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Disclaimer 

This report has been prepared with due care by the consultants, who believe the contents to be fair and accurate. 

However, neither Tania Parkes Consulting nor individual authors of the Report accept any responsibility for any error or 
omission, nor for any application of its contents. 
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1.0 Executive Summary 

Airservices Australia’s (Airservices) primary obligation 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.

This report is an overview of social impacts 
undertaken to better understand the effects of 
flight path changes on individuals and their 
communities.  

The report was compiled from consultation 
sampling of areas affected by the September 
2107 and March 2018 Hobart flight path changes, 
analysed together with desktop research.  

This report is not a full social impact assessment. 

A recurring narrative in the community feedback 
was that people and communities matter, and 
that particular consideration should be given to 
the important connection between individuals 
and their communities.  A community was 
described as encompassing the proximate smaller 
coastal and county villages and towns, not just 
the immediate locality. 

The most notable aspect of the conversations was 
a call for Airservices to consider the devastating 
impact of the 2013 bushfires on individuals, their 
families, their businesses and communities; and 
the 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, is said to compound the impact on 
individuals and communities and has generated a 
collective reaction. 

The following community feedback from the 
social impact consultations is provided for 
Airservices to consider in its flight path review: 

1. For many community members, the negative 
impact of the flight path changes has had a 
compounding affect due to the devastating 
bushfires in 2008. 

2. Most community members would like 
Airservices to consider a flight path that 
extends over water (i.e. along the east coast 
and up the Derwent River).     

3. Should a flight path over water not be 
feasible, some community members would 
like Airservices to explore options for either a 
wider corridor or multiple flight paths.  This 
will ‘share’ the number of aircraft flying over 
communities and properties.  

4. Most community members would like 
Airservices to consider the proximity of flight 
paths to the World Heritage listed Coal Mine 
Historic Site.   

5. Many community members perceive that 
aircraft noise reverberates around hills, 
valleys and bays; and that low ambient noise 
increases the awareness of noise exposure. 

6. Some community members would like 
Airservices to monitor the use of designated 
flight paths by airlines and pilots.  

David Patman
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7. Most community members would like 
Airservices to be more informative, 
transparent and approachable in their 
communications with the public.  For 

example, to facilitate informed dialogue, 
some community members would like access 
to the initial findings of the Hobart Airspace 
Design Review ahead of the consultations. 
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2.0 Introduction 

Airservices implemented standardised flight path routes in September 2017 for 
aircraft arriving and departing Hobart.  A modification to the new routes was 
introduced in 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). 

In April 2018 the Aircraft Noise Ombudsman 
(ANO) released her report Investigation into 
complaints about the introduction of new 
flight paths in Hobart April 2018.  Airservices 
accepted the ANO recommendations 
including that Airservices seek expertise in 
community engagement.   

Airservices retained Tania Parkes 
Consulting (TPC) to lead 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.   

The Hobart Airspace Design Review is a 
technical review being undertaken by 
Airservices.  

Within the operational requirements and 
constraints at Hobart Airport, Airservices will 
review the design of the Standard Instrument 
Departures (SIDs) and Standard Instrument 
Arrivals (STARs) for runway 12 and runway 
30.  The Terms of Reference for the Design 

Review are available on the Airservices 
website 
(http://www.airservicesaustralia.com/wp-
content/uploads/Hobart-Airport-SID-and-
STAR-review-TOR_Final.pdf).   

The Hobart Airspace Design Review will be 
undertaken afresh with the safety of air 
navigation as the primary consideration and 
will include: 

� An assessment of the operability of the 
design implemented on 14 September 
2017, also including the planned change 
to the runway 30 STAR for 
implementation in March 2018 

� Recommendations for any changes that 
would enhance the safety of the design 
balanced with minimising the effects of 
aircraft noise on the community as far as 
practicable 

� Consideration of the requirements list in 
the Operational Requirements and 
Constraints section of the Terms of 
Reference.    

Given Airservices requirements to consider 
safety as the most important consideration 
and the regulatory requirements to utilise 
satellite-based navigation, SIDs and STARs 
must continue to be utilised at Hobart Airport 
to ensure the travelling public continue to 

http://ano.gov.au/reportsstats/reports/Hobart_Noise_Improvements_Apr2018_Review_ASA_Response.pdf
http://ano.gov.au/reportsstats/reports/Hobart_Noise_Improvements_Apr2018_Review_ASA_Response.pdf
http://ano.gov.au/reportsstats/reports/Hobart_Noise_Improvements_Apr2018_Review_ASA_Response.pdf
http://www.airservicesaustralia.com/wp-content/uploads/Hobart-Airport-SID-and-STAR-review-TOR_Final.pdf
http://www.airservicesaustralia.com/wp-content/uploads/Hobart-Airport-SID-and-STAR-review-TOR_Final.pdf
http://www.airservicesaustralia.com/wp-content/uploads/Hobart-Airport-SID-and-STAR-review-TOR_Final.pdf
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receive the best level of air traffic control 
service with the safest outcomes. 

The initial findings of the Design Review are 
expected to be ready for consultation in 
August 2018. 

TPC was also tasked with assisting Airservices to 
develop an engagement plan with community 
input that would form the basis for consultation 
on the Hobart Airspace Design Review when the 
initial findings are available.  The June 2018 
consultations informed the draft Community 
Engagement Plan. 

Pre-consultation stakeholder introductions were 
made in May 2018 and broader community 
consultation sampling of areas affected positively 
and negatively by the new flight paths was 
undertaken in June 2018.  This report describes 
the key themes that arose from the community 
feedback and together with desktop research, the 
considerations to which those themes gave rise.   

Tania Parkes Consulting thanks all 
consultation participants and contributors to 
this research. 
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3.0 Key Themes 

The issues raised by the community through the 
June 2018 community engagement can be 
summarised under the following themes: 

Compounding affect 

The noise created by aircraft travelling on the new 
flight paths, in addition to other traumatic events 
that individuals, families, businesses and 
communities have experienced, has had a 
compounding affect.   

These events include the 2013 bushfires which 
destroyed hundreds of homes and properties in 
Tasmania’s south east region.  

Location of the Forcett - Dunalley fire on 18 January 2013i 

  

Bushfire recovery has been slow economically 
and in rebuilding lost community facilities, the 
police station and school.  Multiple challenges in 
re-establishing the Dunalley school have caused 
years of post-bushfire disruption and 
disconnection for students and their families. 

Other events that have subsequently affected 
local communities include fighting off siting of a 
hazardous waste facility in Copping and discovery 
of Pacific Oyster Mortality Syndrome in oyster 
farms.  There were visible signs of the emotional 

impacts of the combined affects of several events 
on people’s lives. 

Community connectedness 

The divergent views across the south east region 
about the impact of new flight path changes has 
contributed to fragmenting the cohesiveness of 
communities.    

Many consultation participants expressed that 
while the villages and towns may have small 
populations, they consider themselves as 
connected and interdependent communities.  The 
sense of kinship is strong having had to rebuild 
their lives and communities after the 2013 
bushfires. They look out for one another. 

An alternate view was voiced on social media and 
privately by some parts of the community who 
differentiate between what is said to be the ‘new 
comers’ to the area compared with those who 
have lived there for many years.  These people 
say the increased flights do not overly impact 
them and point to the economic benefit of 
increased flights bringing more tourism and 
enterprise to the region.   

Consultation participants who have experienced 
relief from years of aircraft noise since 
introduction of the new flight paths, such as 
residents in Richmond and Lewisham, strongly 
expressed that they do not want them to revert.  
They are concerned that the better organised and 
resourced voices of smaller population areas will 
influence the decisions of where flight paths 
should be located. 
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Noise sharing 

There was a view shared by many consultation 
participants that ‘sharing’ aircraft noise across a 
wider area would be preferable to concentrating 
the routes over areas of lower population.   

Sharing the noise load was thought to be less 
divisive and acknowledgement of the fact that the 
number of flights into Hobart would continue to 
increase over time. 

There were also views expressed not to transfer 
noise to areas currently not affected nor to return 
to the original flight paths. 

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

Tranquillity 

The loss of amenity for individuals as a result of 
aircraft noise is said to have impacted their quiet 
enjoyment of the surroundings.  

Many 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.   

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

Conversely, a few people spoke of missing the 
regular noise of aircraft.  

Consultation participants raised their perceptions 
that topography and weather had an impact on 
aircraft noise, with some localities described as 

‘amphitheatres’ reverberating sound around hills, 
valleys, bays and during periods of cloud cover. 

 

Flight altitude  

Many people perceived that aircraft were flying at 
a low altitude with particular reference to airlines 
‘cutting corners’ to shorten flight routes.  This 
perception was supported by a video from one 
resident and the detailed descriptions from many 
consultation participants of the undercarriages of 
different aircraft. 

Several attendees spoke of aircraft noise being 
louder or more noticeable when aircraft were 
making turns or banking. 

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.  

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, formal and 
informal. 

The Tasmanian Government is facilitating 
investment in the region as a tourism hub with 
Aboriginal and colonial cultural experiences 
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forming a ‘gateway’ to the south east coast.  Local 
government Councils are keen for the regions to 
prosper economically and create employment. 

Environmental compliance 

The reference to ‘environmental compliance’ 
alluded to both Airservices’ 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 region and 
its flora and fauna were mentioned, including a 
particular reference to large-winged birds. 

Noise relief 

There were calls for Airservices to provide some 
noise respite for communities affected by the new 
flight paths in the interim period until such time 
that the Hobart Airspace Design Review is 
completed and final decisions are made and 
implemented.  

This was expressed as an opportunity for a sign of 
good faith by Airservices with views differing from 
returning to the pre-September 2017 flight paths 
to sharing the routes where aircraft travelled.  

Trust 

There was strong expression of loss of trust, or 
distrust, in Airservices 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 Airservices 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 within the remit of 
Airservices to address: 

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

Others said that 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.   

� Property Values.  Some people expressed 
concerns about the potential negative impact 
of aircraft noise on the value of their 
properties or businesses. 
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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. 

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. 

Dunalley is being considered by the 
Tasmanian Government as a tourism 
‘gateway’ to the south east region with 
some 300,000 visitors travelling annually 
through the area to Port Arthur.  The 
objective is to promote Dunalley as a more 
valued tourist destination highlighting the 
region’s natural beauty and heritage.  State 
government is keen to facilitate realisation 
of the tourism and aquaculture potential of 
the area to boost local employment. 

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.     

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. 

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 consultations are 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.   

This report is an overview of social impacts 
undertaken to better understand the effects of 
flight path changes on individuals and their 
communities.  

The report was compiled from consultation 
sampling of areas affected by the September 
2107 and March 2018 Hobart flight path changes, 
analysed together with desktop research.  

� The consultation sampling was conducted 
through individual and group meetings where 
people adversely affected or positively 
impacted could tell their stories.   

� The desktop research included direct 
representations, letters of complaint to 
Airservices, relevant Airservices and ANO 
reports, media coverage and demographic 
information.   

This report is not a full social impact assessment. 
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Analysis of community feedback together with 
desktop research lead to the following key 
considerations: 

1. People and communities matter 

The strong reaction and coherent and sincere 
stories from individuals and communities affected 
by the new flight paths into Hobart International 
Airport are sound indicators that social impacts 
on people and communities do matter.  Peoples’ 
stories paint an important picture: there are 
lifestyle choices made by individuals and families; 
there are health and wellbeing impacts on 
people; and there are business investments based 
on undisturbed eco-tourism.  These are 
considerations in determining what social impacts 
the location of flight paths will have on people. 

Some people called for weight to be given to 
population densities in determining where flight 
paths should be located citing that flights 
travelling over small communities or rural areas 
would have an impact on the least number of 
people.  However, it is not as simple as that.  The 
perception of aircraft noise in rural areas with 
little ambient noise will be greater; and these 
small or rural communities do not consider 
themselves as separate entities but rather as an 
affected collective.   

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.ii 

The most significant issue for individuals, their 
families, businesses and communities in the Sorell 
and Tasman council areas was the devastating 
impact of, and slow recovery from, the 2013 
bushfires.  The sense of interdependence was 

reinforced during this experience and is the 
underlying issue driving the communities to 
collectively protest the flight path changes.  The 
sensitivities to the compounding affect that 
aircraft noise will, and does, have on people who 
have experienced natural disaster should be 
seriously factored into the final decision on where 
the flight paths are located. 

Life events not related to a disaster can 
compound the grief and trauma of the disaster.  
Many people also suffer vicarious trauma because 
of their involvement with impacted households 
and communities through business, services, 
sport, schools and social connections.iii  

A 2016 Deloitte report on The economic cost of 
the social impact of natural disastersiv (p14) found 
that “the intangible costs of natural disasters are 
at least as high as the tangible costs. Significantly, 
they may persist over a person’s lifetime and 
profoundly affect communities.”   

The report states that increased mental health 
issues, alcohol misuse, domestic violence, chronic 
disease and short-term unemployment have 
resulted from extreme weather events such as 
bushfires, severe storms, cyclones, floods and 
earthquakes in Australia. 

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. v 

2. Timeliness 

People are conscious that Airservices 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 Airservices is 
undertaking the Hobart Airspace Design Review 
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and that the initial findings and recommendations 
are expected in August 2018; consultation and 
feedback completed by December 2018; and 
publication of the report will be no later than 
March 2019.  Given the need to inform and 
consult community and other stakeholders, 
design a final flight path, inform airlines and 
undertake training, this is a short period. 

Airservices 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 community and other 
stakeholders ‘to the table’ to assure them that 
they do have a voice in informing Airservices and 
that they have the opportunity to understand the 
issues from the perspective of other stakeholders 
such as (alphabetically): 

� Airlines  
� Community 
� Elected representatives 
� Hobart International Airport 
� Local government Councils 
� Pilots 
� Tasmanian Government agencies  
� Tourism industry 

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

3. Locate the flight path away from 
populated areas 

Airservices had presented an 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 was frequently cited as having 
appealed to many consultation participants. 

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 
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.   

4. 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.  
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This includes taking steps to avoid what locals 
term a ‘super highway’ effect through arrivals and 
departures at any given day or time coming from 
the same direction.   

To the extent possible, working 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 releasing this information publicly would 
provide some level of certainty that would 
allow people to make lifestyle and business 
decisions.  

5. 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.   

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. 

Whichever flight paths are determined it will be 
important to avoid impacting other historic and 
heritage sites. 

6. Detail the environmental factors likely to 
impact flights 

Several environmental factors were raised at 
consultation sessions, including: 
� low ambient noise increasing the perception 

of noise exposure  
� hills, valleys and bays – in terms of noise 

reverberation 
� general environmental impacts. 

From a noise pollution and aircraft safety 
perspective, Airservices 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. 

7. Compliance with flight path corridors and 
altitude 

Apart from the noise of aircraft, compliance by 
airlines and pilots with Airservices nominated 
flight path corridors and altitude was the most 
referenced issue.   

There were many stories of aircraft flying at low 
altitudes and not being on the designated flight 
path; and commentary about the status of the 
VOR beacon and how this will be used in the 
future.   

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

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

8. Keep everyone informed 

Airservices has been criticised for its earlier 
failures to consult.  People have also commented 
about the lack of information and difficulties in 
dealing with Airservices.  Getting on the front foot 
in terms of public information means continually 
updating information and ‘no more surprises’.   

Examples include:  
� Documenting and clearly communicating 

project details, timelines, and status and why 
and how decisions were made 

� Ensuring that terminology used by 
Airservices (e.g. greenfield) accurately 
depicts the public understanding and use 
of that term 

� Including a clear statement on the Airservices 
website about the reasons for the change in 
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flight paths for the Hobart International 
Airport. 

Several people called for public access to the TPC 
report.  As this is a record of public consultations, 
it is suggested that Airservices does make the 
Report available to the public.  It will also be 
important for Airservices to outline how it will use 
the Report.  A further request was for information 
to be provided ahead of consultations to facilitate 
informed dialogue.  

Making a habit of engaging regularly with 
communities on issues about flight paths that 
may or may not affect them would place 
Airservices in a better light in terms of being an 
open and approachable organisation. 

 
Observations 
The following community feedback from the 
social impact consultations is provided for 
Airservices to consider in its flight path review: 

8. For many community members, the negative 
impact of the flight path changes has had a 
compounding affect due to the devastating 
bushfires in 2008. 

9. Most community members would like 
Airservices to consider a flight path that 
extends over water (i.e. along the east coast 
and up the Derwent River).     

10. Should a flight path over water not be 
feasible, some community members would 
like Airservices to explore options for either a 
wider corridor or multiple flight paths.  This 
will ‘share’ the number of aircraft flying over 
communities and properties.  

11. Most community members would like 
Airservices to consider the proximity of flight 
paths to the World Heritage listed Coal Mine 
Historic Site.   

12. Many community members perceive that 
aircraft noise reverberates around hills, 
valleys and bays; and that low ambient noise 
increases the awareness of noise exposure. 

13. Some community members would like 
Airservices to monitor the use of designated 
flight paths by airlines and pilots.  

14. Most community members would like 
Airservices to be more informative, 
transparent and approachable in their 
communications with the public.  For 
example, to facilitate informed dialogue, 
some community members would like access 
to the initial findings of the Hobart Airspace 
Design Review ahead of the consultations. 
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5.0 Consultation Methods 

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

Meeting schedule 

Pre-consultation stakeholder introductions were 
made in May 2018 with state and local 
government, elected representatives, community 
representative groups and the airport. 

Ten community consultation sessions were 
scheduled across 14 and 15 June 2018.  These 
were held at three locations considered central to 
areas positively and negatively 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 

� 7:00pm – 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 state 
and local government, residents 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. 

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 



CONSULTATION SUMMARY REPORT HOBART AIRSPACE CHANGES (SEPTEMBER 2017/MARCH 2018) 

 15 

also, importantly, to feel comfortable about 
speaking about their personal experiences. 

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 when 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.  The purpose of the maps was to allow 
attendees to point to where they lived relative to 
the flight paths. 

Following general comments by attendees in the 
earlier sessions about the confusion of 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.  
As mentioned above, there were also private 
meetings, telephone discussions and some people 
provided written and email submissions. 

Two sessions – 7:00pm 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 all 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 political 
staffers 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 two 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, there were two Facebook sites – 
Hobart Mercury and Sorell Council – where 
individuals commented on the impact of the flight 
path changes. 

A number of consultation attendees commented 
that some 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 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 

Meetings opened by introducing the community 
engagement team from TPC (Tania Parkes and 
John Wynants) and Airservices (Sally Adsett) who 
were in attendance. 

TPC provided the following background for 
meeting attendees: 

� Airservices 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 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 Airservices’ 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 Airservices’ decision 

� Airservices 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, Airservices 
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 Airservices’ 
process and handling of the decision, 
which included 13 recommendations 

- Airservices had accepted ANO 
recommendations and was actively 
implementing them, 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 

- Airservices has also strengthened its 
internal Community Engagement team. 

TPC advised that its task was two-fold: 

� to gain an insight into the social impacts the 
new flight paths have had on individuals, their 
families, businesses and communities – 
including an understanding of how life was 
before the changes, the impact of the 
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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 Airservices by late June 
2018 

� to seek views on how best to consult with 
individuals and communities on the findings 
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 specifically 
requested that Airservices 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 Airservices.  
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 Airservices. 

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 Airservices scheduled 
meetings in late August/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 Airservices with the TPC Report to be 
submitted to Airservices to inform the Review 
process.  It would be a matter for Airservices 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 Airservices. 

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.  There were 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 Airservices. 

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 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  

The record of comments and views expressed at most meetings is provided below 
to give readers an appreciation of the sessions.  Names of individuals have not 
been attributed and records of meetings that identify individuals have not been 
included for privacy reasons although many people will be able to identify their 
own comments and expressed views.    

Meeting observations 

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 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 an 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 attendees and the facts as claimed by 
attendees have not been checked or challenged for accuracy. 

1. Primrose Sands (9:00am, Thursday 14 June 2018) 
There were 20 recorded attendees [note: a head count of 19 was taken at the start of the session]. 
The majority of attendees (15) identified as living in Primrose Sands. 

• Planes are flying at 3,800 feet which is below the minimum altitude of 9,000 feet. Also, 
take off should reach 10,000 feet before leaving the flight path. 

• Planes fly directly overhead at Oak Street, Primrose Sands. 
• The greater noise impact is departures. 
• The concern is actual flights over Primrose Sands. 
• Statement read out by a Primrose Sands resident (copies provided to TPC and 

Airservices): 
o flights are over property (from September 2017); 
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o there are low flights down to 4,800 feet; and 
o noise is louder when planes are turning. 

There was a general consensus from the meeting group on the above issues. 
• The noise is evident for only 30 seconds and there are no problems with this. Also, planes 

are bringing economy to Tasmania and the region. 
• Had enjoyed the peace and quiet having lived in Primrose Sands for the past 12 years. 

Now planes fly (departures) directly over backyard – 17 planes daily from 8:00am. Impact 
is not as bad since March 2018 as it is not as constant. 

• Impacted by outgoing and incoming flights. The property has no insulation. The impact is 
the question as to whether to sell up and move out. 

• An attendee identified as being retired but having had an extended air force career, in 
particular in pilot training: 

o observation was that aircraft were deviating from the designated (published) 
flight path; 

o view was that this should be a disciplinary matter as pilots are cutting corners; 
o felt that flights were not getting above 9,000 feet in the time required; 
o identified a consideration at Gypsy Bay where there were soaring large-winged 

birds, identifying both an environmental issue for the birds as well as a potential 
safety issue for aircraft; 

o observation that planes were “running flat chat” and therefore were not burning 
all fuel, advising that the unburnt aviation fuel liquifies and then drops to the 
ground and onto rooves of houses, which has an impact on the water quality in 
rain water tanks. 

• An attendee was looking for a guarantee on safety. 
• Planes have broken the peace, but with insulation and double glazing, the noise inside the 

house is OK. 
• Since September 2017, had noticed more planes, but this reduced in March 2018. 
• A comment that a return to the pre-September 2017 routes had been promised (in the 

media) and that we have not seen this. 
• As a caravan resident had noticed planes flying low. 
• Identified that there were a high number of retirees and elderly living in Primrose Sands, 

which meant that these people were in their homes during the day when most flights 
occur. 

• An attendee commented on her existing health issues which were exacerbated by the 
noise. 

• The noise is more noticeable for departures at Primrose Sands and for arrivals at Dunalley, 
adding that late afternoon and early evening were prominent. 

• The noise is greater when planes are turning. 
• Prior to September 2017, the noise was spread across a wider area, now it is 

concentrated. 
• Felt that, at the cross over point, there was only 1,000 feet separation between aircraft. 
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• A view that the flight path should be extended and loop around the peninsula, noting that 
this would add distance, time and fuel consumption.  

• A comment that the flight path would be best over the water. 
• A request to not ‘pit’ one community against another. 
• A further request to find “an acceptable solution for everyone”. 
• Identified the effect of winds, which “change more than anything”. 
• Identified that there was no curfew at Hobart International Airport, hence aircraft can 

arrive late (sometimes the early morning) and depart early in the mornings. 
• An observation that there was no comment from the Environment Protection Authority 

Tasmania. 

With regard to how people and communities should be consulted on the Hobart Airspace Design 
Review, the meeting session identified a general preference for a forum similar to the sessions 
held at Primrose Sands, with a number of table groups.  A view was also expressed to have a 
whole group session similar to a ‘town hall’ session. 

2. Primrose Sands (10:00am, Thursday 14 June 2018) 
There were five recorded attendees, although some attendees at the earlier 9:00am session also 
remained for this second session [note: a head count of 13 was taken]. 
The majority of attendees (5) identified as living in Primrose Sands.  

• Departures were overhead at Primrose Sands Road, Primrose Sands and the volume of 
noise is impacted by the prevailing winds (winter and summer) 

• The noise is audible over the house and planes are travelling low. 
• A view was expressed whereby flights should travel a further 20 seconds beyond Primrose 

Sands and turn where there are paddocks. 
• Airservices’ maps should show actual residential properties under flight paths. 
• An observation that Primrose Sands had the heaviest population density between Sorell 

and Port Arthur. 
• The noise is 2 minutes per flight and there are 60 flights each day. 
• The noise reverberates off the clouds. 
• Planes leave it late to ‘throttle up’ to climb and turn. 
• Overall, departures are worst, with aircraft banking and uplifting. 
• Aircraft are overhead are every 10 minutes. 
• Noise was so loud that meeting discussions had to be stopped. 
• A suggestion was that if the flights were pushed to Connellys Marsh this would provide 

relief. 
• A comment that for Canberra’s flight corridor noise modelling had been undertaken, and 

that there would be more confidence if there was noise modelling: 
o the meeting was advised that Airservices did undertake noise monitoring with 

equipment installed for a period of 12 months – there were no plans to install 
noise monitoring equipment at Hobart  

• A request was made for Airservices to look at where flights were actually going and not 
just the designated flight paths. 
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• Advice of noise readings above 60 decibels (using an iPad app) with some readings 
hovering at 95-100 decibels. 

• The debilitating effects of migraines had magnified the sound of aircraft.  Despite the use 
of ear protectors an attendee stated that she was still aware of the planes, describing the 
situation as the “worst day of my life”.  

• A view was expressed that Airservices is using an outdated environmental model, which 
had no ‘ground proofing’. 

• A request was made for the TPC report to be made available to attendees as a sign of 
good community engagement: 

o TPC advised that the TPC Report will be provided to Airservices and that it was a 
decision for Airservices whether to release the Report, adding that it was good 
practice to provide early community feedback. 

• A comment that the impetus for the change introduced in March 2018 was led by the 
community. 

• A comment about issues with Airservices’ complaints process, being difficult to ‘navigate’. 
• A request for noise relief while the Hobart Airspace Design Review was being undertaken, 

with a view that Airservices could offer this: 
o note: whether the noise relief involved reverting to the pre-September 2017 

flight path, sharing the flights across a wider area or another alternative was not 
specified. 

• A view that the flight paths were not being adhered to by aircraft and that the noise levels 
(decibels) were high. 

• An observation that with the runway extension and international flights, the number of 
flights into Hobart is expected to double by the year 2030 and with larger planes (with 
reference to the Dreamliner aircraft). 

• Feedback that a discussion with the adjoining Council (Clarence Council) had indicated no 
interest in the issue as there were no flight impacts in that area.  

• A comment that the noise had a negative health impact. 
• A view that the noise would decrease real estate values and investment in business 

ventures. 
• Advice that Airservices should take account of the topography and winds in assessing 

potential locations for flight paths. 
• A concern about the impact on property values. 
• A concern that the flight path issue was “turning communities against each other”. 
• A question was asked as to whether the TPC advice would be provided to the community 

[again, TPC clarified that it was contracted to Airservices and that its Report would be 
submitted to Airservices. It was a matter for Airservices to decide whether to release the 
Report, adding that it was good practice to provide early feedback to communities]. 

With regard to how people and communities should be consulted on the Hobart Airspace Design 
Review, the meeting session put forward a number of ideas: 

• Advice that there should be day and night sessions. 
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• Consider the timing of sessions (noted that Primrose Sands consultations were at 9:00am 
and 10:00am) 

• A suggestion for wider group sessions. 
• A proposal for a range of approaches. 
• Noted that Primrose Sands easily had seating for a meeting for 20 people and had audio 

visual equipment for presentations. 
• Use of community notice boards, such as at Dunalley, Copping and Murdunna, and 

notices in service stores. 

3. Sorell (12:00pm, Thursday 14 June 2018) 
There were 31 recorded attendees [note: a head count of 35 was taken]. 
Attendees were from a mix of locations with the greater numbers recorded as living in Sorell (6) 
and Lewisham (9). 

• An observation that, after years of noise, it was now pleasant for Sorell. 
• The current changes are impacting a smaller group and providing relief to thousands. 
• A concern that the voice of smaller population areas influencing the decisions where flight 

paths should be located, with a view that any weight given to these ‘voices’ should not be 
heavy. 

• A view that pre-September 2017, at Midway Point, flights were below 3,000 feet and the 
house ‘shook’. 

• An observation that at Midway Point, commercial flights were competing for airspace 
with light aircraft flying out of the adjacent Cambridge airport, and fearful of a potential of 
a collision. 

• An observation that since the new flight paths were introduced, Midway Point was 
“peaceful”. 

• An observation that there is a significant population difference between the areas where 
flights crossed over pre-September 2017 and post-September 2017: 

o one attendee made reference to 2006 Census information on population 
numbers, highlighting the higher numbers in the areas previously overflown and 
lower numbers in the areas now overflown. 

• An observation that since September 2017 noise was less, adding that when flights were 
above Penna that noise by Jet Star aircraft was more noticeable. 

• An observation that there was no curfew at Hobart International Airport. 
• A view that departures had adversely impacted Richmond (doubling) since September 

2017, adding that there was no consultation prior to the new flight paths being 
introduced. 

• A concern about the loss of sleep and vibrating windows, with planes starting at 6:00am 
and extending through to 10:40pm. 

• An experience that noise at Park Beach had improved since September 2017. 
• An experience that Dunalley had been adversely impacted by aircraft noise since 

September 2017. 
• An observation that aircraft noise had become a recent problem at Nugent, with arrival 

flights straight above, adding that she was “frightened” by the noise. 
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• The experience at Lewisham was that problems with aircraft noise had improved since 
September 2017. 

• A view was expressed that the review of flight paths should take account of population 
numbers. 

• A comment that it had been quiet for a long time and then came the noise. 
• An observation that, since September 2017, all incoming and outgoing flights travelled 

over Connellys Marsh, accentuated by the fact that the pathways were concentrated with 
an increased number of flights. 

• A comment by an attendee that they had bought into a lifestyle 30 years ago and that the 
area (not specified) had changed over time 

o the observation taken from this comment was that notwithstanding people’s 
lifestyle choices at a point in time, areas do change over time.  

• A view stating that pre-September 2017, many near misses had been observed which 
could have had significant consequences over populated areas 

o this was accentuated by conflicts between flights from both Cambridge Airport 
and Hobart International Airport. 

• An observation that prior to September 2017, Murdunna didn’t have noise and now had 
noise from aircraft, with a concern that this had an adverse impact on the re-sale value of 
properties. 

• A comment about reports of separation incidents.  
o note: while this comment had been made and a copy of a newspaper article 

reporting such incidents had been circulated to other attendees, there was no 
evidence presented by attendees of actual observations. 

• A view was expressed that pilots were taking short cuts. 
• An observation that by extending the runway, Hobart International Airport was gearing up 

to take larger planes. 
• A desire by an attendee who had resided in Midway Point and Sorell that they “wouldn’t 

like to see planes come back”. 
• A strong position by an attendee that flights were “not coming back” to Sorell. 
• An attendee, who had been a resident of Sorell for 50 years, observed that Sorell was 

growing. 
• An attendee who had been a resident of Nugent for 20 years had noticed the planes, 

adding that around 15 to 18 neighbours had also made this observation. 
• A comment was made that, overall, the area around Nugent was also growing. 
• A comment that aircraft will always come and go and that “we just need to put up with 

it”, adding it is “part of life”. 
o note: this comment was made by a long-term resident of Lewisham, an area 

where flights no longer pass overhead 
• An observation that the Hobart International Airport had been extended [note: it was 

clarified to session attendees that this was an airport management decision]. 
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• A comment that the new flight paths had had a personal impact on people, and had 
created division within communities, adding that a solution needs to be found that 
provides harmony. 

• An attendee commented that planes do not have to go just one route, with another 
attendee adding that flight paths should be spread wider. 

• A view that an issue is flight scheduling by airlines and airlines cutting corners. 
• An attendee stated that planes fly over his property and that he had recordings of these, 

adding that one airline was “abhorrent”. 
• An attendee identified that his retirement plan was to live somewhere there was peace 

and in a rural environment, requesting that flight path options be explored where there is 
no population. He added that tourism is not relevant to retirees. 

• A comment that it was expected that the decision on flight paths was “one that is 
accepted” and noting that the community consultation was a two-stage process: 

o note: this comment was assumed to mean that there was a broad consensus on 
the final flight path routes. 

• A comment that: 
o the consultation had not been done properly previously; 
o looking for consultation where majority of community is happy; and 
o believes there should be a two-stage consultation process [note: this is assumed 

to mean first gathering the thoughts of communities and then discussing options]. 
• A summation view presented by an attendee: 

o the need to recognise differing views, with debate to be respectful; 
o that people choose to live where they live; 
o he was motivated to ensure that a proper process is implemented; 
o it is important that Tasmania continues to develop; 
o there is a deep distrust of Airservices; and 
o requested immediate relief. 

There was no specific discussion on the preferred processes for community engagement on the 
initial findings of the Hobart Airspace Design Review.  

4. Sorell (1:00pm, Thursday 14 June 2018) 
There were three recorded attendees, although some attendees at the earlier 12:00pm session 
also remained for this second session [note: a head count of 10 was taken]. 

• A comment by an attendee that he had moved into Sorell in September 2017 and it was 
“absolute heaven”, noting that there was an occasional fly over Sorell. 

• Where there is an issue in Sorell is during departures when planes are rising and turning, 
adding this is audible but not an issue. 

• A resident of Dodges Ferry commented that the issue was “mixed” with a change noticed 
for both arrivals and departures in September 2017, adding that he “liked planes”. 

• Planes “rumble” past for 10 to 15 seconds. 
• A comment that flight scheduling is an issue. 
• An attendee commented that he “hasn’t heard what the benefit is”: 
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o the position taken out of this comment was that while Airservices had commented 
that the new flight paths were introduced to support safety, the specific safety 
features had not been adequately explained to the general public. 

• A further comment that there were some benefits to some people but an intrusion to 
others. 

• An unsubstantiated claim that Airservices was closing the tower and will be directing air 
traffic from Melbourne. 

• An opinion that the Airservices map depicting actual flights routes in the period August to 
September 2017 and tabled in the meetings was erroneous. 

• A view that the flight path should be extended further south and that the controlled 
airspace area should also be extended to accommodate a different flight path. 

• A comment that both the height (altitude) and the distance that aircraft travelled into 
Hobart should be increased. 

• A view that while Sorell was growing, and that people had bought there knowing that 
aircraft flew overhead. 

• A view [in relation to the pre-September 2017 flight paths] that “if it is working well why 
change it”. 

• The question of what benefit has been achieved was raised. 
• A comment by an attendee that there had been a serious loss of amenity, an impact on 

the property that he loves as well as an economic impact with business ventures ‘put on 
hold’. 

With regard to how people and communities should be consulted on the Hobart Airspace Design 
Review: 

• An opinion that there was a design flaw in the consultation process and that the Terms of 
Reference for the Design Review was inadequate due to lack of consultation on it. 

• A request that a number of options be considered and discussed during the Design 
Review consultations. 

5. Dunalley (6:00pm, Thursday 14 June 2018) 
There were 36 recorded attendees [note: a head count of 49 was taken]. 
The majority of attendees identified as living in Murdunna (13) and Dunalley (ten). 

• An observation that airlines and air traffic controllers are stakeholders, along with 
communities. 

• A question as to “how we trust Airservices” [note: this is in reference to the lack of 
consultation earlier and the 2017 ‘drop-in’ session at Dunalley]. 

• An acknowledgement of the need to document the social impact of the flight path 
changes introduced in September 2017 and March 2018. 

• A concern as to how the social impacts will be ‘taken on board’ by Airservices and a 
question as to whether the TPC Report would be made public: 

o the response was that TPC would be issuing its Report to Airservices and that it 
was a matter for Airservices to decide to release the Report (in whole or part), 
adding that it was good practice to provide early community feedback. 
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• A comment that the maps tabled at the meeting was not an appropriate visual aide. 
• A resident of Murdunna stated that planes can fly over and that he doesn’t mind them or 

take notice of them. 
• Another Murdunna resident stated that she doesn’t like the planes, notices them and that 

there was no respite from them, adding that her work requires peace. 
• A comment that certain airline aircraft were very visible. 
• A comment by an attendee that he had complained but there has been no action. 
• A comment by a Murdunna resident that prior to September 2017 he saw planes, but 

now he hears them, adding that he requires quiet for his recording studio. 
• A comment that noise is extremely loud when there is a low cloud base and the sound of 

aircraft reverberates, adding that noise has been recorded at 90/100/110 decibels. 
• A comment that the change in March 2018 made no difference at Murdunna. 
• A Murdunna resident read out a statement: 

o STARs has concentrated flights; 
o there is no curfew and has been woken at 3:00am; 
o there will be an increased number of flights; and 
o wants to revert to the pre-September 2017 flight paths. 

The attendee called for a count of people who wished to revert to the earlier flight paths 
and advising that she had counted 29 hands (to applause). 

• A Dunalley resident commented that the flight path had moved 1 kilometre but that there 
had been no change to the noise, adding that he was not used to the noise. 

• A comment that the area was like an ‘amphitheatre’: 
o the implication being that sound reverberates around the area. 

• A comment that there should be a review of the curfew status of the Hobart International 
Airport. 

• A comment that there had been an increase in air traffic and asked “when will it stop”. 
• A Murdunna resident identified that there had been a greater impact as a result of the 

March 2018 change. 
• A concern that the choice of November 2017 flight path options had been choosing 

where the impact should be between friends, adding that this was stressful as a 
community. 

• A Dunalley resident stated that planes were very loud all the time and that the planes flew 
too low, adding that she was not sleeping. 

• A comment by an attendee that she “wanted a better solution”. 
• An opinion that the ‘wrong decision’ had been made in the first place (i.e. Option 2). 
• An opinion that Airservices cannot be trusted (statement extended to a view that 

Airservices lies), and that there was a need for trust within the community. 
• A concern that Airservices was not reversing its decision in the interim period. 
• A comment about house price and business value reductions and a question about 

compensation (stating this as being a ‘right’).  A further comment was added that this 
position was not an anti-progress stance. 

• A further comment on the (adverse) impact on lifestyle and house market. 
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• A comment that the community reaction is not an anti-business/progress issue but about 
tranquillity. 

• A view that flight path planning should have a 20-year horizon. 
• An opinion that earlier consultation should have occurred and that this meeting session 

was not a genuine consultation but merely a ‘tick a box’ exercise. 
• A resident living between Murdunna and Dunalley stated that aircraft flew over the bay 

and now he sees and hears every flight. 
• A view that the change had not been done for safety reasons, but that it was just a 

change of flight path. 
• An opinion that there was dishonesty and a call for Airservices to tell the truth and to be 

‘open’. 
• A comment that the VOR beacon had been re-instated and a call for flights to go back to 

the old flight path [i.e. on the pre-September 2017 flight paths using the VOR beacon to 
guide aircraft]. 

• A comment that the lack of earlier consultation was “offensive”. 
• A Dunalley resident stated that “it was not quiet”, noting that the airport was expanding 

[note: implying that the number of flights would increase]. 
• A Kellevie resident stated that the six-month period to March 2018 was a “nightmare”, 

adding that the noise level had slightly improved since March 2018 but was still 
noticeable with the noise not something you can get used to. 

• An attendee asked that people stopped using then term “get used to it”: 
o the implication was that this term was used by people who were not against the 

new flight paths or planes or who lived in areas where planes no longer fly over. 
• A resident who lived in Orielton and owned a house in Murdunna was positive, stating the 

he “could not give a s***” and was happy to see planes, adding that he intended to start 
a business in the area [type of business not specified] and planes will assist. 

• A comment that people had bought into areas knowing that there were flights overhead 
and had paid house prices accordingly [reference to areas where flights flew pre-
September 2017]. 

• A Murdunna resident commented that previously planes could be heard in the distance 
but that planes now turn close by with an increase in noise, adding that this “was not our 
lifestyle”. 

• A comment by an attendee that they moved to the area for peace and quiet, and now had 
a lot of noise starting at 6:00am and all through the night, adding that “this was not the 
lifestyle they had bought into”. 

• A question as to why flights needed to be in a single route, requesting that multiple flight 
paths would be better at the next consultation. 

• A request for Airservices to offer noise relief. 
• A concern about aviation fuel and its impact on organic foods 

o note: this was assumed as reference to single private plot gardens rather than 
commercial market garden enterprises. 
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• A concern that there was limited time between August 2018 [when the initial findings of 
the Hobart Airspace Design Review would be available] [when (any) new flight paths 
would be introduced]: 

o note: this was in reference to then total time required for community engagement, 
design work, community information and training. 

• A comment that the implementation of new flight paths was a surprise and concern about 
the lack of consultation prior to new flight paths being introduced in September 2017. 

• A Boomer Bay resident commented that the flights were not significant but loud, adding 
that the noise was comparable to trucks going past but the noise was audible longer. A 
further comment was that the noise had improved in March 2018, with noise only “now 
and again”. 

• A comment that flights were in ‘clusters’. 
• A view that there was a wider community concern about the distress caused by the 

planes flying overhead, with community members talking about the impact. A further 
view was that attendees wanted the majority of the community to feel empowered 
during the review process. 

• A request for a projection of flight numbers over the next ten years [note: request was 
that the concern be relayed to the Hobart International Airport management]. 

• A comment that the Airservices complaints process was inadequate. 
• A request that the consultation process recognise the range of businesses in the Dunalley 

area, including artists, farmers, graziers, hospitality workers as well as retirees. 
• A concern that the decision to introduce new flight paths had caused a “split in the 

community”. This concern was re-iterated by another attendee. 
• A strongly held view by an attendee: 

o deeply troubled about the situation, with people turned against one another; 
o Airservices need to repair the hurt caused (likening Airservices’ actions to an “act 

of social vandalism”); and 
o the silence from Airservices is ‘deafening’ and Airservices must respond now. 

• A comment by an attendee that since March 2018 the noise has gotten worse and planes 
‘drop low’. 

• A concern that larger population areas were saying to keep the flight paths to the smaller 
communities. 

• A comment that the school had to stop classes due to the noise of planes flying overhead 
[note: there was no-one from the school administration in attendance to confirm or deny 
this statement]. 

• A question was asked as to why there was a need to change the flight path: 
o NOTE: when TPC advised the consultation was not centred on technical 

discussion, a member of the community attending the consultations stood and 
advised that CASA had required satellite navigation to be used; and 

o TPC advised that it would ask Airservices to make a clear statement on its 
website. 

• A comment that the VOR has been re-installed but had not been turned on. 
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• A strong view that there was mistrust in Airservices. 
• A concern that the process [to introduce the new flight paths in September 2017] was 

rushed and that there was a lack of genuine concern for communities by Airservices. A 
request had been made for transparency in the process. 

• A question as to whether this change had occurred in other capital cities: 
o A comment was provided from an attendee that they believed a similar issue had 

occurred at Perth but that community resistance faltered and no changes were 
made to the original decision. 

After the meeting concluded, a Kellevie resident provided the following comments: 

• Between September 2017 and March 2018 was a terrible time, with the March 2018 
change now bearable. 

• Had put the house on the market but it is now off the market. 
• Suggested that flights further down the coast would be less disruptive.  
• Asked what the relief options were. 

With regard to how people and communities should be consulted on the Hobart Airspace Design 
Review, comments were: 

• Need to consult prior to decisions being taken [the implication being that the initial 
findings from the Design Review should not be near the tail end of the process and hence 
not allow meaningful discussion that could alter the final decision]. 

• A concern that if groups are too small this could be divisive [the implication being that 
groups would be ‘pitted’ against one another], adding that a group of 50 is a good size. 

• A call for a presentation by the community as well as Airservices, and a pilot. 
• A request to give plenty of notice [about meetings and avenues of feedback]. 
• A preference for the issue of an initial information paper prior to consultation, so that 

people can absorb the information. 
• A proposal to engage on options during the design stage. 
• A request to use microphones so that all people can hear comments/views/ 

opinions/questions. 

Aside from the meeting, a resident of Dunalley stated that she supported the planes as they 
brought employment for people in the area. 

This was an extended session, allowing all attendees the opportunity to provide their stories and 
describe the impact of the new flight paths on their lives. 

6. Dunalley (8:00pm, Thursday 14 June 2018) 
There were no attendees for this session. 

7. Dunalley (12:00pm, Friday 15 June 2018) 
There were 20 recorded attendees [note: a head count of 19 was taken at the start of the 
meeting]. 
The larger number of attendees (6) identified as living in Dunalley. 
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• A Connellys Marsh resident lived on the peninsula and came for the peace and quiet, 
adding: 

o noise has had a disastrous impact on lives and that “people live here”;  
o the noise from planes was loud (with a particular reference to departures). The 

situation was better inside the house; and 
o the impact is by both arriving and departing planes, with an improvement in 

March 2018. 
• Another Connellys Marsh resident stated that the noise was impacting her mental health 

and likened the plane noise to a ‘freight train’, adding that the change in March 2018 
worsened the situation. 

• A Boomer Bay resident stated that the noise was worse in September 2017, although 
slightly better from March 2018. 

• The noise was still noticeable when working with machines, adding that her work was in 
designing and making jewellery which required quiet. 

• A comment that on overcast days the noise was louder. 
• A meeting attendee outlined her story, which related to activity post the 2013 bushfires: 

o had lost her property in the bushfires; 
o initially had bought in Lewisham knowing that the flight paths were there; 
o moved to Copping, then the flight paths were moved to this area; 
o then decided to re-build in Dunalley (to run an Airbnb business), with flights now 

overhead here; and 
o summarised that wherever she went the flight paths went. 

• A Marion Bay resident who had lived there for 20 years stated: 
o they came for the quiet and got used to the “absolute silence”; 
o prior to September 2017, there was no commercial traffic, with light aircraft on 

occasions; 
o after September 2017 noise from aircraft, adding that the noise reverberates 

around the bay; 
o the situation since March 2018 was slightly better; and 
o had plans approved for a bed and breakfast/getaway venture aiming for the high-

end market, although those plans are now on hold. 
• An attendee stated that prior to September 2017 kayaking on the water was “bliss”, with 

only a faint highway noise. 
• A comment that after September 2017 there was noise and no-one chose this, adding 

that the situation will get worse with international flights  
• A comment that people had been ‘traumatised’ by the noise. 
• A Kellevie resident identified as being one of the first complainants, stating: 

o she had moved to Tasmania for a ‘peace and quiet’ lifestyle; 
o prior to September 2017 there was no noise (only an occasional flight), with 

flights now overhead which were ‘booming’ when descending;  
o since March 2018 not as close to the earlier flight path but still can hear the 

‘boom’ when the TV is on; and 
o summarised that the noise had “ruined everything”. 
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• An observation that during a trip to Sloping Main flights were very low [note: Sloping 
Main is south-west of Lime Bay State Reserve where the flight path crosses over]. 

• An attendee stated that she had moved to Sloping Main for the quiet (after having 
previously lived at Dodges Ferry for 23 years), observing that flights are getting closer to 
beaches every day.  She added that many people had made similar observations. 

• A comment that flights are “definitely not on path”. 
• A Premaydena resident confirmed that there was no impact in her area. 
• A representative from the Port Arthur Historic Site Management Authority (which also is 

responsible for the Coal Mines Historic Site) identified: 
o the peninsula area was economically depressed;  
o the noise from planes had an impact on tourism; 
o the Coal Mines Historic Site is a World Heritage listed site [part of the listed eleven 

Australian Convict site]; 
o flights did travel over the Coal Mines Historic Site and there was a strong 

obligation to protect this site [Coal Mines Historic site is south-east of Lime Bay 
State Reserve where flight paths cross over]; and 

o flights did have an impact on the natural environment. 
• Other attendees added to the view about the significance of the Coal Mines Historic Site, 

including the botanical significance of the area with the identification of new several 
species of orchids. 

• A comment was made that aircraft ‘dump’ fuel in the area in emergencies. An attendee 
commented that she had observed aviation fuel (referred to this as kerosene) drop down 
around 10 to 12 years ago. 

• A Boomer Bay resident identified as having previously lived in Petersham NSW and 
bought into the area 15 years ago to avoid the city environment, adding: 

o there were no planes flying over prior to September 2017; 
o noise levels had slightly improved since March 2018; 
o doesn’t agree with the Dunalley School Principal that there is no impact on 

students; 
o is of a view that students suffer from sleep disruption which she believes impacts 

their schooling; 
o is of the view that the school Principal does not have a view; 
o the value of properties is undermined; 
o feels that consultation is after the event; 
o is of the view that the flight path introduced in March 20128 was the better 

option (over the September 2017 flight path);  
o a lot of people simply accepted the March 2018 flight path and therefore have 

not voiced an opinion; and 
o wants to go back to the use of the (VOR) beacon. 

• A comment that people had thought that (with the introduction of the modified flight 
path in March 2018) the process had ended. 
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• A query about the use of the term “greenfield” when describing the process for the 
design of flight paths into and out of Hobart [note: this was clarified as meaning a ‘blank 
sheet of paper’]. 

• A comment that the community had been traumatised through the bushfires, which had a 
significant impact on children. 

• A comment that people were exhausted trying to save the community: 
o [note: this was in reference to re-building the community after the bushfires, 

addressing further events and now having to deal with the decisions around new 
flight paths]. 

• An observation that the Sorell Mayor had attended a number of meeting sessions but felt 
that the Council did not represent them. 

• A comment that residents of Dodges Ferry had bought under the flight paths. 
• An attendee commented that he didn’t want planes here [a reference to Dunalley]. 
• A question was asked as to what the Design Review will do [note: as there were no 

Airservices technical staff in attendance, the process and outcome from the Design Review 
was not clarified]. 

• A Boomer Bay resident identified as having moved from Sydney to avoid the stresses and 
was shocked about the flights when the new flight paths were introduced in September 
2017, adding that the sound reverberates in the area. 

• An opinion that the outcome from the Design Review had been pre-determined. 
• A comment that Airservices “can’t just make changes without thinking about the impact 

on people”, adding that there had been a cumulative impact through a number of events. 
• A view was expressed that it was an ‘experiment’ for Airservices to use TPC. 
• A question was raised about how other communities not currently affected by aircraft 

noise will know about the impact of the Hobart Airspace Design Review.  
o [TPC advised that consultation would be undertaken in central areas likely to be 

affected by proposed designs]. 
• A concern that TPC was not supported by Airservices at the meeting to address technical 

issues.  
o [TPC clarified that it had requested Airservices not send technical staff so that the 

meetings could focus on the impacts on people, their families, businesses and 
communities so as not to get ‘bogged down’ with technical details]. 

• A request for someone to comment on (the likelihood and likely impacts of) ‘fuel 
dumping’. 

• An attendee stated a preference for Option 4 offered previously (at the November 2017 
meeting), where flights travelled over the Tasman Sea past Flinders Island and came up 
the Derwent River. 

• A question was raised around the status of the meeting notes being taken by the 
Airservices representative. 

o TPC clarified that the notes were an aide to TPC in recording the comments and 
feedback from meetings and in developing its report to Airservices on the social 
impacts, and therefore would be the property of TPC. 
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• A concern about the impact on communities south of Dunalley and capturing their views, 
many of whom were itinerant. 

• An attendee commented that at the boat ramp people had commented about the noise. 
• A request to model visitation numbers at Saltwater Creek (note: this is adjacent to the 

Coal Mines Historic Site). 
• A comment that a conversation had to stop mid-sentence (until overhead planes had 

passed); 
• An attendee stated that he knew an Airservices employee who claimed that the process 

for the new Hobart flight paths was not normal and did not “jump through the hoops”. 
• A request was made for legal representation (for communities). 
• A concern that there had been a lack of consultation and request made for time to be 

extended for more consultation. 
• A request was made for a copy of the TPC Report to Airservices, when presented [note: 

TPC commented that best practice for community engagement was early feedback]. 
• A comment that the use of the term ‘greenfield’ was misleading as it had a land planning 

reference that implied that no activity had taken place when in fact flight paths had been 
introduced and relocated. 

• A view that modelling by Airservices which resulted in flights travelling over Dunalley was 
based on urban areas. 

This was an extended session, allowing all attendees the opportunity to provide their stories and 
describe the impact of the new flight paths on their lives. 

With regard to how people and communities should be consulted on the Hobart Airspace Design 
Review, comments were: 

• An attendee was not aware the meeting was on until reading it in a (paid) newspaper, 
adding that it would be best to advertise in community newsletters and via letterbox 
drops. 

• A question was asked as to whether meetings could be held at Sloping Main. 
• In order to reach itinerant residents, a suggestion was to include notices about meetings 

with Council rates notices  
o [note: given the cycle for rates notices, meeting notices would need to be issued 

well in advance of each meeting]. 

8. Dunalley (1:00pm, Friday 15 June 2018) 
There were two recorded attendees, although some attendees at the 12:00pm session also 
remained for this second session [note: a head count of six was taken]. 
As the earlier 12:00pm session was an extended session, the scheduled 1:00pm session 
commenced at 1:30pm – this timing suited the attendees. 
As the number of attendees was small, individual attendees were able to outline their stories in 
detail. 

• A Dunalley resident outlined her story: 
o she had previously lived in Sydney for 40 years, under a flight path, adding she 

moved here for the peace; 
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o she identified as being retired and not having noticed noise prior to September 
2017, with no change in March 2018; 

o flights go straight over her property, describing it as “blo*** annoying”; 
o planes fly really low, and there are four planes in the same timeframe; 
o under the impression that flights will revert back to the pre-September 2017 

flight paths; 
o flights impact sleep, identifying she is woken after 9:00pm when she ‘dozes off’; 
o there are environmental issues in the area; and 
o overall, life has been affected, with people talking about the impact. 

• A Murdunna resident outlined her story: 
o previously lived at Copping (house burnt down in the bushfires) and since moved 

to Murdunna, and noticed the peace and quiet 
o it was so quiet here that you can hear trucks in the distance; 
o the different sounds of aircraft from different airlines was evident, with particular 

reference to an airline; 
o commented that her grandchild picks up the sounds of planes; 
o sound escalates as planes ‘change gears and turn, referenced as a ‘sonic’ sound; 
o sound is as loud as a truck on the highway; 
o some days not so noisy, depending on the winds; 
o first freight planes start at 4:30am; 
o sound of planes causes dogs to bark; and 
o identified as a very private person (explained as “don’t like looking at other 

people’s houses”. 
• A Kellevie resident outlined her story: 

o frequency of flights had increased, with particular reference to an airline; 
o noise commenced September 2017, and moved slightly to the west in March 

2018; 
o sounds ‘kicked’ off the hills; 
o observed that planes were noisier here than at Amberley air base; and 
o Airservices should have looked into the topography and weather patterns of the 

area when deciding the location of the flight paths. 
• An attendee asked that TPC emphasise to Airservices the ‘emotional trash’ that everyone 

has had to go through. 
• A view that Airservices was insensitive when it made specific reference to a person crying 

in its report on an earlier meeting, identifying herself as the person who cried and 
explaining her emotional frame of mind at the time. 

• An attendee had advised that SECLA had been relentless in pursuing the decision to 
change flight paths and in keeping everyone up to date. 

• A comment that Airservices doesn’t know the geography and weather conditions of the 
area. 

• An attendee stated that they had moved from Victoria 15 months prior to the change in 
flight paths, with the move to escape the city noise for the quiet. 

• A Boomer Bay resident outlined his story: 
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o grew up in Tasmania and moved away to Melbourne for work; 
o driving past Marion Bay and noticed a property, even returning at night to check 

out the area (personal due diligence process); 
o the move to the area was in 2014 and was successful, and now felt part of the 

community; 
o he had brought his wife to this area of Tasmania, and he now feels that he has 

‘forced’ her from her home State; 
o one day planes starting flying over and couldn’t handle the fact that the “dream 

had been shattered”; 
o worked in art, which had been quite good; 
o income had been affected as a result of reduced artwork; 
o felt compelled to address the change; and 
o believed that the change in flight paths was an injustice and that he needed to 

fight this. 
• An attendee felt that Airservices had dismissed the impacts on people. 
• A Forcett resident felt that the noise was worse from March 2018 and that she “cops all 

the sounds”, adding that the March 2018 flight path did not give any relief. 
• Another Bream Creek resident outlined her story: 

o stated that Airservices had driven around the area and were ‘gobsmacked’ at the 
beauty of the area; 

o had moved to the area from Brisbane 15 years ago, and previously lived overseas 
with her partner; 

o at the time of moving, was considering work opportunities, but due to family 
reasons returned to Brisbane before returning to the area seven years ago; 

o was involved in the local community; 
o found that she “could not get involved in the fight against the decision” to 

introduce the new flight paths; 
o confirmed that the noise was better after March 2018; 
o was now running an Airbnb business. 

• An attendee stated that after she had lost her home in the 2013 bushfires she had 
thinking time as to whether she wanted to stay – she chose to stay as there were lots of 
reasons to do so but did not choose the flight path overhead. 

• A view that the decision to introduce the new flight path was a “kick in the guts”, which 
was on top of fighting a (then) Gunns forestry plantation on an adjoining property and a 
proposal for a tip (details of type of tip were not stated). 

•  A view that the “plebs were walking over us” and that we were not a ‘backwater’ area. 
• A comment by an attendee that many people were coming from other areas with 

property owners dividing land up for sale, and there was constant growth [the implication 
was assumed as being that local communities were changing]. The fact that there had 
been replacement residents since the bushfires was also made. 

• An opinion that the resilience of people in the area was strong. 
• A view that some people don’t feel empowered to talk out about their experiences [an 

implication that there would be more stories]. 
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• An observation that there were more conservationists now living in the area.  

With regard to how people and communities should be consulted on the Hobart Airspace Design 
Review, a suggestion was made to use the schools and communicate through the school 
community.  

9. Sorell (6:00pm, Friday 15 June 2018) 
There were five recorded attendees [note: head count of five was also taken]. 
As the number of attendees was small, individual attendees were able to outline their stories in 
detail. 

• A Richmond couple outlined their story in detail: 
o initially stating that if they could be told that the planes won’t come back they 

would be happy and would walk out of the meeting now; 
o moved to Richmond to run a Bed and Breakfast business on property just outside 

the township; 
o in 2005 noticed planes flying through the valley and observed them coming lower 

and lower, especially at night; 
o contacted several agencies to complain about the planes and essentially was told 

to “suck and see”, however with the reaction from residents in areas now under 
the flight path noticed that things could actually be changed; 

o referenced flights of a particular airline (Sydney route) which turned at the house, 
stating the “they could count the rivets”, adding that the windows rattled; 

o had developed noise sensitivity with another issue being the anxiousness with the 
anticipation of planes overhead which came in ‘clusters’;  

o from September 2017 noticed that they could see planes, but now had peace and 
quiet; 

o stated that the constant of flights overhead was mentally exhausting; 
o questioned why planes had to fly so low; 
o glad that planes have gone but didn’t want others to suffer; 
o stated that they had spoken to lots of people and, if planes are returned to the 

Richmond area, could get a petition with 2,000 names; 
o observed the small number of people at the meeting and expressed surprise that 

there was not more attending, adding that there were lots of happy people in the 
Richmond area; 

o didn’t notice any change in March 2018; 
o observed (from visits to the Dunalley area) that planes were not as low at 

Dunalley as they were at Richmond; 
o stated that in around 2003 with the planes overhead they stopped entertaining, 

adding that the planes were ‘roaring’; 
o confirmed that they had not stopped the business, but were embarrassed at 

having to constantly apologise to guests; 
o commented that custom at their business had not picked up since the change in 

flight paths; 
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o identified a key issue of the constant of flights overhead was the impact on their 
health, being anxious and observing mood changes; 

o adding that the impact over time affected people’s behaviours which impacted on 
relationships and made them unwell; 

o commented that they were happier now, adding that everybody has to be happy; 
and 

o stated that planes should fly higher. 
• A Dodges Ferry resident outlined her story: 

o she arrived in the area in 1981; 
o since arriving, she had seen the place grow and got used to this; 
o knew that planes were there; 
o is disturbed at people saying “tough it out, your turn”, and felt she needed to 

challenge these people about their statements; 
o stated that “neighbours shouldn’t be pitted against one another”; 
o identified her sister’s experience [note: this experience had been recorded at an 

earlier meeting]; 
o stated that she had received representations about the change in flight paths in 

her role as a Council member; 
o felt that earlier consultation with the Council was not good, but did share what 

information was available; 
o commented that people in her area say its great (i.e. change of flight path) but 

people further down were upset, adding that she felt that her role on Council was 
to listen to people who are upset; 

o commented that the community went through the 2013 bushfire, but still hadn’t 
recovered from this, adding that the new flight paths hadn’t helped; and 

o stated that the whole area was one community. 
• An attendee commented that it was difficult dealing with Airservices, difficult finding and 

navigating its website, count not save the complaints form and finally had to complete her 
complaint by sending an email through the ANO. 

• An attendee stated that: 
o he was distressed that communities were attacking one another and found this 

destructive;  
o SECLA listened to people who didn’t feel they had a voice, with SECLA having that 

voice to deal with Airservices and if people can’t do it, SECLA can help; 
o was pleased that people at Richmond had relief. 

• A Dunalley resident outlined his story in detail: 
o was raised and schooled in Dunalley and had a strong connection to the area; 
o was a talented athlete and pursued this professionally in teenage and young adult 

life; 
o was also a talented singer and involved with community life; 
o lived and worked overseas, returning to Tasmania before settling in the north 

east region of the state; 
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o stated that he had returned to the family property to salvage the business, adding 
that he had successfully organised eco-tourism ventures (to a high level including 
contracts with the State Government); 

o described the closeness of his family, and the close connection to his parents; 
o relayed the story of the impact of the 2013 bushfires on his family, including his 

feeling of helplessness when on the phone to his parents who were (literally) 
caught in the fire for four hours and, due to distance, he couldn’t help them out 
at that time; 

o described the sound of the fire when on the phone as being similar to the sound 
of aircraft overhead; 

o described the helpless situation of his family members who were not present on 
the property at the time the fires came through but whose children were with the 
grandparents at the time; 

o described returning to the property the day after the fires went through the 
property, observing the total loss of properties, bringing family members together 
and then spending the next four days alone cutting down remnants of trees; 

o stated that the bushfires had deeply impacted his parents, but they were trying to 
stay strong for the community; 

o felt that the weight was on his shoulders and the need to ‘step up’ and therefore 
the decision to return to Dunalley with his family; 

o stated that the bushfire event was an enormous event for his family and 
community, adding that the community deserves better than this [in reference to 
the change of flight path into the area affected by the bushfires]; 

o a comment that not only is the community still dealing with the 2013 bushfire but 
that the 1967 bushfires are still in the memory 

o stated that the sound of planes is a trigger with memory recalls to the day of the 
bushfire; and  

o stated that the decision by Airservices to locate the flight path over the areas 
affected by the 2013 bushfires was callous and insensitive, adding that Airservices 
needed to “right the wrong”. 

• A comment that if flights returned to Richmond, the sounds would be magnified. 
• A comment that the ‘thump thump’ sound of helicopters was louder. 
• A view that 30 to 40 couples had experienced the onset of health impacts arising from the 

noise of planes overhead. 
• A concern that without relief, there would be another year of ‘climbing the wall’; 
• In relation to the Design Review, a view that: 

o there are design solutions that will not impact the currently affected areas 
o it must be a co-design process; 
o there must be proper consultation on the options; and 
o an apprehension that people will not really be consulted. 

• A comment that the impacts on people are real. 
• A comment that there is the potential for a collective class action to address the location 

of flight paths. 
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• A statement that the key outcomes from the consultation should be relief, co-design (with 
reference to the Hobart Airspace Design Review) and future-proofed flight paths. 

The emotion in each of the stories detailed at this session was visible. 

With regard to how people and communities should be consulted on the Hobart Airspace Design 
Review, a suggestion was made to use the schools and communicate through the school 
community.  

10. Sorell (8:00pm, Friday 15 June 2018) 
There were no attendees to this scheduled session. 

In addition to the suburbs and towns identified above attendances were recorded from people living in 
Boomer Bay, Bream Creek, Connellys Marsh, Copping, Dodges Ferry, Fulham, Forcett, Kellevie, Koonya, 
Marion Bay, Nugent, Penna, Premaydena, Richmond, Slopping Main and Sommers Bay. 

Across all meeting sessions, attendees identified a variety of avenues by which they became aware of 
the meeting including by email letter (sources not stated), Airservices (website and direct by the Noise 
Complaints and Information Service), media outlet, Hobart Mercury newspaper, word of mouth (i.e. a 
friend/relative), SECLA, Facebook group, local Council, local neighbourhood house and direct from TPC.  

An observation by the consultation team (TPC and Airservices) was that there were no visible or audible 
aircraft flying over Primrose Sands, Sorell nor Dunalley at the time of the meeting sessions held on 
Thursday, 14 June 2018 and Friday, 15 June 2018 nor during the travel periods between venues. TPC has 
not confirmed the actual flight paths used on those dates. 

TPC did note that the flight it flew into Hobart on Wednesday, 13 June 2018 (arriving from Melbourne), 
flew low over Smooth Island and adjacent areas and had a long, low trajectory into the Hobart 
International Airport. This observation was not aware of any specific technical requirements for such a 
trajectory on this date/time.  

Other comments and views 

In addition to the feedback and individual stories outlined at public meetings, further feedback and 
stories were received through one-on-one meetings, written submissions, letters and notes, emails, 
telephone calls, annotations to maps and social media commentaries. 

1. One-on-One Meetings 
There were four ‘one-on-one’ meetings requested by business people, including a tele-conference 
on Tuesday 12 June 2018 and meetings on Thursday 14 June 2018 (x1) and Friday 15 June 2018 
(x2). 

• A teleconference discussion with a couple running a business in the local area. The 
following comments and views were made: 

o local farming family who have been on the property since the 1850s; 
o property is a 4-hectare vineyard and a 6,000-hectare farming property running 

merino sheep; 
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o property also has 5,100 hectares of native forests and 2,100 hectares of private 
nature conservation reserves – these are wedge-tail eagle and Tasmanian devil 
habitats; 

o the property and peninsula have a long cultural history from Tasmanian 
Aboriginal heritage to the first explorers visiting the area’s shores in 1642, to 
whaling in the 1830’s and the development of farming land to supply food to the 
convict settlement of Port Arthur; 

o the family started managing the property in the late 1800’s; 
o property provides local employment (30 summer staff/20 winter staff) at the 

cellar door and in the restaurant; 
o family has been investing in tourism and hospitality in the area since the 2013 

bushfires, with plans for future investment in accommodation to provide a ‘high 
end’ visitor experience helicoptering tourists for tranquil, isolated farm and 
vineyard stays.  

o because of the uncertainty around the final flight paths and the impact of aircraft 
noise, they don’t know where to locate the accommodation; 

o since September 2017, they have gone from hardly seeing a plane to seeing and 
hearing planes regularly and the experience of tranquil isolation has changed 
dramatically; 

o the March 2018 modification has made no difference; 
o the planes are most frequent over the vineyard and can be heard 5km away at 

their residence; 
o they benefit from increased tourism and would prefer no planes overhead but 

would be willing to share the noise; and 
o more broadly, the community is still recovering emotionally and financially from 

the 2013 bushfires and after having to fight to have the school rebuilt and all the 
disruption to families and children, with the disquiet and stress is resurfacing. 

• A meeting discussion with a couple held at Dunalley running a business in the local area. 
The following comments and view were made: 

o local farming family who have been in the area since the 1920’s; 
o there are four homes on the farm housing family members – the farm is a historic 

1,200-hectare property located between Dunalley and Connellys Marsh; 
o the farm primarily ran merino sheep until the 2013 bushfires that significantly 

affected the property, since then their focus has moved to a base for aquaculture 
operations; 

o they produce lamb, oysters, abalone, olives and potatoes; 
o since September 2017, they have gone from little ambient noise to being severely 

noise impacted by the SIDs departure flight path, estimating they previously had 
around 15% of flights overhead but since September 2017 it has been 100% 
accentuated by the topography and by planes flying below 5,000 feet; 

o they claim the aircraft and noise are affecting their sleep, especially a 4:00am 
freight flight, and increasing post-fire anxiety issues; 
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o there are financial concerns that their new business could be impacted by noise 
that would drive away event organisers from booking their venue, which is now 
further exacerbating their anxiety; 

o they would benefit from increased tourism and would prefer no planes overhead, 
but would be willing to share the noise; 

o unrelated to the bushfires, their oyster business was affected by a 2016 oyster 
contamination that concluded with a cautionary measure being implemented 
that, following high rainfall events, harvesting from leases is prevented for a 4 to 
6 weeks period; and 

o they claim their children’s’ education is being impacted by lack of sleep and the 
anxiety of their parents and broader community. 

• A meeting with a couple held at Murdunna owning property in the area. The following 
comments and views were made: 

o planes flying direct and low over Smooth Island and their home on the mainland, 
with a particular issue with flights from a particular airline; 

o the island is a navigation point for aircraft, adding that the navigation aid was 
relocated from the land to the water line at his request; 

o in September 2017, the situation with aircraft became ‘bad’ and ‘worse’ in March 
2018 as flights cross the whole island; 

o had acquired the Island to do something with it [note: this is an assumed 
reference to a business venture, although the type of business was unstated]; 

o there are environmental issues, with gull eagles on the Island and visits by fairy 
penguins (reference to impact on habitats and potential safety risk); 

o felt that Airservices’ decision was “social vandalism”; 
o suggested undertaking consultation at the design stage, nominating the President 

and Public Officer of SECLA as people to include in such a consultation; 
o stated that he was not happy with the Design Review Terms of Reference (TOR), 

in particular the consideration to be given to distance, fuel and time, which he felt 
would heavily influence an outcome in favour of the airlines; 

o added that the TOR were already a failure as these should have been consulted 
before being finalised and advertised; 

o view that, if it consults with the community, Airservices is likely to come up with a 
satisfactory solution; 

o felt that two local businesses were most affected financially; 
o in his dealings with Airservices, just wanted to talk with somebody but felt that 

Airservices just “blocks”; 
o identified the following specific points to pass onto Airservices: 

� move RNAV line further south; 
� have multiple SIDs and STARs to ‘share’ the flights; and 
� don’t cross the peninsula below Murdunna and lift altitude; 

o believed that objective was removing air traffic controllers from Hobart and 
running operations from Melbourne, similar to Albury, adding that retaining air 
traffic controllers provided employment in Hobart; and 
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o stated that if Airservices does not sort out the noise, then community will push 
for curfew. 

• A meeting with a couple held at Dunalley running a business in the local area. The 
following comments and views were made: 

o The farm is a 122-hectare small family enterprise established in July 2012 in 
Bream Creek; 

o the farm is a mixed enterprise with beef cattle, goats for meat and a goat dairy 
herd; 

o in 2017, a cheese manufacturer was added so that the tradition of handmade 
farmhouse cheese made in Tasmania could be continued;  

o they are new to farming, having previously worked in professional careers; 
o city living did not suit them and they chose a remote location with little ambient 

noise; 
o they sell produce at the Bream Creek Farmers Market and manage their goat 

numbers with the sale of goat meat through the market. 
o prior to September 2017 they would occasionally hear a plane in the distance to 

the west of their farm; 
o generally, with no ambient noise they could “hear a sheep baa one kilometre 

away”, and now they can hear descent path planes flying overhead even from 
within their stone house, with the gully the farm is located in seeming to have a 
funnelling effect; 

o the noise severity depends on whether the wind is blowing north west or south 
west; 

o they benefit from increased tourism and would prefer no planes overhead but 
would be willing to share the noise; 

o stated that they were very angry about the impact on their children’s sleep; and 
o they don’t understand why the flight paths cannot be moved over the water. 

 
2. Written statements 

There were nine written letters and notes provided to TPC (typed or handwritten). Some people 
had included their names, addresses or contact details, others did not.  One person provided a 
copy of a letter submitted to Airservices as well as a note and copies of additional documents 
provided to and from medical practitioners. 

• Points raised by Forcett resident: 
o aviation fuel being dropped on my home and all my pasture; 
o two flight paths over my home [assumed to reference to landing and departure 

flight paths], adding that two routes were totally unfair 
o a concern for her safety and that of her cattle; 
o sought relief; 
o noise can be heard inside and outside home, adding that the house is 30 years old 

and has no insulation nor double glazing; 
o when planes fly overhead can’t hear TV or speak on the phone; 
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o experiences noise from 6:00am to 11:20pm, which is 17.5 hours each day; 
o self identified as having mental and physical health problems, with medical 

reports to substantiate; 
o lived here for 30 years and there were no planes prior to September 2017, now 

planes have “absolutely wrecked my life and my environment”; 
o in relation to actual flight paths: 

� planes on SIDs are directly above her home and not 4.5 kilometres away 
[assumption is that flights are not on the flight path corridor]; and 

� STARs flight path is 100 metres from my home; 
o claim that planes are far above 60 decibels; 
o a question as to whether Airservices will insulate her home if flight paths are not 

again changed; and 
o stated that community should be supplied with own expert to defend us at 

Australian Government expense. 
• Points raised in a joint letter by two Forcett residents to Airservices dated 29 May 2018 

(copy provided to TPC) [note: one resident is the same person who provided the above 
points, hence a duplication of points]: 

o noise from aircraft flying on both the SIDs and STARs routes; 
o area not previously overflown prior to September 2017, and now as many as 60 

planes flying over each day; 
o homes are neither double glazed nor have noise reduction insulation, hence the 

noise is invasive, intrusive and debilitating; 
o planes commence at 6:00am and go through to 11:20pm, with claimed noise 

above 60 decibels; 
o on cloudy and wet days, the noise is louder and last longer; 
o the flight path corridor is concentrated and there is no ‘let up’, adding that they 

have to ‘tolerate’ all planes exiting Hobart; 
o concern that Airservices has not reverted to the original flight paths; 
o noted that Forcett is on the same flight path at Connellys Marsh and Primrose 

Sands; 
o stated that the noise from aircraft was having a detrimental effect on both 

residents; 
o in relation to the modified flight path introduced on 1 March 2018, stated this 

was introduced without any information being supplied to them, feeling that is 
was another negative they had to accept as planes were brought closer to their 
homes; and 

o identified that they had earlier been impacted by the 2013 bushfires. 

The letter outlined desired outcomes: 
o revert to original flight paths; 
o address impact of two flight paths (SIDs and STARs); 
o revert to wider flight path corridor; 
o if not able to revert to the original flight path, revise to new flight path; 
o flight paths to ensure adherence by airlines/aircraft to noise requirements; 
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o take account of large-winged birds in the area (wedge-tailed eagles were 
referenced); 

o provide information to affected residents prior to changes being implemented; 
and 

o ensure there is genuine consultation where change is likely to occur. 
• A Lewisham resident commented: 

o it has been a positive experience since September 2017; and 
o any review needs to take into account the population density under the 

alternative flight paths. 
• A Kellevie resident commented: 

o massive loss of sleep prior to March 2018, now much improved; 
� significant relief from runway 30 approach; and 
� runway 12 departures are louder 

o a curfew is required; 
o regularity of flight paths can provide some relief, as opposed to an unpredictable 

situation; 
o concerned about how any (further) new changes may affect us; 
o it was ‘so bad’ we put our house on the market at significant cost; 
o we want a guarantee that things won’t get worse for us; 
o back to the original would be best, then consult; and 
o talk of more changes is very stressful. 

• A Murdunna resident commented: 
o never had ambient aircraft noise; 
o already impacted by increased road noise by tourism to the peninsula; 
o concern that this is the ‘thin edge of the wedge’, with increased air traffic over 

longer hours and rumours of freight and ‘parking’ planes at night due to curfews 
at Melbourne and Sydney airports; 

o reference to curfews [assuming the need for this at Hobart]; and 
o change in March 2018 made the noise worse. 

• A meeting attendee commented that, regardless of final route, we must have curfews, 
adding that other airport regions have curfews and questioning why Hobart is 
discriminated and “why are other Australians more equal than us”. A further comment 
was about property value loss. 

• Another Murdunna resident provided her notes [note: same comments where a request 
for a hand count was taken at the Dunalley meeting]: 

o wanted Airservices to revert to the pre-September 2017 flight paths (annotated 
hand count of 29); 

o increased concentration of flights on STARS approach; 
o increased air traffic could mean aircraft noise – passenger and freight – 24 hours 

a day; 
o no curfew, woken at 3:30am; 
o Airservices has not responded to request for current arrival numbers and 

expected numbers in the period 2019 to 2025; 
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o Comment that she believed Airservices complaints process is unsatisfactory as 
complaints ‘disappear’ (sometimes answered, sometimes not), adding the she 
would like an open email address; 

o and asked how many inward flights there are on average now, how many per day 
are expected in 2019 and what are the projected numbers in 2020. 

• A Primrose Sands resident commented [note: letter was read out at Primrose Sands 
meeting]: 

o moved to Primrose Sands to enjoy peace and serenity in retirement; 
o peace was shattered in latter part of 2017 with aircraft taking off and flying 

directly over our property; 
o corresponded with Airservices and claims Airservices has done nothing but lie: 

� stated noise impacts would be minimal over Connellys Marsh, whereas 
states that flights do not go near Connellys Marsh [the assumed 
implication being that planes actually fly over Primrose Sands instead of 
Connellys Marsh]; 

� stated noise would be minimal as planes will be flying at an altitude of 
between 8,000 and 9,000 feet, whereas he had observed planes below 
this height at between 4,000 and 5,000 feet (referenced an airline at 
4,990 feet); 

� informed there were safety benefits from SIDs and STARs with planes 
flying predictably and constantly within a defined tunnel, whereas the 
media has reported a problem with the rollout and safety concerns over 
Richmond; and 

� Airservices states that they have moved the flight path back as close as 
possible to the pre-September 2017 paths (referencing the March 2018 
change), whereas nothing has been done with regard to Primrose Sands; 

o Airservices has stated that no residents would be newly overflown, whereas this 
has occurred at Primrose Sands; and 

o a request for noise relief while the Hobart Airspace Review is being undertaken. 
• A Bream Creek resident commented: 

o personal impact – anxiety, with severe noise sensitivity, adding noise is indoors 
and outdoors and affects sleeping; 

o financial impact – new business on hold, with money outlaid to date and concern 
for the size of business and employment; 

o flights regularly fly lower than 4,000 feet and noise exceeds the acceptable 
decibel levels; 

o no curfew at Hobart; 
o (pre-September 2017) there was no ambient noise in a small town as opposed to 

the larger townships previously overflown; 
o not acceptable at all to expect the community to carry all of the planes all the 

time, adding that multiple routes could be introduced; 
o not acceptable to place a new flight path over a community that was virtually not 

overflown before and is not set up for the noise burden; 
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o visitor numbers to the region had increased from 860,000 in 2011 to 1.26 million 
in 2017, adding that given this increase as well as other factors it is an 
unacceptable burden to place on one community with all planes all the time day 
and night; 

o claiming that many in the community had no faith in the current consultation; 
o flight paths had divided the community, which had come together to rebuild after 

the bushfires; 
o outlining how a devastating event the bushfires were and which should be 

factored into deciding where to locate the flight paths; and 
o concern at the dismissive attitude of Airservices to the impact of the bushfires. 

 
3. Email Letters and Telephone Calls 

There were twelve email letters received by TPC. The comments and views raised by these 
correspondents are: 

• A Marion Bay resident commented: 
o she is a volunteer managing the local ambulance service, in addition to her day-

time job, adding that her volunteer work involves evenings/weekends two weeks 
out of four looking after the community; 

o lives close to the beach and so thankful for the flight changes made in March 
2018; 

o between September 2017 and March 2018, had plenty of late night/early 
morning cases (some were traumatic, making sleep difficult), but the roaring 
planes echoing and screaming across home caused a great deal of stress;  

o moved to Marion Bay 8 years ago to escape the noise and hustle of the city, so it 
has been very distressing to have planes intruding my lovely quiet home; 

o that if planes were to turn and go over Marion Bay again, she would have to give 
up the Ambulance service; 

o didn’t say anything at the meeting as she had friends at Murdunna now living 
with the planes and all she can do is apologise; 

o felt that the issue was pitting one side of the community against the other, and 
making “us” miserable; and 

o hoped that Airservices could find an alternative that serves us all, adding that 
occasional flights are no problem but 10 to 20 a day is devastating. 

• A Murdunna resident commented: 
o Airservices implemented the flight path changes without consultation, and as a 

result are now subjected to many flights overhead with an increase in frequency 
to come; 

o no community in Tasmania has ever had to endure the number of flights 
overhead that are now being experienced by us; 

o the flight plan in and out of Hobart introduced in September 2017 has been 
catastrophic to the many communities that lay in its path; 
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o Murdunna is a coastal community that depends heavily on its people and the 
peace and quiet of a coastal beach; 

o we are a community of people who have stayed here or moved here because of 
the quietness and the peace that clear skies afford us; 

o we live, work and sleep here, very few of us travel for work, so respite from the 
air traffic is a luxury that we just don’t have; 

The correspondent describes the quietness of the areas and the environmental 
benefits, stating that the increased frequency of low flying and tracking aircraft has 
changed all this, adding that their entire way of life has transformed. 

The correspondent raised a number of issues: 
o consultation didn’t happen, viewing this as an intentional strategy; 
o deception in the presentation of facts to the community, referencing Airservices’ 

public statements about flights over newly overflown area are the opposite to 
information obtained under Freedom of Information as well claiming Airservices 
used maps depicting 20 flights (out of 900) to suggest that it was acceptable for 
all incoming traffic to come in on one path; 

o disorganised and chaotic drop-in meeting, including Airservices’ failure to record 
notes and presenting information in a way to cause confusion; 

o alternatives presented were unacceptable, claiming that the alternatives were of 
no benefit to Murdunna and Dunalley and therefore were not real alternatives; 
and 

o called on Airservices to revert to the previous flight paths. 
• Another Murdunna resident commented: 

o felt that meeting session times were not convenient and thought it was an 
attempt to make it “difficult for people to have a say”; 

o described the actions of Airservices as ignorant and incompetent, asking why, if 
the runway is 250 metres longer, it was necessary to calculate a deviation over 
Murdunna several kilometres south; 

o stated that they did not move here to be under a flight path; 
o stated that they lived near Changi airport in Singapore and did not suffer any 

amount of noise pollution; and 
o viewed that public servants were ‘riding roughshod’ over the public. 

• A Sloping Main resident commented: 
o purchased their retirement home in 2013 at Sloping Main for the peace and 

quiet; 
o partner has existing symptoms of headaches, aching joints and failing eyesight 

that have been greatly exacerbated by the manyfold increase in air traffic since 
September 2017; 

o have submitted objections to Airservices and a submission to the ANO and feel 
that no notice has been taken of their contribution so far; 

o observed that aircraft are turning over the northeast end of Sloping Main instead 
of further northeast over Lime Bay; 
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o felt that given that the Design Review was a ‘blank sheet of paper’, Airservices 
should revert back to the pre-September 2017 flight paths until the matter has 
been sorted out; 

o claim that some pilots are not accustomed to visual landings and are therefore 
requesting that all approaches should be the longer instrument path; and 

o claimed that there is some evidence that the previous route was safer and 
functioned more efficiently than the present flight path. 

• A Dodges Ferry resident commented: 
o had lived at Dodges Ferry for 23 years and had planes turning in front of his 

property all the time in the last ten years; 
o the number of planes has increased and the noise had become a health issue with 

broken sleep some nights; 
o decided to sell and moved to Sloping Main, building in a beautiful peaceful area; 
o the flight path changed in September 2017 and they are now worse off than 

when they lived in Dodges Ferry, being woken most mornings around 4:00am, 
adding that on many nights there are planes arriving late into the night; and 

o summarising that the constant noise is very distressing, believing it to be unfair 
and stating that if they had known the flight path was to change they would not 
have moved from Dodges Ferry. 

• A correspondent commented: 
o there is no response to the community’s expressed preference to revert to the 

pre-September 2017 flight paths; and 
o believing that the community consultation is “just spin” and the Review will 

ignore the voice of the community, adding that being ignored so blatantly is 
“adding insult to injury”. 

• A Connellys Marsh resident commented: 
o described the calmness of the area, including a comment that while weekends 

can be fairly busy, during the week it is very quiet; 
o moved to the area for the peace and quiet; 
o prior to September 2017 there were occasional incoming flights but these were 

infrequent and easy to tolerate; 
o situation changed in September 2017, with now upwards of 20 flights per day 

over the area – incoming or outgoing depending on the wind direction; 
o advice from Airservices was that aircraft climb more slowly in hot and humid 

weather, therefore in summer aircraft are lower and noise levels are 
consequently greater; 

o outgoing flights have the most impact with significant noise levels audible before 
aircraft become visible; 

o noise is audible for 4 minutes, which is compounded when a series of 3 to 5 
aircraft depart over a 20-minute period; 

o incoming flights are audible to a lesser extent but for a longer period as they turn 
near Connellys Marsh, adding that from March 2018 these flights were pushed 
closer to Connellys Marsh; 
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o had contemplated finding somewhere else to live; 
o awareness of flights had not abated with time and still hears and often sees every 

one of them, adding that her dog still barks at most of them; 
o resents the change in the circumstances of her home and resents this greatly; 
o the decision [to introduce new flight paths] had been made without a good 

insight into the unique geographical location and population it supports, adding 
that the lack of consultation made her feel ignored and powerless; and 

o found that it had been necessary to constantly be mindful not to let her anguish 
over the aircraft flights detract from her enjoyment of life.  

• A Park Beach resident commented: 
o surmised that “no-one wants to be situated under an increasingly busy flight 

path” – either those currently experiencing the discomfort or those who were 
previously in its constant wake – adding that “there isn’t going to be a decision 
that makes everybody happy”; 

o the flight paths issue is one of the more and more contentious issues presenting 
in the community that involved differing views, attitudes and resultant conflict; 
and 

o suggested that an option is to “share the pain”, by varying the flight path so that 
no one area is subjected to constant air traffic. 

• A Richmond resident commented: 
o in September 2017 noticed that the frequency and noise associated with aircraft 

flying near their property increased considerably [note: this correspondent lives 
10 kilometres outside the main hub, hence a different position to other Richmond 
residents]; 

o concerned that neither they nor other residents in their area had been consulted, 
referencing the consultation process that would have occurred if a highway or 
building was to be constructed in the same area; 

o change in flight path has significantly increased noise in the area, whereby 
windows rattle as the jet engines scream to gain altitude at full throttle, adding 
the situation will worsen with the runway extension and the introduction of larger 
aircraft; 

o when they purchased three years ago, were aware that there was an arriving 
flight path heading south, but there was never a flight path past the area for 
departures heading north; 

o arrival aircraft to the south are at low speed whereas departing aircraft to the 
north, engines are at high speed therefore increasing the significant noise 
pollution and distress;  

o observed that when weather is calm, the flight path above their property is a 
‘super highway’ for landing and departing aircraft, noting that this was the 
quickest route to the mainland, avoiding aircraft having to take off to the south 
regardless of the wind direction; and 

o a map was provided showing the arrival and departure flights and the location of 
their property directly under actual flights 
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This correspondent presented four options for consideration: 
o the new path for departures seems illogical [and not adhered by aircraft], 

therefore use the mid-point reference for actual departing flights as the 
designated flight path; 

o have a flight path closer to the centre of the valley “where no-one lives”; 
o why not climb more quickly to a higher altitude to decrease noise, observing that 

at Cairns airport aircraft ascend at a fast rate to avoid flying low over the city; and 
o why not have a few flight paths so that traffic is not concentrated in the same 

area repeatedly. 
This correspondent also: 

o referenced reports of two serious cases of loss of separation since the 
introduction of the new flight paths and claiming that there were no incidents for 
nine years prior to the change; 

o outlined health issues, in particular anxiety as a result of the change in flight path; 
o stated that his wife is pregnant and has claimed that the constant ‘buzz’ of 

aircraft has contributed to sleep deprivation, plus their two-year old daughter 
frequently wakes due to the noise; and 

o suspects that the value of their property has been severely affected by the 
change of flight path. 

• A further Murdunna resident identified that planes did not previously fly over the area 
and commented on the noise, with particular reference to the altitude of planes and the 
high/low pitch of some aircraft. 

• A Kellevie resident commented (it is possible that this commentator had also provided a 
written response described above): 

o felt that 1 hour was insufficient time for a public meeting to allow everyone to 
have their say; 

o sought assurance that aircraft flight paths would not move closer to their 
residence; 

o still being woken by aircraft, but this had improved since March 2018; 
o placed house on the market at considerable expense, but subsequently has taken 

it off the market; 
o feels that Airservices should revert to the pre-September 2017 flight paths; 
o believed that if same flight paths (note: assumed to mean the March 2018) are to 

used, then a curfew between 10:00pm and 6:00am should be applied; 
o consultation should occur before change; and 
o if Airservices does not revert to the pre-September 2017 flight paths, then 

Airservices must explore the other proposed flight paths (meaning options 3 and 
4) as per its undertaking to the community. 

• A further Murdunna resident commented: 
o our town has been massively impacted by the change in flight paths in September 

2017, with no change arising from the modifications introduced in March 2018; 
o the loudness and frequency of flights are unprecedented; 
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o has worked outdoors in the natural environment and his home life reflects the 
importance of the natural spaces; 

o property is essentially a 100-acre private nature reserve; 
o day, and solitude, is now constantly disrupted by planes passing noisily overhead; 
o when indoors, the planes are easily heard; 
o when he hears the planes, he is additionally upset, reflecting on the nature of the 

process; 
o referenced failings by Airservices as identified by the ANO; 
o felt that the failings identified by the ANO were that major that he is surprised 

that the flight path remains in use in the interim period; 
o feels that the Design Review is simply an administrative process to placate the 

ANO and the community; 
o was critical of the emphasis on safety in the Fact Sheet handed out to meeting 

attendees, with minimal comments devoted to addressing the effects of aircraft 
noise on the community; 

o noted that the maps tabled in the meeting sessions were unlabelled, with 
comments by meeting attendees that they were deliberately misleading; 

o states that the options presented at the drop-in session in November 2017 did 
not include an alternative that provided relief for Murdunna; 

o is concerned that the impact of future changes will be judged against the current 
flights rather than the previous regime where flights were rare; 

o identified that multiple flight paths were the outcome proposed by most people 
at the November 2017 drop-in session; and 

o states that he will engage in the Hobart Airspace Design Review in good faith and 
is seeking a proper process by Airservices. 

• The principal for the Dunalley Primary School was invited by TPC to provide comments on 
how the flight paths had impacted the school. She declined to provide any comments. 

4. Maps 

Maps with flight paths were distributed to group tables, in particular at the earlier meeting 
sessions. 

In addition to identifying the location of properties occupied by people who had attended the 
meeting sessions, the following annotations were made: 

• Primrose Sands – less planes since March 2018, but still directly overhead, still even 
Tuesday at 6:00pm (i.e. Tuesday, 12 June 2018 just prior to the meeting session at 
Primrose Sands on Thursday, 14 June 2018). 

• Coal Mine Historic Site – a pointer showing this site which is directly under a heavy 
concentration of flights and in the mid-point of the arrival flight path where it joins the 
RNAV approach. 

• Primrose Sands (southern end of beach) – noisier during departures (depending on the 
wind); arrivals not an issue really; and 
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• Primrose Sands (northern end of beach) – original flight paths more intense but shorter 
than now (reference to September 2017 flight paths); departure noise not too bad. 

5. Social Media 

As at 20 June 2018, there were 57 comments on the Facebook pages for the Hobart Mercury 
newspaper and the Sorell Council: 

• Mercury newspaper (33 comments), including: 
o 23 positive comments about flight path changes, one negative comment and nine 

neutral comments (mainly referrals to friends); 
o comments about missing the planes; 
o references to ‘sooks and whingers’; 
o comments such as “no longer affecting me” and “doesn’t worry me”; and 
o comments about “blow ins”. 

• Sorell Council (24 comments), including: 
o 13 positive comments about flight path changes, three negative comments and 

eight neutral comments (mainly referrals); 
o comments about missing the planes; 
o references to ‘sooks and whingers’; and 
o comments such as “no longer affecting me” and “doesn’t worry me”. 
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Attachment 2:  Demographic information 

1. Location of the Forcett - Dunalley fire on 18 January 2013 

 
Source:  Tasmanian Government, Tasmanian Bushfires Inquiry, Volume 1, October 2013, p 45 
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2. Tasmanian economy – selected indices and trends 

The following graphs depict selected elements of the Tasmanian economy relative to the Australian economy. 

  

Final demand quarterly growth, real trend data Private new capital expenditure, real trend data 

 

 
 

Business investment, real trend data Dwelling investment, real trend data 

 

  

Gross state/domestic product, real data Population growth, original data 

 

  

Employment level, trend data Full time, part time and total employment, trend data 

Source - http://www.treasury.tas.gov.au/economy/economic-data/economic-data-releases-for-tasmania#Datasummaries%3Cbr%3E 
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Tasmanian economy estimates, forecasts and projections – Note 1 

� The Tasmanian Government’s 2018-19 budget was handed down in early June 2018 and 
included the following key issues and table of Key Economic Indicators between 2016 and 2022 
(i.e. actuals, estimates, forecasts and projections): 

� Favourable local and external conditions are supporting the Tasmanian economy, with state final 
demand growing at above national rates and global growth prospects improving.  The outlook 
for economic growth and employment is positive, with this momentum expected to be sustained 
over the medium-term. Tasmania’s economic growth is expected to be 3½ per cent in 2017-18, 
well above the long-term trend, followed by 2¼ per cent growth in 2018-19. 

� The tourism sector continues to be an important contributor to the improved economy. Further 
growth in visitor numbers and spending is providing employment opportunities across the State 
and is attracting investment in tourism accommodation. 

� Above trend population growth and high employment levels are contributing to a buoyant 
housing market in Tasmania, with house price growth among the highest in Australia, 
exceptionally strong demand for rental accommodation and a positive outlook for dwelling 
construction, especially in the Greater Hobart area. 

� Business confidence in the State remains high and the recovery in business investment 
continues, with investment in machinery and equipment increasing sharply in recent quarters. 
Several major new projects are planned or underway, including in the renewable energy 
industry. Tasmania’s exporters are benefitting from very favourable commodity prices and 
international trading conditions, which has resulted in very strong growth in export earnings, 
especially for non-ferrous metals, seafood and meat products. 

� Employment levels are close to the recent series peak after very large increases in 2017. Further 
modest growth is forecast over 2018-19. Over 2017-18, employment is expected to grow very 
strongly by 2¼ per cent. Employment growth at the long-term trend rate is forecast through the 
year for 2018-19 and is consistent with around 2 300 more persons employed in June 2019 than 
in June 2018. Whilst Treasury does not provide labour market forecasts for the period of the 
forward estimates, employment growth of 9 300 from July 2018 to June 2022 would correspond 
with long-term trends for the outyears. The unemployment rate is expected to remain around 
current levels, due to increased labour market participation, with 6 per cent expected for 2017-
18, 2018-19, and the outyears. 

� Population growth is currently above the long-term annual trend at around 0.7 per cent and is 
expected to remain at this rate in 2018-19, providing further support to housing demand and 
state final demand more broadly. 

� Inflation continues to be subdued and interest rates are expected to remain very supportive, 
though there are some drivers for moderate increases in the inflation rate in the near-term, 
including higher fuel prices. Hobart’s inflation is estimated at 2 per cent for 2017-18 and slightly 
higher at 2¼ per cent for 2018-19. There may also be some upward pressure on market interest 
rates in the medium-term. Wages growth continues to be on a par with national levels for both 
the public and private sector, and any increases are expected to be modest. 

Source – Tasmanian Government Budget Paper No. 1 page 23 
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The table below shows Treasury’s estimates for key Tasmanian economic indicators for the 2017-18 
financial year, forecasts for 2018-19 and projections from 2019-20 to 2021-22. 

Economic measure 

2016-17 

Budget 2018-19 

2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

Actual Estimate Forecast Projections – Note 3 

Gross State Product (real, % change) 1.1 3.5 2.25 2 2 2 

State Final Demand (real, % change) Note 2 1.8 3.0 3.25 2.25 2.25 2.25 

Employment (year average, % change) 0.5 2.25 0.5 1 1 1 

Labour Force Participation Rate (year-average, %) 60.2 61 61 61 61 61 

Unemployment Rate (year-average, %) 6.1 6 6 6 6 6 

Consumer Price Index (year-average, % change) 1.8 2 2.25 2.25 2.25 2.25 

Population (year-average, % change) 0/6 0.7 0.7 0.6 0.6 0.6 

Note 1. Based on Labour Force data (ABS Cat No 6202.0) for April 2018 and National Accounts data (ABS Cat No 5206.0) for the December 
quarter 2017. 
Note 2. The result for state final demand in 2016-17 differs from that published in the 2017-18 Revised Estimates Report due to revisions 
in the published ABS quarterly National Accounts data. 
Note 3. The projections are not forecasts but are based on the long-term averages for the economic indicators. In the case of the labour 
market, the projections of employment growth reflect the long-term trend. The projections for the unemployment rate and the 
participation rate are developed using prevailing rates, projected growth in the working age population, projected employment growth 
and the historic relationship between employment growth and labour market participation. 

Source – Tasmanian Government Budget Paper No. 1 page 24 
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3. Table indicating consultation references to where noise emanated by suburb 

Suburb / location Runway 30 Arrivals Runway 30 
Departures 

Runway 12 Arrivals Runway 12 
Departures 

Kellevie √   √ 

Bream Creek √    

Copping √    

Marion Bay √    

Boomer Bay √   √ 

Dunalley √    

Connellys Marsh    √ 

Murdunna (includes Smooth Island) √    

Sloping Main √    

Primrose Sands    √ 

Sorell     

Lewisham     

Richmond (Urban Centre)  √ √  

Dodges Ferry √    

Midway Point  √   

Penna     

Nugent     

Orielton     

Koonya √    

Carlton     

Carlton River    √ 

Forcett √   √ 

Pawleena     

Wattle Hill    √ 

Nubeena √    

Premaydena     

Eaglehawk Neck √    

White Beach √    

Saltwater River √    

Campania     

Austins Ferry √    
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4. Suburban economic and cultural context 

Suburb Population                   
Note 1 

Economic context      
Note 1 

Social / cultural context Examples of comments by suburb  Note 2 

Kellevie Total population – 164 

Median age – 43 

Total families – 40 

Total dwellings – 63 

Median weekly 
household income - 
$1187 

Hamlet located north of Dunalley with the 
immediate area impacted in the 2013 bushfires. 

� From September 2017 there were more and more aircraft flying over the 
area. 

� Moved from no flight path to passenger jets flying over at a low altitude 
virtually overnight.  

� Did not receive formal notice of these changes and they have been 
implemented without any consultation with our community’s involvement 

� Concerned about the noise and traffic levels especially over the summer 
tourist season. 

� Disappointed at the lack and ease of information available to the 
communities impacted by such decisions. 

� Significant increase in noise from the ‘track’ further east. 
� The recent change of the incoming flight path to Hobart Airport, directly over 

rural property affects life, happiness and well-being. 
� Needs for far more transparency and not convinced that all the alternatives 

will be sufficient to address all the issues. 

Bream Creek Total population – 164 

Median age – 43 

Total families – 40 

Total dwellings – 55 

Median weekly 
household income - 
$1274 

Township in the Sorell Council LGA, about 32 
km from Sorell.  It is grouped under the Kellevie 
locality for census purposes so no data is 
released about its population.  Known for the 
Bream Creek Show held since 1886 and is 
famous for its giant pumpkin competition.  
Local industry includes the Bream Creek 
Vineyard and Farmers Market 

 

� Daily incidents of noisy jet planes slowing down as they are going into Hobart 
airport, passing overhead, being at least 8 per day (when reported), although 
the flight plan changed earlier than that. Has a severe medical issue and does 
not like being disturbed by these noises so often. 

� Airservices has mis-stated the benefits of the STAR approach, and the impact 
on communities.  Considers the only real alternative is to immediately 
reverse the decision, reinstate the original flight path arrangements, and 
implement a comprehensive, transparent and inclusive consultation and 
planning process to determine the best solution for all parties. 

� At least 5 to 6 aircraft slow and turn, over the top of Ragged Tier, with the 
accompanying noise, since 6am when the noise wakes persons. 

Copping Total population – 183 

Median age – 43 

Total families – 52 

Total dwellings – 79 

Median weekly 
household income - 
$1125 

Copping is a small township and agricultural 
district between Dunalley and Sorell, and is part 
of the Bream Creek district.  Properties were 
destroyed in Copping during the 2013 bushfires. 

� Not averse to the idea of increased air traffic to Tasmania, but some more 
thought of where to send the traffic would have been better.  Copping area is 
now not the quiet rural area of Tasmania that it used to be.  Planes are 
descending and turning above the districts of Kellevie (sic), Copping, Bream 
Creek, Marion Bay and Dunalley (sic), and are louder and more invasive at 
this time than simply travelling straight at higher altitudes as has been the 
case in the past and are significantly aggrieved. 

� There is a State and National Forest 5 Km further North with very few 
inhabitants, and this would have seemed a better option for keeping the air 
traffic away from noise sensitive communities.  

� While the 'constraints on flight path design' are understood, aeroplanes are 
here to stay.  The objection to the current flight path is precisely the last 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Dunalley,_Tasmania
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sorell_Council
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kellevie
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Township
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Dunalley,_Tasmania
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sorell,_Tasmania
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bream_Creek
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Suburb Population                   
Note 1 

Economic context      
Note 1 

Social / cultural context Examples of comments by suburb  Note 2 

point made in the Airservices 'constraints' paragraph: 'Wherever practicable 
aircraft should not fly over communities not currently overflown'.  The 
objection to the September changes was the continuous, constant overflying 
and the howling noise of aircraft at early hours in certain weather, waking up 
unnecessarily - and looking straight up at one aeroplane belly after another is 
somewhat scary. 

� Request to return to the previous operating system prior to the 
implementation of the STAR in September 2017. 

� The aircraft noise has been particularly invasive and is disturbing our family 
as a result of the unilateral decision Airservices made when the flight path 
was changed without consultation.   

Marion Bay Total population – 72 

Median age – 44 

Total families – 16 

Total dwellings – 43 

Median weekly 
household income - $769 

Marion Bay is a large bay and a bounded locality 
near Dunalley. Its south-western shore is 
contained by the Marion Bay Important Bird 
Area.  Local industry includes the Falls Festival 
and vineyards. 

� Had consultation been carried out, the community could have advised 
Airservices how many locals value the peacefulness of this area, which is still 
recovering after devastating bushfires in 2013, particularly Dunalley and 
Copping. 

� The local Bream Creek and Marion Bay areas are tourist destinations valued 
for their quiet country and coastal ambience, and have significant 
environmental values, including a bird sanctuary. 

� There is the need to look at the impact planes have on people’s way of life.  
Try to avoid coastal and built up areas where everyone lives and go to these 
proposed areas in person to see what communities are affected instead of 
doing computer models and pressing send and moving onto the next place to 
destroy. There is a lot of state forest and bushland where the impact could be 
minimised. 

� While there is the need to fly, and there is the need for tourism routes should 
not be rushed through. 

Boomer Bay Total population – 93 

Median age – 53 

Total families – 26 

Total dwellings – 57 

Median weekly 
household income - $774 

Boomer Bay (including Boomer Island) is a bay 
within Blackman Bay.  Road access is via the 
Arthur Highway. Local industry includes the 
Hellfire Bluff Distillery. 

� Just about every inbound flight into Hobart is on descent over Dunalley/ 
Boomer Bay, before making a right turn South of Dunalley; up till then it was 
only very occasionally that you would hear an aircraft.  Now it is loud and 
relatively often.  One of the main attractions to this area is its tranquillity that 
is shattered from early in the morning to later at night. 

� Planes flying close overhead frighten animals and causing noise pollution in a 
quite rural area. 

� Lack of consultation and the ‘horrible affect’ this will have on a business 
venture.  The constant noise is unfair and not wanted in the community.  
Request to return to using the old flight paths.   

� To run a business relies on peace, quite (sic) and tranquillity (sic) in the area, 
and with these planes going overhead there will be a loss of customers and 
the business, with not good consequences if the noise goes on. 

� Having rebuilt after the devastating fires of 2013 (an 8 star build with roof 
sarking, double glazing and heavily insulated ceilings walls and floors), noting 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Dunalley,_Tasmania
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Marion_Bay_Important_Bird_Area
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Marion_Bay_Important_Bird_Area
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Blackman_Bay,_Tasmania
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Arthur_Highway
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Suburb Population                   
Note 1 

Economic context      
Note 1 

Social / cultural context Examples of comments by suburb  Note 2 

the low ambient noise was a reason the submitter ‘struggled’ through the 
rebuilding process.  We had not appreciated the sudden and unexpected 
change of flight path that has brought constant noise, very apparent late 
evening when the wind has dropped, with flights between 9 and 10am being 
particularly intrusive, possibly because it’s before the wind builds.  The rebuilt 
house is as soundproof as could possibly be built and yet the flights are loud 
enough to be intrusive with the house closed up.  There seemed to have 
been little consideration of the topography of the area with the hills of 
Forestier Peninsula reflecting the sound back across the water affecting 
residents in Bay Road that has a larger proportion of older housing that will 
be worse affected and hoping that Airservices would take this to 
consideration. 

Dunalley Total population – 316 

Median age – 42 

Total families – 78 

Total dwellings – 182 

Median weekly 
household income - $962 

Dunalley is a small fishing village and is part of 
the Sorell Council.  It is approximately 57 km 
east of Hobart on the Arthur Highway and 20 
minutes from Sorell.  It is located on the narrow 
isthmus which separates the Forestier and 
Tasman Peninsulas from the rest of Tasmania.  
Dunalley was badly affected by the January 
2013 bushfires, with the town losing about 65 
structures, including the Police Station, school, 
bakery and local residences. 

� Found significant noise loud and intrusive, as the location is otherwise a 
peaceful part of the world, with new changes an unwelcome addition to the 
atmosphere of the town and surrounds. 

� One airline is reported by some to be ‘the worst’.  Request to move the flight 
path slightly further south so aircraft don't fly directly over the island or they 
don't have to make that sharp right turn. 

� Due to surrounding topography & perhaps the close proximity to water it has 
been noticed that aircraft noise is very loud in the absence of any background 
noise, typical of the ambience within which we chose to raise our family and 
develop a tourism business. 

� Feeling of being cheated and overlooked where locals enjoy a quite peaceful 
rural existence in a pristine beautiful well-loved tourist and local area.  
Tourism is extremely important in this area and the peace and tranquillity 
one of its drawcards. 

� Have been woken constantly between 3 and 4 am with a lack of sleep.  
� Growing up in the quiet seaside fishing village of Dunalley & helped parents 

establish & build our family home & visitor accommodation & ecotourism 
business. 

Connellys Marsh Total population – 40 

Median age – 60 

Total families – 15 

Total dwellings – 50 

Median weekly 
household income - 
$1187 

Small hamlet located between Dunalley and 
Primrose Sands.  Impacted by the 2013 fires.  
Holiday and beach location. 

� The increased air traffic over the Connellys Marsh area, outgoing planes 
overhead are very noisy, as well as inbound, with the increase in traffic is 
ruining the peace and tranquillity of the area. 

� The area has had a long history of been a holiday home destination but as 
city folk have realised the potential, more and more city folk have moved into 
Connellys Marsh and made it their permanent home. 

� Devastated by the abrupt change to the home situation, having been living at 
Connellys Marsh for 14 years and choosing to live there partially due to the 
peace of the peaceful nature of a rural location.  As the ambient noise here is 
low the frequent interruption by arriving and departing aircraft is very 
intrusive.  This change is described as an assault on the community. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sorell_Council
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Arthur_Highway
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Forestier_Peninsula
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tasman_Peninsula
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/2013_Tasmanian_bushfires
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/2013_Tasmanian_bushfires
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Suburb Population                   
Note 1 

Economic context      
Note 1 

Social / cultural context Examples of comments by suburb  Note 2 

� Suspicion that the calmness of the bay and the contour of the hills also has a 
magnifying effect on engine noise as aircraft overfly this area. 

Murdunna (including 
Smooth Island) 

Total population – 309 

Median age – 53 

Total families – 76 

Total dwellings – 299 

Median weekly 
household income - $794 

Murdunna is a small town at the head of King 
George Sound, a narrow bay opening off 
Norfolk Bay, and is approximately halfway down 
the Forestier Peninsula on the Arthur Highway 
to Port Arthur.  Population increases in the 
summer months, and many houses are owned 
by non-residents who use them as holiday 
homes.  Tourism is a major source of income, 
although forestry was and still continues to be a 
major employer.  Smooth Island is part of the 
Sloping Island Group, is a privately owned island 
with an area of 59.3 ha, situated in Norfolk Bay, 
surrounded by the Tasman and Forestier 
Peninsulas. 

� Planes flying overhead seem to be getting louder and louder and more 
frequent, with days now interrupted by low flying aircraft and being 
disturbed working from a home-based studio. 

� When choosing to live near Sommers Bay Murdunna, the idea was to live in 
peace and quiet but now there are thunderous jet engines all day long.  
Realising that planes need to fly over someone's houses request to share the 
disturbance by having more than one route to and from Hobart airport. 

� Low flying planes over Murdunna result in low rumbling in combination with 
a high pitch.  Residents live here and have moved here for the peace and 
quiet.  Work from home I not like being disturbed and having my day 
interrupted by intrusive ambient noise. 

� The current flight path is impacting on residents’ business and communities.  
Content to share the load and having multiple (i.e. more than the four 
proposed) exit flight but having flights come over previously unaffected path 
area is unacceptable. 

� It appears whichever flight path is taken, Murdunna will still be impacted. 
While still recovering from the 2013 bushfire devastation, this is another 
blow. 

� The flight plan in and out of Hobart airport which implemented on 
September 14, 2017 was described as ‘catastrophic’ to the many 
communities that lie in its path. 

� Regular flights deceleration before landing all day from early morning.  Noise 
pollution and social disruption especially for night workers.  

Sloping Main Total population – 47 

Median age – 61 

Total families – 18 

Total dwellings – 88 

Median weekly 
household income - $849 

Small hamlet with a 3km beach near Coles Mine 
historic site 

� Purchased just over 4 years ago a peaceful retirement property. Until 
recently when the direction of the wind dictated that it was appropriate 
planes would fly overhead to land they did so, and now appear to be 
constantly underneath the flight path, and question if this is going to 
continue as the ongoing noise very intrusive. 

� Retired to the area for its peaceful and unspoilt environment which they 
believe is now negatively affecting their lifestyle, health and property values. 

� The disruption of the flight path continually annoying and has taken such a 
beautiful place of rest and relaxation into one of frustration and interruption.  

Primrose Sands Total population – 1050 

Median age – 52 

Total families – 267 

Total dwellings – 990 

Median weekly 
household income - $744 

Primrose Sands lies at the northern channel 
between Frederick Henry Bay and Norfolk Bay. 

� The area has been heavily affected by the changes up to 30 planes per day 
and many during 5 to 6pm and requested to speak to someone about it 
otherwise they will go to the ombudsman. 

� A residence owner for 38 years that was once their holiday home when there 
has only ever been an occasional plane go over.  They are now nonstop and 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Norfolk_Bay
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Social / cultural context Examples of comments by suburb  Note 2 

sound like they are going to land on the roof.  This was once considered a 
quiet seaside town but now ‘a living nightmare’. 

� It was understood that there would be some variations to the flight path.  
Airservices figures clearly showed that the majority of the flights in question 
fly over Primrose Sands, rather than Connolly's Marsh, as detailed in the 
document outlining the recent changes on Airservices website.  Primrose 
Sands is a much more populated area than Connolly's Marsh. 

Sorell Total population – 2907 

Median age – 43 

Total families – 782 

Total dwellings – 1259 

Median weekly 
household income - 
$1073 

Sorell is a town north-east of Hobart, on the 
Tasman Highway at the junction with the Arthur 
Highway.  Sorell is one of Tasmania's oldest 
towns, being first settled in 1808 as a small 
farming community and becoming an official 
township in 1821 

 

Lewisham Total population – 691 

Median age – 46 

Total families – 185 

Total dwellings – 337 

Median weekly 
household income - 
$1332 

A Hobart suburb located approximately 5 km 
east of Hobart Airport, on Jones Bay, linking to 
Tiger Head Bay. 

 

Richmond (Urban 
Centre) 

Total population – 858 

Median age – 50 

Total families – 255 

Total dwellings – 404 

Median weekly 
household income - 
$1223 

A town approximately 25 km north-east of 
Hobart, in the Coal River region, between the 
Midland Highway and the Tasman Highway.  
Richmond's most famous landmark is the 
Richmond Bridge, built in 1823 to 1825, around 
the time of the town's first settlement.  It is 
Australia's oldest bridge still in use. 

� Since the inception of departures from runway 30 (Hobart) mid-September 
2017 reports of a marked increase in aircraft noise levels by a resident. 

� The change in flight path has significantly increased noise in the area to a 
such a degree that the windows in the house rattle as the jet engines scream 
to gain altitude at full throttle.  With the expansion of Hobart Airport and the 
introduction of larger aircraft they considered this situation worsening if not 
addressed. 

� Changes to departure flight path to the north on runway 30 in September 
2017 saw planes flying over the house.  No notice was given for this change.  
The aircraft are very noisy and cause ‘undue stress’, to the family and other 
residents in the area, request that the path be changed back to original path. 

� Very happy with the change to the flight paths and would like to thank 
Airservices, noting that windows don't rattle anymore at 5:00am in the 
morning. 

Dodges Ferry Total population – 2467 

Median age – 41 

Total families – 662 

Total dwellings – 1283 

Median weekly 
household income - 
$1160 

Dodges Ferry is a small town on the eastern 
side of the entrance to Pittwater in south 
eastern Tasmania.  It was named after Ralph 
Dodge (1791-1871) who operated a ferry 
service across Pittwater from the 1820s.  It is 
now a popular tourist destination. 

� The new flight path approach to Hobart RWY 30 represents a ‘huge 
improvement’ in noise affecting the main population areas between Sorell 
and Dunalley, with the new approaches representing an overall improvement 
for the majority of residents in this area. 

� Consider reinstating at least one of the previous flight paths over the Dodges 
Ferry area as their family including children very much enjoyed 
seeing/listening to the planes fly in and out and it is very disappointing that 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hobart
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tasman_Highway
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Arthur_Highway
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Arthur_Highway
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hobart
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Midland_Highway_(Tasmania)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Richmond_Bridge,_Tasmania
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they no longer get to experience it, with others living in the area who also 
miss it very much. 

Midway Point Total population – 2859 

Median age – 39 

Total families – 807 

Total dwellings – 1267 

Median weekly 
household income - 
$1223 

Midway Point is an outlying suburb of Hobart, 
and is located on a small peninsula with 
Orielton Lagoon on its eastern side and Pitt 
Water on its southern and western sides, and 
meets the mid-way point of the Sorell 
Causeway from Hobart to Sorell, hence the 
name.  The suburb lies close to Hobart 
International Airport and is approximately 21 
km to Hobart via the Tasman Highway.  It is 
adjacent to Orielton Lagoon, a Ramsar Wetland, 
providing habitat for migratory shorebirds and 
regionally significant flora and fauna.  The 
lagoon is part of the South Arm Important Bird 
Area (IBA), because of its importance for the 
conservation of Pied Oystercatchers and 
Migratory Waders. 

� Building a house in Midway Point and aware of the flight path changes in 
Hobart, with the changes supposed to be good news for Midway Point 
residents.  Recently aircraft started flying over again, noting that there are 
many more residents in Midway Point than those suburbs that are against 
the new changes such as Boomer Bay and Dunalley who should not have the 
rights to complain about aircraft noise when aircraft are flying much higher 
than aircraft flying over Midway Point. 

� Recent change in the Hobart airport flight path has been an excellent move, 
the change was something that was needed due to the strong expansion of 
the populations in Midway Point and Sorell and demographics of the area, 
being primarily made up of families. 

Penna Total population – 422 

Median age – 45 

Total families – 127 

Total dwellings – 164 

Median weekly 
household income - 
$1333 

Penna is a suburb of Hobart, off Pitt Water. It is 
north of Midway Point and Hobart Airport.   

 

Nugent Total population – 101 

Median age – 37 

Total families – 25 

Total dwellings – 44 

Median weekly 
household income - 
$1399 

Nugent is a small rural town, and is notable for 
its local hall, in which many small gatherings 
occur for the locals only, maybe extending to 
nearby towns such as Sorell, Buckland and 
Dodges Ferry.  The town includes the fishery 
and game hunting property, Redbanks Fish and 
Field. 

 

Orielton Total population – 355 

Median age – 40 

Total families – 106 

Total dwellings – 135 

Median weekly 
household income - 
$1579 

Rural hamlet located inland, north of Penna and 
south east of Campania. 

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hobart
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Peninsula
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Orielton_Lagoon
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sorell_Causeway
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sorell_Causeway
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hobart_International_Airport
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hobart_International_Airport
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tasman_Highway
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ramsar_Convention
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wetland
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bird_migration
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Shorebird
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/South_Arm_Important_Bird_Area
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/South_Arm_Important_Bird_Area
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pied_oystercatcher
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hobart
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Midway_Point
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sorell,_Tasmania
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Buckland,_Tasmania
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Dodges_Ferry,_Tasmania


CONSULTATION SUMMARY REPORT HOBART AIRSPACE CHANGES (SEPTEMBER 2017/MARCH 2018) 

 64 

Suburb Population                   
Note 1 

Economic context      
Note 1 

Social / cultural context Examples of comments by suburb  Note 2 

Koonya Total population – 134 

Median age – 59 

Total families – 26 

Total dwellings – 95 

Median weekly 
household income - $866 

Rural seaside hamlet located between 
Premaydena and Taranna on Cascades Bay.  It 
was established in 1841 as one of outlying parts 
of the network of penal colony sites centred on 
Port Arthur.   Under its former name of 
‘Cascades’, it was populated by at least 400 
convicts.  After the Port Arthur penal colony 
was closed, ‘Cascades’ was renamed ‘Koonya’.  
A weather radar for Hobart is in the Koonya 
locality. 

� Have noticed a lot more noise from planes over the last couple of years and 
was surprised that planes are taken down over the Forrestier and Tasman 
peninsulas and could not see why this is necessary. 

Carlton Total population – 1119 

Median age – 40 

Total families – 295 

Total dwellings – 548 

Median weekly 
household income - 
$1069 

Located between Dodges Ferry and Primrose 
Sands.  The Carlton River is located to the south 
and the township of Carton River is to the east.  
Significant frontage to Carlton Beach. 

 

Carlton River Total population – 265 

Median age – 43 

Total families – 79 

Total dwellings – 128 

Median weekly 
household income - 
$1287 

Located between Carlton and Connellys Marsh, 
with a frontage to the Carlton River.  Rural area. 

� The flight path to and from Hobart airport has changed and planes now fly 
directly over the house, being noisy, disruptive and agitating horses; with a 
request to please revert to previous flight path so that the quality of their 
rural life is not degraded. 

Forcett Total population – 964 

Median age – 38 

Total families – 261 

Total dwellings – 356 

Median weekly 
household income - 
$1433 

Mainly a rural suburb to the north of Lewisham, 
Dodges Ferry, Carlton and Carlton Ferry. 

� Planes flying to the Airport are a lot closer to the residence and plane noise is 
evident.  Experience noise from the planes as they travel along the top of the 
hill. 

� Moved to the country for a peaceful, relaxing, stress free lifestyle and 
specifically purchased their property because it was not close to the airport 
and the noise associated with such.  The current excessive flight movements 
have now ‘invaded this space’ and occurred without any community 
consultation. 

� Currently have 30 planes a day flying directly over their residence (i.e. 60 
planes going inwards and outwards), that is like ‘a huge highway in the sky’ 
commencing at 5.45am and continues until 9.45pm, with planes passing over 
every 20 minutes.  Which comes first - listening to residents who have to 
tolerate the invasion on a full-time basis or listen to tourist operators where 
the noise only affects tourists on a very spasmodic basis. 

� A resident since October last year, suffer invasive, intrusive and extremely 
debilitating noise from the new plane flight paths where the noise is 
incessant. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Port_Arthur,_Tasmania
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Weather_radar
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Pawleena Total population – 102 

Median age – 39 

Total families – 29 

Total dwellings – 41 

Median weekly 
household income - 
$1042 

Small hamlet located several kilometres north 
of Sorell, in rural context. 

 

Wattle Hill Total population – 187 

Median age – 44 

Total families – 49 

Total dwellings – 68 

Median weekly 
household income - 
$1233 

Small hamlet located east of Sorell and north of 
Forcett in rural and bush context. 

 

Nubeena Total population – 481 

Median age – 49 

Total families – 114 

Total dwellings –251 

Median weekly 
household income - $745 

Small township located on Barilla Bay and 
Parsons Bay, located to the south of 
Premaydena and north of Port Arthur.  Mainly 
rural and town community. 

� Insufficient genuine and comprehensive community consultation has been 
undertaken prior to the implementation of modified flight paths. 

� No environmental impact assessment appeared to have been carried out that 
accurately models and determines the impacts on residents and visitors 
against a relative and comparative benchmark of ambient noise levels against 
current and forecast increases in flight numbers and flight frequencies 

� Following devastating bushfires in 2013, the affected communities have 
rebuilt their homes and invested in businesses and are still recovering from 
the impacts with the modified flight paths having an adverse effect on this 
recovery and capital investment process 

� Consideration needs to be given to utilising prior flight paths within existing 
controlled airspace until such time as proper and thorough community 
consultation has been undertaken on alternatives. 

Premaydena Total population – 99 

Median age – 57 

Total families – 33 

Total dwellings – 66 

Median weekly 
household income - $833 

Hamlet located on the southern side of the 
Tasman Sea between Saltwater River and 
Taranna facing onto Norfolk Bay. It was the site 
of a convict settlement, and was originally 
known as Impression Bay. 

 

Eaglehawk Neck Total population – 385 

Median age – 58 

Total families – 102 

Total dwellings – 408 

Median weekly 
household income - $942 

The Eaglehawk Neck is a narrow isthmus that 
connects the Tasman Peninsula with the 
Forestier Peninsula, and hence to mainland 
Tasmania.  A township settlement in the same 
region is also called Eaglehawk Neck and forms 
a natural gateway between the peninsulas that 
was used by the British in 1830s when a line of 
dogs was chained to posts across the neck to 
warn of any convicts attempting to escape the 

� Hard to understand why, in order to make a cohesive strategic plan for both 
the short-term and long-term future in Tasmania, Airservices did not apply 
for CASA expansion of designated airspace along the eastern coastline of 
Tasmania at least two years ago or more, when the lengthening of the 
runways at Hobart Airport was planned and approved. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Norfolk_Bay
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Port Arthur prison. The area was heavily 
patrolled by soldiers, and the guards' quarters 
still remains as a museum.  The isthmus now 
provides road access via the Arthur Highway to 
Port Arthur. 

White Beach Total population – 276 

Median age – 57 

Total families – 72 

Total dwellings – 469 

Median weekly 
household income - $767 

Well known beach is fronting Crooked Billet Bay 
and Barilla Bay and located south of Nubeena 
and west of Port Arthur with substantial bush 
environs. 

 

Saltwater River Total population – 123 

Median age – 53 

Total families – 34 

Total dwellings – 126 

Median weekly 
household income - $780 

Saltwater River is in a rural and bush setting and 
is a former penal colony on the Tasman 
Peninsula in Tasmania, Australia.  It is 23 
kilometres from Port Arthur, and 106 
kilometres from Hobart.  The Saltwater River 
area contained two penal settlements.  One 
was an agricultural settlement, which produced 
vegetables, wheat, and had a piggery.  The 
other was a coal mine, known amongst convicts 
for its hellish conditions.  It is now on the 
Australian National Heritage List as the Coal 
Mines Historic Site. 

� Incredible increase of flights directly over Norfolk Bay, where on still days in 
particular the jet noise ‘fills the sky like a thunder storm’.  Impact on our bird 
life, to the marine life, as well as the discomfort to people.   

� Aircraft directly overhead residence, trying to get a child to sleep and despite 
all windows closed, it was very intrusive. 

� Aircraft much lower than what Airservices reports are indicating the jets are 
flying at. 

Campania Total population – 934 

Median age – 42 

Total families – 261 

Total dwellings – 391 

Median weekly 
household income - 
$1257 

Located approximately 10 km north of 
Richmond.  Township located on Colebrook 
Road.  Predominately a rural location. 

 

Austins Ferry Total population – 2251 

Median age – 40 

Total families – 642 

Total dwellings – 935 

Median weekly 
household income - 
$1314 

North Hobart suburb located to the north of 
Claremont and Berriedale on the west side of 
the Derwent River 

� Lost productivity caused by adding 20 minutes to Melbourne/Hobart flight 
times was obviously not considered by Airservices when changing the route.  
Airservices must consider the needs of all Tasmanians and visitors and not 
just the views of a few people in the flight path. 

Note 1 – Data sourced from 2016 Census data, Quickstats, various State/Territory (STE); Greater City Statistical Areas (GCCSA); Local Government Areas (LGA) codes 
Note 2 – The summaries of complaints/comments received in 2017 are selected and paraphrased from the AIRSERVICES database 
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5. 2016 Census Data 

Location People Families All Private Dwellings 

People total Male Female Median Age Number of 
families 

Children per 
family 

Children all 
families 

All private 
dwellings 

Average 
people per 
household 

Median 
weekly 

household 
income 

Median 
monthly 

mortgage 

Median 
weekly rent 

Average 
motor 

vehicles 

State and capital city 2016 census data  Note 1 

Tasmania (State) 509965 48.9% 51.1% 42 134343 1.8 0.7 241744 2.3 $1100 $1300 $230 1.8 

Greater Hobart (Capital 
City Statistical Area)  Note 
2 

222356 48.5% 51.5% 40 58276 1.8 0.7 99009 2.4 $1234 $1402 $260 1.7 

Hobart (Local Government 
Area) 

50439 48.7% 51.3% 39 11996 1.7 0.5 23681 2.3 $1439 $1647 $290 1.5 

Suburban 2016 census data (State Suburbs unless otherwise advised)  Note 3 

Kellevie 164 52.0% 48.0% 43 40 1.7 0.7 63 2.4 $1187 $1200 $0 2.3 

Bream Creek 124 51.7% 48.3% 44 31 2.0 .5 55 2.3 $1274 $934 $210 2.3 

Copping 183 54.3% 45.7% 43 52 1.2 0.4 79 2.1 $1125 $1101 $160 2.2 

Marion Bay 72 50.0% 50.0% 44 16 2.0 0.8 43 2.3 $769 $2059 $250 1.9 

Boomer Bay 93 52.2% 47.8% 53 26 1.5 0.2 57 1.8 $774 $1083 $105 1.8 

Dunalley 316 54.6% 45.4% 42 78 2.3 0.7 182 2.3 $962 $1083 $218 2.2 

Connellys Marsh 40 38.5% 61.5% 60 15 2.0 0.4 50 2.1 $1187 $1604 $0 2.2 

Murdunna (includes 
Smooth Island) 

309 53.2% 46.8% 53 76 1.7 0.5 299 2.1 $794 $975 $225 2.0 

Sloping Main 47 54.9% 45.1% 61 18 1.0 0.2 88 1.6 $849 $1383 $0 2.2 

Primrose Sands 1050 52.5% 47.5% 52 267 1.6 0.4 990 1.9 $744 $878 $200 1.6 

Sorell 2907 46.6% 53.4% 43 782 1.8 0.7 1259 2.3 $1073 $1408 $280 1.8 

Lewisham 691 50.1% 49.9% 46 185 1.8 0.6 337 2.4 $1332 $1473 $300 2.0 

Richmond (Urban Centre) 858 46.6% 53.4% 50 255 1.8 0.6 404 2.4 $1223 $1430 $278 1.9 

Dodges Ferry 2467 50.2% 49.8% 41 662 1.9 0.8 1283 2.4 $1160 $1161 $260 2.0 

Midway Point 2859 48.5% 51.5% 39 807 1.8 0.7 1267 2.4 $1223 $1387 $290 1.9 
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Location People Families All Private Dwellings 

People total Male Female Median Age Number of 
families 

Children per 
family 

Children all 
families 

All private 
dwellings 

Average 
people per 
household 

Median 
weekly 

household 
income 

Median 
monthly 

mortgage 

Median 
weekly rent 

Average 
motor 

vehicles 

Penna 422 48.0% 52.0% 45 127 1.9 0.8 164 2.7 $1333 $1591 $275 2.3 

Nugent 101 52.0% 48.0% 37 25 2.6 0.9 44 3.0 $1399 $1127 $0 2.8 

Orielton 355 50.4% 49.6% 40 106 1.7 0.8 135 2.6 $1579 $1625 $300 2.8 

Koonya 134 53.0% 47.0% 59 26 1.7 0.3 95 1.8 $866 $1208 $125 1.6 

Carlton 1119 50.0% 50.0% 40 295 1.8 0.7 548 2.4 $1069 $1087 $270 1.9 

Carlton River 265 52.1% 47.9% 43 79 2.0 0.6 128 2.5 $1287 $1300 $200 2.1 

Forcett 964 49.8% 50.2% 38 261 1.8 0.9 356 2.8 $1433 $1517 $280 2.4 

Pawleena 102 54.7% 45.3% 39 29 1.5 0.6 41 2.1 $1042 $1772 $210 2.2 

Wattle Hill 187 53.3% 46.7% 44 49 1.4 0.7 68 2.4 $1233 $1311 $0 2.5 

Nubeena 481 49.7% 50.3% 49 114 1.8 0.5 251 2.1 $745 $1083 $200 1.8 

Premaydena 99 58.2% 41.8% 57 33 1 0.2 66 1.7 $833 $575 $200 2.1 

Eaglehawk Neck 385 51.5% 48.5% 58 102 1.7 0.2 408 1.9 $942 $800 $215 1.9 

White Beach 276 51.1% 48.9% 57 72 1.6 0.4 469 1.8 $767 $864 $200 1.8 

Saltwater River 123 55.6% 44.4% 53 34 1.8 0.5 126 2.1 $780 $1409 $150 2.2 

Campania 934 52.0% 48.0% 42 261 1.8 0.8 391 2.6 $1257 $1300 $225 2.4 

Austins Ferry 2251 48.8% 51.1% 40 642 1.8 0.7 935 2.5 $1314 $1408 $290 1.9 
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6. Population and projected population and growth rate, selected Tasmanian LGA’s 
In 2014 the Tasmanian Government updated its population projections for Tasmania (period 2013 to 2062) and for all 29 Local 
Government Areas (LGA’s) (period 2013 to 2037).  The following table highlights the LGA’s where the impact of the flight paths has been 
referred to AIRSERVICES.  It is understood that these are the latest available population growth rates released by the Tasmanian 
Government. 

Local Government 
Area (LGA) 

2012 Projected population 2022 Projected population 2037 Projected annual growth rate 2013-
2037 (%pa) 

Actual Low Medium High Low Medium High Low Medium High 

Clarence 53081 55290 57429 59841 56325 62450 69739 0.2 0.7 1.1 

Hobart 50342 49412 52203 54648 47044 53944 60972 -0.3 0.3 0.8 

Sorell 13407 15055 15701 16141 16649 18843 20378 0.9 1.4 1.7 

Southern 
Midlands 

6306 6595 6895 7216 6580 7446 8427 0.2 0.7 1.2 

Tasman 2440 2423 2557 2692 2337 2680 3096 -0.2 0.4 1.0 

Whole of 
Tasmania 

512334 522854 543646 565263 519139 576922 641456 0.1 0.5 0.9 

Source – 2014 Population Projections Tasmania and its Local Government Areas, Tasmanian Department of Treasury and Finance, p 12, 
December 2014 
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Attachment 3:  Information Sheet 
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i Source:  Tasmanian Government, Tasmanian Bushfires Inquiry, Volume 1, October 2013, p 45 
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ii http://to70.com/why-ambient-noise-should-be-considered-when-assessing-noise-impact/ (to70 is one of the world’s leading aviation 
consultants providing research and advisory services to the global aviation community)  

iii Berry Street, On the frontline in emergencies: A practical guide for communities and community sector organisations, Berry Street 2014 

iv The Australian Business Roundtable for Disaster Resilience & Safer Communities was established by the Chief Executive Officers of 
Australian Red Cross, Insurance Australia Group, Investa Property Group, Munich Re, Optus and Westpac Group (page 14) 

v DHS, Psychosocial support: a framework for emergencies, Victorian Government, 2014 

http://to70.com/why-ambient-noise-should-be-considered-when-assessing-noise-impact/
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