambient noise for a lifestyle of ‘peace 
and quiet’ because city life did not suit them. 

The level of ambient noise influences the 
perception of noise exposure by aircraft.     
Ambient noise can vary during the day and is 
strongly dependent on local factors such as if it is 
a rural area.  The percentage of residents 
annoyed by aircraft noise might be higher in areas 
with low ambient noise than in high ambient 
noise areas. 

On the reverse, several people living in areas 
where aircraft previously travelled were 
appreciative of the fact that the flight paths had 
been relocated.  

Conversely, some people spoke of missing the 
regular noise of aircraft.  

People raised the impacts that topography and 
weather had on aircraft noise, with areas 
described as ‘amphitheatres’ with sound 
reverberating around hills, valleys, bays and 
during periods of cloud cover. 

Several factors may affect the sound level heard 
by an individual at a given location. Perception of 
noise varies among individuals. Noise circulation 
is a complex phenomenon that can be influenced 
by wind, temperature, cloud cover, fog, 
topography, and man-made barriers such as 
homes and other buildings. 

Flight altitude 

Many people questioned the low altitude at which 
aircraft were flying, with particular reference 
airlines/pilots ‘cutting corners’ to shorten flight 
routes.   was mentioned in this regard at 
several meetings.  

Many attendees spoke of aircraft noise being 
louder or more noticeable when aircraft were 
making turns or banking. 
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In addition to altitude, some people spoke of the 
concentration of flights at intervals, however 
there were no views expressed whether these 
should or should not be spread throughout the 
day. 

Historic sites 

Attendees were concerned about the impact of 
flights directly over a World Heritage listed site – 
the Coal Mine Historic Site.  

The Coal Mines Historic Site is listed as one of the 
11 sites that together form the Australian Convict 
Sites World Heritage Property, inscribed on the 
World Heritage list in 2010. 

This was spoken of as a significant consideration. 

Economic development 

There was acknowledgement of the benefits of 
economic development in the regions and the role 
air travel and air cargo played in supporting this 
growth.  

This was reflected in a wider view of the 
development opportunities within communities 
and regions, existing individual enterprises or 
planned ventures – large and small, and formal 
and informal. 

The Tasmanian Government is facilitating 
investment in the region as a tourism hub with 
Aboriginal and colonial cultural experiences 
forming a ‘gateway’ to the south east coast. 

Compliance 

This referenced both ASA’s own requirements in 
terms of undertaking genuine and complete 
environmental assessments, and obligations by 
airlines around altitude and noise levels (decibels). 

The environmental significance of the regions and 
its flora and fauna were mentioned, including a 
particular reference to large-winged birds. 

Noise relief 

There were calls for ASA to provide some noise 
respite for communities affected by the new flight 
paths.  

This was expressed as an opportunity for a sign of 
good faith by ASA, although there was a sense 
that some viewed this as an opportunity to argue 
for a return to the original flight paths. 

Trust 

There is a loss of trust, or distrust, in ASA in terms 
of its genuine consideration of the noise effects on 
communities in the peninsula regions.  

This stems from the earlier lack of community 
consultation, a perception of misinformation and 
an acknowledgement that ASA is the final 
decision maker on where flight paths will be 
located, without the opportunity for review. 

Overwhelmingly, people wanted to be engaged, 
consulted and informed. 

Other issues 

Other issues raised not of direct relevance to 
identifying social impacts on people’s lives 
include: 

� Curfew.  Several people raised the issue 
that the Hobart International Airport does 
not have a curfew and as a consequence 
there are early morning and late-night 
flights.   

A curfew could significantly impact local 
suppliers getting produce and products to 
national and international markets and 
affect flights that have been delayed into 
the eastern seaboard.   

� Litigation.  Some people sought 
compensation, requested legal 
representation and/or identified the potential 
for a ‘class action’ should a favourable 
outcome not be presented or achieved. 
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� Property Values.  Some people expressed 
some concerns about the potential negative 
impact of aircraft noise on the value of their 
properties or businesses. 

� Relief.  A further issue raised is whether to 
provide relief in the interim period until 

such time that the Hobart Airspace Design 
Review is completed and final decisions 
are made and implemented. This meant 
different things to different people from 
returning to the pre-September 2017 
flight paths to sharing the routes where 
aircraft travelled.  
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4.0 Key Considerations 

While the issue of safety is paramount in determining aircraft flight paths, taking 
account of the social impacts is just as important as the economic and cultural 
issues. 

Analysis of community and stakeholder feedback 
together with desktop research lead to the 
following key considerations: 

People and communities matter 

The strong reaction from individuals and 
communities affected by the new flight paths into 
Hobart International Airport is a strong indicator 
that people and communities do matter. 

Some people called for weight to be given to 
population densities in determining where flight 
paths should be located, citing that flights that 
travelled over small communities or rural areas 
would have an impact on the least number of 
people.  However, it is not as simple as that.  For 
example, the perception of aircraft noise in rural 
areas with little ambient noise will be greater. 

People’s stories ‘paint an important picture’ in 
that there are lifestyle choices made by 
individuals and families and there are health and 
wellbeing impacts on people.  A strong message 
derived from the consultations was that small 
communities work together and community 
members are dependent on one another for their 
strength.  This is a major consideration in terms of 
determining what impact the location of flight 
paths will have on people. 

The biggest factor for people, their families, 
businesses and communities in the Sorell and 
Tasman council areas was the devastating impact 
of the 2013 bushfires.  This was the major 

underlying issue driving the communities.  The 
sensitivities to the compounding affect that 
aircraft noise will, and does, have on people 
should be seriously factored into the final 
decision on where the flight paths are located. 

A further important consideration is that the 
‘community’ is not just the individual village or 
the township or location but is the wider group of 
places.  People see the connection between all 
places as being the ‘community’.  Therefore, it 
will be important to recognise the need to not 
“pit one community against another” when it 
comes to choosing a flight path. 

Do it once and do it right  

People are conscious that ASA introduced a new 
flight path on 14 September 2017 and, following 
public complaints, subsequently modified the 
flight path in March 2018.  They are aware that if 
there is not a satisfactory solution that public 
pressure can bring about a change. 

People are also aware that ASA is undertaking the 
Hobart Airspace Design Review and that the initial 
findings are expected to be completed by the end 
of August 2018 and (any) new flight paths are 
proposed to be introduced in March 2019.  Given 
the need to consult/inform stakeholders, design a 
final flight path, inform airlines and undertake 
training, this is a short period.  It is important that 
all steps are fully completed and that the tasks 
are not rushed simply to achieve the March 2019 
deadline. 
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ASA has the technical expertise with regard to 
how best to design airspace and flight paths to 
ensure aircraft and passenger safety.  However, it 
will be important to ‘bring stakeholders to the 
table’ to assure them that they do have a voice in 
informing ASA and that they have the opportunity 
to understand the issues from the perspective of 
other stakeholders such as: 

� Airlines  
� Community 
� Hobart International Airport 
� Local Councils 
� Pilots 
� Tasmanian Government Department of State 

Growth  
� Tasmanian Tourism Bureau 

While some people had called for any new flight 
paths to be determined quickly, it is important 
that this is not rushed and it be done properly 
with input from all relevant stakeholders. 

Locate the flight path away from populated 
areas 

ASA had presented Option 4 at the drop-in 
session held at Dunalley in November 2017.  This 
route travelled over the Tasman Sea and 
therefore did not directly impact individuals.  This 
option appealed to many people. 

Given the complaints and feedback that have 
been generated by the flight paths introduced in 
September 2017 and March 2018, serious 
consideration should be given to developing a 
flight path that travels over water and unoccupied 
land, including along the coast over the Tasman 
Sea and up the Derwent River.   

This will be a longer route than what occurs now 
and, consequently, will have time and fuel cost 
implications for airlines.  It will involve a further 
distance for planes to travel before banking to 
turn, thereby taking the more significant noise 
factor away from communities. 

With a potential longer flying time, carriers would 
have to consider any ‘flow on’ effect to 
Tasmanian tourism and industry outcomes.  
Carriers would have to consider the impact on 
flights at other destination points and assess 
whether flight times cannot be recovered. 

Given the calls by affected communities for a 
satisfactory solution, a longer flight path over 
water may be the solution.  However, it will 
need to be balanced against any negative 
impact on Tasmanian tourism and industry, 
and scheduling with flights arriving at and 
departing from other destinations. 

It is acknowledged that should this option be 
pursued, it will be necessary to expand the 
controlled airspace area around Hobart and 
that this would involve considerably more 
work and approvals to achieve.   

Introduce multiple flight paths which will 
“share” the load 

Many people suggested that the flight paths be 
“shared” which could mean either a wider 
corridor or multiple flight paths. 

Should the option to take the flight path over 
water not be feasible, the option to have a wider 
flight path corridor or multiple flight paths may be 
a sensible compromise to alleviate the 
concentrated noise impact on small communities. 
If this was to be designed well, it would have a 
reasonable level of public acceptance. 

Further considerations are: 

Taking steps to avoid a ‘super highway’ effect 
through arrivals and departures at any given 
day/time coming from the same direction, which 
doubles the air traffic for certain locations.  While 
not being ASA’s direct responsibility, ASA may 
want to work with others (airport and carriers) to 
achieve this. 
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To the extent possible, providing a ‘guarantee’ 
around the time period any new flight paths will 
be ‘locked in’ (i.e. 5 or 10 year horizon).  This will 
give individuals, families, communities and 
businesses some certainty and allow them to 
make lifestyle and business venture decisions.  

Address the impact on historic sites 

The Coal Mine Historic Site is a World Heritage 
listed site and is directly under the current flight 
path where it links with the RNAV.  Given the 
obligation to protect heritage sites, it is important 
to ensure that aircraft noise does not adversely 
impact this area.   

Whichever flight paths are determined it will be 
necessary to avoid any impact on other historic 
and heritage sites. 

Detail the environmental factors likely to 
impact flights 

There were several environmental factors that 
were raised at consultation sessions, including: 
� large-winged birds – both in terms of aircraft 

safety and bird habitat; 
� hills, valleys and bays – in terms of noise 

reverberation; and 
� general environmental impacts. 

ASA is undertaking a comprehensive 
environmental assessment to inform the locations 
that are suitable and not suitable for flight paths.   

From a noise pollution and aircraft safety 
perspective, ASA may also wish to examine what 
the tolerance is for the flight trajectory into Hobart 
international Airport.  It would be preferable that 
planes are kept at a tolerable high altitude.  The 
higher aircraft can be kept the better. 

Compliance by airlines and pilots with flight 
path corridors and altitude 

Apart from the noise of aircraft itself, this was the 
most referenced issue.  There were many stories 
of aircraft flying at low altitudes and not being on 

the designated flight path.  Whether actual or 
perceived, this is a real issue for ASA as these 
actions by airlines and pilots are directly 
associated by the community with the flight 
paths. 

If ASA does not keep this ‘in check’, complaints 
will continue or will escalate, with subsequent 
pressure on ASA to change the flight paths.   

Keep everyone informed 

ASA has been criticised for its earlier failures to 
consult.  People have also commented about the 
lack of information and difficulties dealing with 
ASA. 

Getting on the front foot in terms of public 
information means continuously updating this 
information and ‘no more surprises’.  Examples 
include documenting and communicating: 
� project details, timelines and the status of 

projects; 
� decisions, and explanations on why and 

how these w 
� ere made; and 
� projections on the direction of flight 

arrivals and departures each day (through 
the airport management). 

Several people called for public access to the TPC 
report.  As this is a record of public consultations, 
it is suggested that ASA does make the Report (in 
whole or part) available to the public.  It will also 
be important for ASA to outline how it will use the 
Report. 

Making a habit of engaging regularly with 
communities on issues about flight paths that 
may or may not affect them would place ASA in a 
better light in terms of being an open and 
approachable organisation. 
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Finally, there are a number of matters that 
consultation participants asked ASA to address: 

1. Particularly address with  the 
altitude at which its aircraft fly; 

2. Work with the Hobart International 
Airport to project the likely change in the 
number of flights arriving and departing 
Hobart over the next 10 years and to 
release this publicly; 

3. Provide commentary on the events and 
risks associated with ‘fuel dumping’; 

4. Provide commentary about the status of 
the VOR beacon and how this will now be 
used; 

5. Ensure that terminology used by ASA (e.g. 
greenfield) accurately depicts the public 
understanding and use of that term; and 

6. Include a clear statement on the ASA 
website about the reasons for the change 
in flight paths for the Hobart International 
Airport. 

  

s 22
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5.0 Consultation Methods 

A combination of community engagement sampling of areas affected by the 
September 2107 and March 2018 Hobart flight path changes and desktop 
research including letters of complaint to ASA, relevant ASA and ANO reports, 
media coverage and demographic information were used to compile this 
report. 

Meeting schedule 

Ten community consultation sessions were 
scheduled across 14 and 15 June 2018.  These 
were held at three locations considered central to 
areas affected by new flight paths introduced on 
14 September 2017 and modified on 1 March 
2018 – Primrose Sands, Sorell and Dunalley.   

The schedule included: 

Thursday, 14 June 2018 

� 9:00am – Primrose Sands Community Centre, 
570 Primrose Sands Road, Primrose Sands, 
Tasmania; 

� 10:00am – Primrose Sands Community 
Centre, 570 Primrose Sands Road, Primrose 
Sands, Tasmania; 

� 12:00pm – Sorell Memorial Hall, Cole Street, 
Sorell, Tasmania; 

� 1:00pm – Sorell Memorial Hall, Cole Street, 
Sorell, Tasmania; 

� 6:00pm – Dunalley Community Hall, 5 
Franklin Street, Dunalley, Tasmania; and 

� 8:00pm – Dunalley Community Hall, 5 
Franklin Street, Dunalley, Tasmania. 

Friday, 15 June 2018 

� 12:00pm – Dunalley Community Hall, 5 
Franklin Street, Dunalley, Tasmania; 

� 1:00pm – Dunalley Community Hall, 5 
Franklin Street, Dunalley, Tasmania; 

� 6:00pm – Sorell Memorial Hall, Cole Street, 
Sorell, Tasmania; and 

� 8:00pm – Sorell Memorial Hall, Cole Street, 
Sorell, Tasmania. 

In addition to the community meetings, a number 
of individual meetings were scheduled with 
individuals and businesses.  These were held by 
teleconference and in person at Hobart, Dunalley 
and Murdunna. 

On the morning of the first day of community 
consultations, TPC spoke with the local ABC Radio 
Hobart to outline the locations and times for 
public meetings as well as the purpose for the 
meetings.  This was an opportunity to further 
disseminate information about the meetings. 

Meeting arrangements 

Meetings were held in centrally located 
community facilities. 

The seating arrangements for each of the public 
meetings were structured around small group 
tables (8-10 people).  This offered the opportunity 
for people to speak with others at their table but 
also, importantly, to feel comfortable about 
speaking about their personal experiences. 
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Meeting sessions involved up to six tables.  Where 
there were small sessions, the meeting discussion 
was held around a single table.  The smaller 
groups were more intimate and allowed 
attendees time to outline in detail the impacts of 
the new and changed flight paths on their lives 
and their community, including the opportunity 
to express their emotions. 

Maps depicting the actual flight routes taken by 
aircraft prior to the new flight paths were 
introduced on 14 September 2017 (one month’s 
record of actual flights from 14 August 2017 to 13 
September 2017 across three arrival routes), 
together with the maps of the standardised 
landing and departing flight paths introduced on 
17 September 2017 and modified on 
1 March 2018 were made available at each group 
table. 

Following general comments by attendees in the 
earlier sessions about the confusion of the various 
maps and concerns expressed by some attendees 
about the accuracy of the map depicting the 
pre-14 September 2017 flights, later sessions 
were limited to one map depicting arrival flights, 
the standardised flight path route introduced on 
14 September 2017 and the modified flight path 
route introduced on 1 March 2018. 

Attendees 

In total, there were 81 registered attendees to 
the community meetings, although this differed 
to the head count of 156 taken at the sessions 
[note: several people stayed for multiple sessions 
and did not necessarily record their attendance at 
later sessions]. As mentioned above, there were 
also private meetings and discussions and some 
people also provided letter submissions – both 
written and email. 

Two sessions – 8:00pm at Dunalley on Thursday, 
14 June 2018 and 8:00pm at Sorell on Friday, 15 
June 2018 – did not proceed as there were no 

additional attendees beyond the earlier 6:00pm 
sessions.  The 6:00pm sessions at both locations 
were extended sessions, allowing for all people 
attending to outline their stories. 

While there were 81 recorded attendees across 
the public meeting sessions, a number of people 
attended multiple sessions, with one person 
attending all sessions.  Some people attending did 
not record their attendance, either by choosing 
not to do so or arriving after sessions had 
commenced.  A number of people identified 
themselves as representing an organisation – the 
South East Coast Lifestyle Association (SECLA). 

There were people from the local and Federal 
political streams, including politicians and staffers 
from politician’s offices who attended as 
observers. 

One person requested permission to record the 
public meeting sessions, which was granted.  It is 
unknown whether all sessions were actually 
recorded. 

At the end of each meeting, attendees were 
provided with an Information Sheet outlining the 
purpose of the meeting (Attachment 3).  This 
sheet also included the contact details for TPC 
should an attendee wish to provide further 
information or felt more comfortable making a 
private submission instead of speaking publicly 
about their views or personal circumstances. 
Twenty one people provided written and email 
information. 

One person provided a copy of video footage of 
landing aircraft overhead at Smooth Island (which 
is under the flight path).  This video is dated 6 
June 2018 (7:00am), with the aircraft audible for 
80 seconds (i.e. from faint to loudest point and 
back to faint).  This was sent to illustrate the 
impact of flights. 

TPC also spoke with the Tasmanian Government 
Department for State Growth to get a view on the 
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future planning and projects identified in the 
south east and Peninsula region of Tasmania. 

In addition, TPC’s attention was brought to two 
Facebook sites – Hobart Mercury and Sorell 
Council – where individuals commented on the 
impact of the flight path changes. 

A number of attendees and others who chose not 
to attend public meetings had commented that 
other people either were not able to attend a 
session, may not have been aware of the sessions 
or chose not to attend a session.  It was claimed 
that these people both had adverse stories to tell 
about the impact of the new and modified flight 
paths or were supportive of the new flight path 
routes taken by aircraft [note: there will also be 
people who express no view – either those living in 
affected or non-affected areas]. 

Purpose of the meetings 

TPC opened the meeting by identifying the 
representatives from TPC (Tania Parkes as 
facilitator and John Wynants) and ASA (Sally 
Adsett) who were in attendance. 

TPC provided the following background for 
meeting attendees: 

� ASA had introduced new flight paths on 14 
September 2017, without prior consultation 
with affected communities; 

� the new flight paths were in response to 
requirements by the Civil Aviation Safety 
Authority (CASA) to use modern satellite 
navigation systems to guide aircraft arrivals 
and departures, which was being 
progressively implemented across Australia; 

� the satellite navigation system was viewed as 
improving the safety for aircraft landings and 
departures; 

� there had been considerable adverse reaction 
to ASA’s decision, both in terms of the impact 
of the changes on the lives of people and 

local communities as well as the lack of 
consultation prior to introducing the changes; 

� representations had also been made to 
politicians with questions asked in Parliament 
about ASA’s decision; 

� ASA has since acknowledged that failing to 
consult with local communities was an error 
and that the current consultations were, in 
part, addressing that failure; 

� in response to the complaints, ASA identified 
alternative flight path options and held a 
drop-in session on 11 November 2017 about 
the options, prior to determining to 
implement one of the options (option 2) from 
1 March 2018: 
- this option took flights for aircraft coming 

from Sydney and Brisbane slightly to the 
west of the flight path introduced on 14 
September 2017 and also moved the 
cross-over point between the eastern and 
western flights to the north of the 
previous cross-over point; 

- due to the number of noise complaints, 
the ANO had conducted an investigation 
and reported adversely on ASA’s process 
and handling of the decision, which 
included 13 recommendations; 

- ASA had accepted all 13 ANO 
recommendations and was actively 
implementing each of the 
recommendations, with the ANO 
monitoring the implementation process; 

- one of the ANO recommendations 
involved engaging a specialist community 
engagement consultant, with TPC 
engaged in this role; and 

- ASA has also strengthened its internal 
Community Engagement team. 

TPC advised that its task was two-fold: 

� to gain an insight into the impact the new 
flight paths have had on individuals, their 
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families, businesses and communities – 
including an understanding of how life was 
before the changes, the impact of the 
changes on 14 September 2017 and whether 
the modifications introduced on 1 March 
2018 had any impact: 
- the Report on this phase is due to be 

submitted to ASA by late June 2018; and 
� to seek views on how best to consult with 

individuals and communities on the initial 
outcomes from the Hobart Airspace Design 
Review. This will inform the development of a 
Community Engagement Plan: 
- the initial findings for the Review were 

expected to be available by the end of 
August 2018, after which they would be 
opened to community consultation. 

TPC informed the meetings that it had specially 
requested that ASA not send any technical staff to 
the community consultation meetings so as to 
avoid technical matters distracting the meetings 
from the main purpose which was to obtain a 
picture of people’s own stories and the impacts 
on their lives, families, businesses and 
communities. 

TPC committed to a good consultation process 
and an authentic reporting back to ASA.  
However, TPC did advise attendees that it could 
not guarantee any specific decisions or outcomes 
from the Hobart Airspace Design Review, as these 
were a matter for ASA to make. 

Where attendees ventured to ask technical 
questions, they were reminded that the purpose 
of the sessions was to seek the stories of 
individuals, businesses and communities on the 
impacts of the flight path changes and that the 

opportunity to ask questions of technical experts 
would be available when ASA scheduled meetings 
in late August/early September 2018 to discuss its 
initial Review findings. 

With regard to questions asked about access to 
TPC’s Report on the community consultations, 
attendees were advised that TPC was contracted 
to ASA with the TPC Report to be submitted to 
ASA to inform the Review process.  It would be a 
matter for ASA to decide whether it released the 
Report or not, although TPC did advise that 
‘better practice’ would be to provide access to 
relevant information and that the request for 
access would be passed onto ASA. 

During meeting sessions, some people were 
forceful about their views, some were visibly 
emotional about the impacts on their lives, others 
expressed views and opinions in a simple manner, 
while some people did not express a view or 
make a comment but observed the impact on 
other people’s lives.  There was a wide range of 
comments, views and impacts. 

It should be noted that a number of comments 
and views were repeated by individuals attending 
multiple sessions, including calls for relief, 
compensation and legal representation, as well as 
opinions expressed about ASA. 

While the meetings were aimed at identifying the 
stories of individuals, some people chose to bring 
attention to technical matters regarding the 
accuracy of flight tracking maps and reported 
safety incidents.  These appeared to be aimed 
solely at supporting a position to revert to the 
original flight paths (i.e. prior to 14 September 
2017). 
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Attachment 1:  Feedback and Stories  

Meeting observations 

The record of comments and views expressed by people at individual meetings is below.  The names of 
individuals have not been attributed to each of the recorded comments or views, although many people 
will be able to identify their specific comments and expressed views. 

To understand the locality of the impacts, meeting attendees were requested to identify where they 
lived – either when speaking and/or on the maps provided at each group table. Notwithstanding, not all 
recorded comments can be attributed to a location. 

The record of comments and views identifies the issues as presented but does not distinguish between 
the different levels of emotion or passion displayed by each person.  It was evident that the degree of 
impact was different for each person. 

During each meeting session, TPC ensured that all attendees had the opportunity to detail their story or 
make a comment or express a view.  This included focussing on ‘first time’ attendees in later sessions. 
Where extra time was required, sessions were extended – in particular at Sorell and Dunalley – to allow 
all attendees to ‘have their say’.  It was felt that no session was wrapped up early without all attendees 
having had their opportunity to provide their views. 

Where attendees did not make a comment or express a view, they were invited to directly contact TPC. 
Some chose to do this and their stories are reported later.  Some people chose to both speak at a public 
meeting and make direct contact with TPC. 

Note: this record is as per the comments or views expressed by each attendee and the facts as claimed by 
attendees have not been checked or challenged for accuracy. 
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