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Executive Summary

Project manager - Sunshine Coast Airport Expansion project
Coordinated Project Delivery Division

Office of the Coordinator-General

PO Box 15517

City East Qld 4002 Australia

We question whether the EIS and AEIS has accurately presented the facts, appropriately assessed
the potential impacts and where necessary, proposed appropriate mitigation and/or management
measures.

The preparation and notification of the AEIS was required as a consequence of the Coordinator
General requiring the proponent to respond to the submissions made to the EIS and to respond to
additional information requested by various advisory agencies. The AEIS also contains a
‘Clarification/Erratum’ table where minor changes, clarifications and rectification of errors in the EIS
are addressed.

It is our submission that the errors and uncertainties contained within the EIS and AEIS combined
with either the misinformation provided or lack of responsiveness by the proponent in any attempt
to seek clarification on the errors and/or uncertainties, has undermined confidence in the EIS.

It is our view that the preparation and notification of the AEIS whilst somewhat helpful, still does not
elicit sufficient confidence in the overall EIS process for this project.

The combination of the EIS and AEIS does not support conditional approval on a number of grounds
being;

- There remains a significant lack of project description to support assessment on key aspects
such as dredge pump out and Public Safety Areas changes,

- The project needs/economic assessment is based on unconventional assumptions that do
not clearly address the relevant TORs and do not meet a reasonable level of transparency for
the public to assess a public investment,

- On several key criteria the EIS and AEIS has not covered relevant TORS appropriately.
including economics, aircraft noise, flood impacts, flora and fauna impacts,

- There is inadequate mitigation of impacts provided in the EIS.

- The extent of impact of the project particularly to accommodate potentially 8 flights a week
of wide body aircraft by 2040 is not ameliorated by the mitigation and potential broader
benefits of the project so as to justify approval.

The following submission is provided in sections from Appendix M to A specific to each key AEIS and
are provided to supply grounds for submission as requested by the Coordinator General in calling for
submissions on the AEIS. For each Appendix ‘Recommendations’ are proposed to clarify this
Associations position as to acceptable outcomes of assessment or to provide suggestions to the form
of approval conditions or additional impact mitigations measures should the project be approved.

Several attachments are provided in support of the grounds or recommendations made and a full list
is also provided.
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Appendix M - Additional Economics Information

Grounds for Submission

The Additional Economic Information Appendix provides a remodelling of the project economics not
only based on the Terms of Reference (TORs) but also the same base assumptions as those used in
the SCA EIS. The grounds for this submission are that Appendix M despite being an opportunity to
provide additional information again relates the misuse of an assumption in modelling and the
related assessment that class 4 aircraft will not be permitted to use SCA from 2021-22. This provides
the basis for a misrepresentation of the economic Impacts and benefits of the project significantly
and related not only to the project justification in the EIS but related to a matter in the public
interest.

Appendix M provides a further economic assessment of the project using mostly conventional
economic modelling methods as you would see in other major airport expansions in Queensland
such as BAC New Runway EIS. Both assessments load the model with conventional assumptions
about global economic growth, National economic trends, Economic trends for costs and incomes
related to expansion and operational activities. The BAC and the SCA examples even share certain
assumptions for changes to certain regulatory matters that may affect economic performance such
as industrial relations reform. Significantly, the SCA assessment includes a scenario, the ‘do nothing’
scenario, for comparison and assessment that assumes that CASA or some other external party will
not permit operations of class 4 aircraft from 2021-22 despite CASA providing for the conditional
operation of these aircraft at SCA now with a 30 metre runway. This is an unreasonable premise not
accepted as a potential by standard assessment reports in other relevant airport expansions or in
evidence of CASA action on narrow runway regulation. In addition to being unconventional such an
assumption, if considered a ‘potential’ to meet TOR 7.1.2 would logically include any number of
parties ceasing to operate aircraft from the airport due to contrarian or erratic behaviour.

As in the EIS, Appendix M includes the assumption of the loss of class 4 operations despite the clear
regulatory approval of operation of complying class 4 aircraft in 2014 and prior. The application of
this assumption in modelling is illustrated in Table 2.1 and Figures 2.1 and 2.2 and indicate a marked
decrease in passenger volumes from 2021-22 should the project not go ahead. For comparison, the
BAC New Runway EIS provides for a deterioration of passenger volumes in the out years of operation
based on advice that over-crowding of the existing airport runways leading to poor reliability and
fare increase will lead to decreasing passenger volumes as airlines and passengers make rational
choices to find affordability and reliability elsewhere. The BAC scenario provides for a moderate
decrease in passenger volumes over time due to a rational choice. The SCA provides for a singular
event that not only decreases passenger volumes over time but diminishes volumes by 80% in an
instant. Given the lack of evidence of the likelihood of this risk included in the Appendix M or
evident in any other way it would seem that this assumption for assessment is a distortion.
Conventionally, a ‘do nothing’ scenario may be represented as a zero growth or low growth
economic profile but an instantaneous reduction in a major input to a model should have evidence
to support its inclusion. The magnitude of this change is well beyond any reasonable margin for
error or tolerance for assumptions. The difference between the ‘conservative’ and ‘aggressive’
scenarios that do not include the loss of jet services is little more than 50%.

We also noted that with the use of the EIS assumptions in Appendix M the omission of consideration
of a potential increase in passenger levy to cover the $7.3 million increase per annum in operational
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costs has continued. In its 2009 Submission to Infrastructure Australia Sunshine Coast Regional
Council estimated that to be cost neutral the 13/31 Runway expansion then considered would
require an increase of $18.55/passenger. We understand that major carriers such as Virgin Australia
could reconsider flights to SCA if passenger levies increased dramatically (Sunshine Coast Daily 7
October 2014). This Appendix follows the former EIS Chapter in that it is not transparent as to the
sensitivity weight given to increases in passenger levy and that passenger estimates are simply
provided by a Consultant.

In our consideration of Appendix M we have used the ‘Background — History’ and consultation
reports publicly available on the CASA website or provided by CASA and included here. The note
indicates that, in line with mainly international standards established through the International Civil
Aviation Organisation (ICAO) CASA has sought to maintain alignment of regulation on the operation
of class 4 aircraft on narrow runways with world leading Authorities on the matter such as the
Federal Aviation Authority (US) and make changes with industry consultation at roughly 5 yearly
interval in line with international regulatory changes. This evidence does not align with the
statement at Appendix M of “CASA’s history of amending these regulations with great frequency
over the past two decades” somehow inferring that the airlines will be likely to cease using the
airport due to operational challenges long known. While it’s noted that safe operations on the
narrow runway can place limitations on aircraft in certain weather conditions and operating at high
weights these obstacles are managed. As little as “approximately 1 per cent of all jet traffic is unable
to operate from this port due to cross-wind and other weather issues.” (p16 Business Case for the
Sunshine Coast Airport Masterplan (November 2009) SCRC).

Appendix M has not dealt with the Economic impact to individual properties that are not in the ANEF
20 or greater areas that will be as a result of the project. There is a range of studies indicating that
the imposition of the ANEF or imposition of a higher ANEF will have an impact on the value of a
property. The impact on property value of aircraft noise is broadly accepted in the Chapter A2 Need
for the Project but broad economic benefit and the utilitarian response related to benefit of the
properties with diminished ANEF coverage is all the is offered as a mitigation measure. We provide
the attached paper “A comparison of models measuring the implicit price effect of aircraft noise”
Peter Rossini, Wayne Marano, Valerie Kupke*, & Mike Burns, Centre for Land Economics and
Real Estate Research (CLEARER), University of South Australia, Australia 2002, to support a view
that the project should provide financial mitigation to individual properties newly impacted by ANEF
20 or greater ANEF impact.

Proposed Response

Provided above are grounds to submit that the ‘do nothing’ scenario should not be considered nor
accepted as an accurate response to the Terms of Reference for Economics 7.1 or Public
Consultation. Itis not a ‘potential’ grounded in fact or practice. We contend that the use of a
selected highly unlikely assumption in the economic modelling does not meet standards for a report
in an EIS assessment under your guidelines and Act as it over estimates the positive economic
impact of the project by diminishing the business as usual case artificially. By using the assumption
that A320 and & 737 class aircraft will be stopped from using the airport in 2021-22 the EIS and AEIS
not only diminish the accurate understanding of the economic impact of the expansion but
misinform the very important public interest assessment of the project which as a publicly funded.



Recommendation A
Refuse approval of the project due to a lack of accurate justification.
Recommendation B

Require or condition in any approval that the economic reports for the project be revised to use only
a conventional baseline or zero basis for operation of the airport i.e. that does not assume the end
of class 4 or A320 and 737 class jets operating from the SCA and published.

Require or condition that the economic reports include transparent consideration of increases to
passenger levies in the assumption for modelling each scenario for assessment and published.

Recommendation C

Require or condition that SCA provide compensation to property owners newly impacted by ANEF 20
or by increased ANEF 30 or higher for commensurate decreased property value due to the
imposition of planning restrictions and increased noise on the property.

Recommendation D

Require that the economic report provide clear information for economic benefit assessment for the
‘do minimum’ runway upgrade scenario for comparison to the full runway expansion.



Appendix L - Additional Aircraft Noise Information
and Maps

Grounds for Submission

In March 2015 a newly revised version of AS2021 was published. It is understood that this version of
the standard has a number of changes the most significant being changes to Aircraft Tables and
some elements of how ANEF assessment is conducted. Appendix L has provided a range of further
information based on dwelling data sets from the EIS and used these to “provide an understanding
of the magnitude of impact (that) should not be used as absolute numbers.” The Appendix supports
the contours as set in the EIS for ANEF, N70, N60 and Lamax. Importantly the Appendix provides
information on the difference for noise contours to those provided in the 2014 Sunshine Coast
Planning Scheme. The contribution of these factors to the understanding of impacts and proposed
mitigation form the grounds for this submission on the Appendix.

Given the review and changes to AS 2021 there is a concern that ANEF and N70 contours presented
in Appendix L and EIS are developed using methods current and that meet AS2021-2015.
Throughout the Appendix and EIS a 737-800 noise profile has been used as a worst or maximum
model for noise assessment. In light of the stated objective that the expansion is motivated by
attraction of much larger aircraft a suitable sample of that aircraft class should be used as is
common in such EIS and witnessed in the BAC New Parallel Runway EIS. Particularly changes to the
aircraft tables in AS 2021-2015 should be considered further.

A key descriptor defining noise impact of this project is the ANEF contours as they provide the link to
planning and building regulation that will change the way property owners may use their property
and accordingly impact their property value by between 1.9% and 3%. The existing planning context
for many residents around the airport is set by the Planning scheme that includes ANEF contours and
this planning scheme instrument was reviewed from late 2012 and released in its latest form in
2014. From this planning scheme and its predecessor the Council has provided advice to residents
around the airport as to how it would impact their property. An example of plans provided by
Maroochy Shire Council has been provided as attachment. These statutory plans and advice made
from them have informed the public on planning restrictions due to the potential for noise in the
airport area. With a more than 300 metre and 4 degrees change to the runway alignment to the
south east through design changes made since the 2007 Airport Masterplan used for the 2014
planning scheme it is clear now that the extent of ANEF change will introduce hundreds of residents
to new planning impacts through exposure of property to higher ANEF contours.

As with the change to ANEF contours the changes in N70 contours indicate a change in the impact of
frequent aircraft noise events. As is related in the EIS there are established proportions of
population that will be effected by these events in health and well-being relative to the intensity and
frequency in their living area. No amelioration program for affected residences is discussed or
proposed despite the record of it being effective in other Australian examples and well documented.
We attach a copy of a paper presenting the effectiveness of efforts around Adelaide airport,
ADELAIDE AIRPORT NOISE INSULATION PROGRAM Mir. Ivailo Dimitrov, Dr Neil C Mackenzie,VIPAC
Engineers & Scientists Pty Ltd, KENT TOWN, SA. These effective methods have also been
implemented through the planning and building regulation by condition on new buildings. We
enclose the approval conditions for a development at Mudjimba from 1999 whereby conditions have
been made to ensure resulting buildings provided protections. The alignment of flight path and



runway has also been a design consideration for those properties currently in ANEF contours. We
include an example of the design brief to illustrate.

Property owners and residents in properties newly effected by aircraft noise beyond existing
designation as demonstrated by the ANEF contours and the N70 mapping provided will need
support to upgrade residences to maintain a similar standard of health and amenity as prior to the
expansion. Despite the further information provided the EIS and AEIS does not provide sufficient
information on the number of newly effected residents and it omits to provide a fulsome description
of the effect of different types of structure and design as set Down by Term of Reference Part 3 3C,
particularly with regard to residential properties. Appendix L also provides no improvement in the
lack of response to the term with regard to estimation of amelioration costs in this area.

Proposed Response

Given the changes to AS 2021 provided in 2015 all assessment methods and results of related
models should be reviewed. Further, the lack of fulsome consideration of noise to the type of
building design in the affected areas is a considerable disregard of the Terms of Reference Part C 3.
Given the outdoor lifestyle enjoyed at most residences in the affected area and building design to
accommodate that lifestyle bespoke and detailed consideration of residential buildings must be
considered for assessment of and for mitigation. Given the housing and lifestyle of residents
imposition of increased aircraft noise will have enormous impact on quality of life. If significant
changes occur in relation to EIS or Appendix information the import of Noise impact to the public
interest for this project should support it such results being advertised for public comment.

Recommendation A

Require SCA to return the runway alignment to the centre line orientation as in the 2014 Sunshine
Coast Planning Scheme and to return noise impacts to expectations provided by Council from 2000.

Recommendation B

Require reassessments of aircraft noise to be conducted using the noise profile of aircraft of the
loudest type sought by the expanded airport. Report on this assessment in the Coordinator Generals
Report and if the result of these reassessments present changes to Appendix L data and the EIS
readvertise these results for public comment prior to any approval.

Recommendation C

Require SCA to address TOR Part 3C 3.7 including consideration of building design and evaluation of
noise amelioration and condition in any approval that SCA provide compensation for newly effected
existing residences within ANEF 20 and above to maintain noise levels in affected residences in line
with standards such as in SPP appendix 5 Table D and to maintain the amenity of the residence and a
night operation curfew.

Recommendation D

Require the proponents to provide counts of the numbers of dwellings that change category for N80,
N90 and laMax, and for the difference in each threshold for each dwelling between ‘do minimum’
and ‘new runway’ scenarios. That is, if a dwelling under the ‘do minimum’ experiences an laMax of
90dBA, and under the ‘new runway’ experiences an laMax of 70dBA, then their net change is -20dBA
(i.e. a reduction in maximum noise = benefit). However, if a dwelling under the ‘do minimum’
experiences an laMax of 70dBA, and under the ‘new runway’ experiences an laMax of 90dBA, then
their net change is +20dBA (i.e. an increasing maximum noise = hazard). The benefits and hazards



should be summarised in 10dBA categories, and counts made of the numbers of properties in each.
Particular attention should be focussed on the numbers of people in the categories of hazard,
especially those experiencing extreme hazard (i.e. greater than +20dBA net change).



Appendix K - Revised Public Safety Area Map for the
Airport

Grounds for Submission

Appendix K provides a “Revised Public Safety Area (PSA) map for the Airport” that seems to only
relate to 13/31 runway. The map does not designate the exact runway it relates to. The map does
not resolve the statements in the EIS Chapter B2 Land Use and Tenure that some 115 dwellings are
within the PSA for runway 18/36 and that the retention of this as a secondary runway and the
advent of 13/31 will reduce the number of dwellings within the PSA for these runways. It is seems
clear that the number of residences will increase contrary to the State Planning Policy (SPP)
Appendix 5 and that the proposed mitigation of changes to the PSA to align with the new
configuration will only seek to subvert the intention of the State Planning Policy.

The specific purpose of the SPP Appendix 5 Code that relates to PSA is “ensuring development:
avoids increasing risk to public safety in public safety areas”. The policy provides assessment criteria
for development within a PSA at PO6 and A06.1 of the policy. Assessment criteria to achieve the
purpose of the policy prohibits approval of development that will significantly increase the number
of people living, working or congregating in the area. The proposed mitigation of an amendment to
the planning scheme to change the PSA in this area would not align with the purpose of the State
Planning Policy.

The plan provided in the SCRC Planning Scheme 2014 indicates the southern PSA for 18/36 ending at
the boundary with Desley Street. Only a small number of residences along the west side of Keith
Royal drive are within the Southern PSA for 18/36. It is not clear why 115 residences are considered
to be in the PSA for runway 18/36 in EIS Chapter B2. Whether or not this may be the case a
mitigation activity to change the PSA that could increase the number of people living, working or
congregating in the PSA should not be supported for consideration as a planning scheme change
given the State Planning Policy purpose or this Airport.

Proposed Response
Recommendation A

Require or condition the proponent to redesign runway 13/31 to decrease the number of people to
live, work or congregate in any individual PSA at the Airport and prohibit a change to the Sunshine
Coast Planning Scheme 2014 that will allow the potential for any such action. This could be achieved
decreasing the length of runway and revising the alignment from the proposed 4 degree change
from the masterplan alignment.

Recommendation B

Require the proponent resolve the difference in extent between Chapter B2 regarding the PSA on
Runway 18/32 and the proposed runway 13/31 and the Sunshine Coast Planning Scheme in
compliance with the State Planning Policy. Publish a report of the resolution demonstrating the
claimed reduction in the potential number of people living, working or congregating in the PSA for
the proposed runway 13/31prior to any approval.
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Appendix J - Additional Flood Modelling Information

Grounds for Submission

Appendix J provides further information as to the critical nature of flood flows related to the river
and overland flow flooding impacting areas to the east and south of the airport and the potential for
the road system to impact and be impacted by changes significant and incremental increases in flood
levels. Appendix J as per TORs uses Council’s Maroochy River Flood Modelling as the basis of
assessment. We understand this model uses assumptions of 2-50 years ARl on current data and only
the 100 year ARI 2050 assumption is based on the climate change scenario. The project continues to
rely on structures such as the David Low Way to mitigate flooding effects to the east of the project
and relies on the capacity of the area around the airport to be retained as storage. Further, the
Appendix like the EIS provides little on reverse flow flood events that pose a clear risk to residences
in Mudjimba and Marcoola.

While using the Council data assumptions provides a modelled outcome of the roads having a 0.5m
freeboard in peak flood event it is clear from the EIS and the Appendix that the culverts along the
road are to be relied on for flood impact management for areas to the east and south east. On this
basis no upgrade is proposed in mitigation considered necessary however it is not clear that the
existing culverts are designed and maintained to perform this purpose. While it’s reasonable to
expect that the culverts were built to meet the contemporaneous Main Roads design and
construction standards at the time of installation it is not given that they will meet the current
standards such as “Transport and Main Roads Specifications MRTS03 Drainage, Retaining Structures
and Protective Treatments” given the passage of time and the admitted increased water flows and
retention requirements even under the Council’s flood modelling assumptions and the extent of fill
in the flood plain holding area. The descriptions provided in the EIS and AEIS related to this matter
seem insufficient to address TOR 5.10.3.

The matter of fill in the flood plain areas is not considered further in Appendix J. Given that, since at
least the year 2000, the relevant planning scheme has placed extensive conditions on developments
in the flood plain areas the omission of this aspect diminishes the ability to assess impact on the
road and further potential impacts of the project. Within the planning scheme requirements
extensive additional development in the airport area requiring fill has been approved. Continued
development requiring fill across the catchment will incrementally diminish holding capacity in the
flood area west of David low way. This affect will be contribute to a magnified effect due to climate
change across the range of flood events modelled and pose a threat to property in the airport
surrounds.

Further, the absence of regional climate change mitigation strategies for the Maroochy River
catchment acknowledged in the EIS confirms that it is the intention of the proponent that
construction of the proposed airport will mean that its actual impacts will have to be accommodated
by all stakeholders in the catchment. Given the extent of potential fill in the flood plain posed by the
project and lack of consideration of predicted climate change impacts in the flood modelling surely
much greater climate change impact protection should be required of the design.

Proposed Response

Recommendation A
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That no approval be provided for development of the project.
Recommendation B

That no approval be made until a full climate change mitigation strategy for the Maroochy River
Catchment is developed that includes future development at the airport and prospect development
in the catchment requiring fill.

Recommendation C

That should the development be approved the Council be required or conditioned to revise its
planning instrument to diminish development rights on land requiring fill in the flood plain area
defined by the studies and pay affected land owners requisite compensation.

Recommendation D

That should the development be approved the culverts along the main roads east and south of the
project be upgraded to meet current standards and their role of retaining flood waters in peak flood
events.
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Appendix G - Summary of the likelihood of the
occurrence and assessment of MNES Species

Grounds for Submission

Appendix G provides further information to support assessment by the Department of Environment.
While the Appendix provides some degree of additional information regarding the potential impacts
and assessment of the project construction on MNES, it with the EIS provide limited consideration
on the impact of Loggerhead Turtle at Marcoola and on the transit of dredgers particularly from
Point Arkwright north. It is noted that dredge operations will not be permitted during the main
breeding season of the species. However, it is not clear that pump out facilities construction and
maintenance activities will be precluded from the area in the same period. Aside from some dredge
operation and classification standards the project description for works and operation of those
works is sadly lacking in the Marcoola area and does not meet reasonable expectations of the
description of works as Defined in TORs 4.2 and 4.3. It is not clear if flexible piping will be used in
any event across the beach and dune areas where breeding is likely. It is clear that the operation will
be conducted around multiple breeding seasons

Proposed Response
Recommendation A

That the definition of dredging works be provided through further detailed description of works
clarify the matter by the inclusion of project description of pump out facility construction, operation
and maintenance and a reassessment made with a report for publication and to be provided to the
Department of Environment , and as a precautionary measure the period of exclusion for these
activities be extended through to May to ensure the minimisation of the impact on the local
population of this species.

Recommendation B

That the definition of dredging works be provided through further detailed description of works
clarify the matter by the inclusion of project description of pump out facility construction, operation
and maintenance and a reassessment made with a report for publication and to be provided to the
Department of Environment.

Recommendation C

That the definition of dredging works be provided through further detailed description of works
clarify the matter by the inclusion of project description of pump out facility construction, operation
and maintenance and a reassessment made with a report for publication and to be provided to the
Department of Environment. This description and relevant DOE survey guidelines be used to
conduct full seasonal surveys for all MNES species in the area prior to any further approval being
made for the project. Survey results can then inform management plan conditions and offset
strategies for an approved project.
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Appendix A - Engagement Activities Undertaken
During the Public Notification Period for the EIS

This assessment only responds to the matters documented in Table 3.2a of the AEIS: Responses to
Public and Organisation Submissions Received on Project EIS relevant to the Mudjimba residents and

landowners.

Submission AEIS Response Our further Submission

Issue

4.3 — Noise The proponent’s noise Firstly, why was this not considered worthy of

Impacts arising
from the 310m
shift of runway
along the 13/31

consultants advised that
moving the runway 310
metres to the south-
east along the same

assessment in the EIS?

Secondly, “is likely to result” does not sound to us as if

alignment runway centreline “is any modelling of this has been undertaken and we
likely to resultin a submit that this appears to be no more than a ‘best
negligible increase of 1 | guess’ by the proponent’s consultant.
to 2 decibels in the
noise levels experienced
at the residential Thirdly, given that the Mudjimba residents are part of
properties in the the minority ‘community expecting to experience new
Mudjimba area. The noise’, (and very loud new noise at that), every decibel
change is so slight as to | matters, so it is requested that this be modelled and
be imperceptible to substantiated.
most people”.
Section 6 of the AEIS recommends the insertion of the
same words into s3.1.3.4 of the EIS. The Mudjimba
residents should be rightly offended by this
recommendation due to the ‘dismissiveness’ and
‘approximate’ nature of this response to an issue so
critical to the outcome for the most affected residents.
13. The EIS Chapter 5 of the EIS Whilst not specifically relevant to the submission item,

does not inform
people about
new noise
impacts

determined that in
2020, with the proposed
change to the main
runway alignment,
3,500 fewer dwellings
on the Sunshine Coast
would experience 5 or
more 70 dB(A) noise
events. In 2040 there
would be a 73%
reduction (5,285 fewer
dwellings) in the
number of dwellings

it is worth highlighting that, Table 2 of Appendix L of
the AEIS shows the following number of N70 events for
a Summer weekday:

Existing New Runway
2012 2020 2040
Day 4388 1838 1875
Evening 1541 1231 1615
Total 5929 3069 3490
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Submission
Issue

AEIS Response

Our further Submission

affected by frequent
noise events (five or
more 70 dB(A) noise
events on a summer
weekday day. This is
further addressed in
Appendix L of the AEIS.

The EIS acknowledges
that some communities
will experience new
noise.

It is not possible to come close to the 3,500 or 5,285
dwelling numbers stated to the left, if the same
assessment is undertaken from the data above. This
data results in a difference of 2860 dwellings between
now and 2020 (combining the day and evening figures)
compared to 3,500 and 2,513 less dwellings compared
to 5,285 dwellings (utilising on the ‘day’ figures) stated
in the response to this submission topic.

This does not “assist in the understanding of the EIS” as
stated on the cover page to this Appendix. So, how can
there be any confidence in the modelling or the
outputs of the EIS and AEIS with these clear differences
evident in the documents without any explanation?

Contrary to the repeated quantification of how many
properties will be improved in terms of aircraft noise,
minimal attention is paid to the properties that will be
worse off. The AEIS provides no further assessment
of this issue.

28. Reference
to ANEF
Guidelines in
relation to
noise levels.

The project results in a
net reduction in
dwellings within the
ANEF20 contour of 584
dwellings by 2040.

In Chapter D5 of the EIS — Social and Visual Impacts at
5.6.8.3 it states that:

“At 2020 with the new runway:

130 dwellings in Mudjimba are newly included in the
ANEF 20-25 contour” and that

“At 2040 with the new runway:

335 dwellings in Mudjimba are newly included in the
ANEF 20-25 contour”.

At 5.9 it states that:

“There are a small number of dwellings (9 dwellings at
2020 and 27 dwellings at 2040) that will experience
new N70 (5-59 event) noise”
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Submission
Issue

AEIS Response

Our further Submission

and

“There are also locations within the suburb of
Mudjimba that will experience a change in the
frequency and sound level of aircraft movements”.

However, at 5.6.9 Impact Discussion and at 5.8
Mitigation there is no attempt to address how this
accords with AS2021 in regard to the consequences of
these worsened circumstances for those residents or
what should be offered to those residents to assist
with mitigation or to compensate for the loss of
amenity and/or value if mitigation is not possible.

Further, there is no attempt to address the same issues
for those properties that will also experience a
material increase in the frequency and sound level of
aircraft movements.

Regrettably, the AEIS does not provide any further
response to this issue so this element of the original
submission is totally ignored.

31. Inadequate
guantification
of dwellings
worse off.

Further information
regarding dwelling
counts and aircraft
noise are addressed in

Appendix L of this AEIS.

Refer above.

37. Changes to
ANEF as a result
of the proposed
project

The ANEF 20 - 25
contour (i.e. AS2021)
does not preclude
development of new
dwellings. The ANEF
contour is not relevant
to existing dwellings or
other land uses such as
parks.....

It is conceded that AS 2021 does not preclude homes
in the ANEF 20 — 25 contour.

However this response is misleading in that it fails to
recognise that under AS2021, within the ANEF 20-25
contour, homes are ‘conditionally acceptable’ and that
‘land use authorities may consider that the
incorporation of noise control features in the
construction of residences is appropriate’.
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Submission
Issue

AEIS Response
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Nowhere does the EIS or AEIS consider how this might
be responded to or attempt to address this in the
suggested mitigation strategies.

It is also conceded that the ANEF is not relevant to
existing dwellings.

However our contention is that the real issue behind
this submission item is not changing the ANEF but
rather the lack of response in the EIS to the impact of
the change in ANEF to the adversely impacted
residents.

48. When did
SCA and SCC
become aware
of the change
to the standard

CASA advised the
airport in writing on 12
August 2014 that the
then arrangements with
respect to the narrow

This is a disingenuous response because at p12 of the
Summary of Major findings of the EIS it states:

“a key driver for the project is that regular public

for ‘narrow runway exemption transport (RPT) jet services currently operate under an
runway’ would remain in place exemption on the existing main runway which is 30 m
operations until a review of CASA’s | wide rather than the 45 m typically required by the
Manual of Standards Civil aviation Safety authority (CASA). The exemption
139 had been runs until February 2015”.
completed.
There is no mention in the EIS that CASA was also
proposing to no longer mandate that aerodrome
operators be required to widen runways to allow
continued operations or for the introduction of a new
larger aircraft type and called for comments on this
then proposed change up to 5th May 2014.
49. The CASA This change makes no This matter has been responded to in the AEIS by the
regulation difference to the Airport | insertion of additional/alternative wording into

change negates
the need for
the new
runway.

Expansion EIS or what it
contains.

Chapter A2 and A3 of the EIS.

It is noted that the previously included paragraph as
follows, has been deleted.

“CASA’s advice when last reviewing the exemption in
2012 was that any further extension of the exemption
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beyond 2015 would in part depend upon SCA
demonstrating progress toward compliance with the
CASR”.

Again we submit that the proponent’s further response
to this issue whilst technically factual is again
disingenuous and makes no apology for the ‘alarmist’
language used in the EIS or for the (deliberate in our
view) omission of any knowledge of the then very
imminent probability of change to this requirement.

In response to the technicality of this issue, we submit
again that the new statement:

“at 30m wide, the existing main runway 18/36 remains
an operational constraint to the airport and potential

requlatory risk”

continues the alarmist language given that the
potential regulatory risk is limited only to the fact that
the current runway does not allow ‘standard’
operations.

54. Why
expand the SCA
when Brisbane
Airport is down
the road and
also expanding?

Under the Terms of
Reference, a
requirement for
assessment of
competition from
Brisbane Airport was
not required.

Appendix A2:B of the EIS: Long-Term Forecasts of
Aviation Activity at Sunshine Coast Airport for
2013~2050 Final Report makes brief and occasional
mention of Brisbane airport.

At 7.3.1 Airport Passengers, it notes that in 2011:

“Among the reasons cited for flying out of Brisbane,
67% of passengers cited Brisbane Airport’s breadth of
destinations, 8% cited its flight schedules/timings, and
the remainder cited price or other factors”.

The above factors are just as relevant in 2015/16.
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Further, commencement of flights on Brisbane
Airport’s parallel runway is scheduled to occur in 2020.
This is the same time horizon within which SCA new
runway is scheduled for completion.

“The new runway will give Brisbane the best runway
system in Australia”*

Brisbane Airport (BNE), is the premier gateway to
Queensland and the third largest airport in Australia by
passenger numbers.

Operating 24 hours a day, seven days a week, BNE has
two major terminals servicing 28 airlines flying to 41
national and 27 international destinations. More than
22 million passengers travelled through the airport in
2014. BNE was named Capital City Airport of the Year
in the 2014 Australian Airports Association National
Awards and rated as Australia’s No. 1 airport for
quality of service 10 years in a row in the Australian
Competition and Consumer Commissions’ annual
survey.

Notwithstanding that the TOR does not require this to
be a consideration, it is incomprehensible to
contemplate a valid assessment of forecast flight and
passenger numbers and destinations for an expanded
SCA, without any regard to BNE expansion intentions
with their forecasts indicating that annual passenger
numbers will grow from 22 million in 2014 to around
50 million by 2035.

55.
Compensation
for Noise

effected areas.

Property specific
mitigation is not being
considered for noise
effected areas.

This is a very dismissive response to the fact that the
new runway will include 130 (2020) new dwellings and
335 (2040) new dwellings in the ANEF 20-25 which
AS2021 suggests should only be conditionally
acceptable subject to the inclusion of noise
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attenuation features in the building construction.

Further the new runway will result in 9 dwellings
(2020) and 27 dwellings (2040) that will experience
new N70 (5-59 event) and there are also locations
within the suburb of Mudjimba that will experience a
change in the frequency and sound level of aircraft
movements — none of which is intended to be
mitigated or compensated for.

This compares very unfavourably with the
commitment made in Part 4 of the AEIS — Revisions to
Project and Approval Process 7.4.3 Flooding and
Groundwater:

“For the 5 properties that are predicted to experience
minor over floor flooding as a result of the project
proceeding, Council will negotiate property specific
building modifications to each affected dwelling with
the property owners”.

The same level of mitigation or compensation should
be afforded those property owners whose homes are
adversely impacted by aircraft noise.

70. Comments
around the
efficacy of
Forecasts.

Forecasts have been
prepared by experts in
the field using proven
industry standard

methods.

Refer above comments re Submission item 54.

86. In terms of
the BCA,
externalities
such as aircraft
noise
mitigation
impacts (et al)
should be
valued.

While the orientation of
the new runway will
cause residences in

some suburbs to

experience new or
greater noise impacts
from operating aircraft,
overall the community
will be better off as the
new runway reduces

Why not?

The exclusion of this from the BCA results in a gross
overstatement of the net return from the investment.

The unwillingness to address this, reflects the
incomplete nature of the overall assessment of the
impacts of the proposal and explicitly disadvantages a
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the total number of
homes affected by
aircraft noise.

On this basis, aircraft
noise impact mitigation
measures are not
proposed as part of the
Project and are not
included as part of the
BCA

few to the benefit of the overall community with no
compensation or mitigation offered to ‘the few’.

162. Request
to extend the
existing 18/36
runway instead
of the proposed
project

This option was
discounted due to
impacts on residential
areas, road
infrastructure and
project viability.

It is acknowledged that the EIS purports to assess the
preferred option as documented in the SCA
Masterplan®.

Notwithstanding that, it is submitted that this is a
blinkered approach to comprehensively assessing the
suitability of a significant capital investment by the
proponent and ignores the possibility of evaluating
other potentially more cost effective and less-
impacting options, such as the widening of the current
runway and its southerly extension across David Low
Way.

173. Mitigation
proposed to
manage aircraft
noise impacts

S5.8 of Chapter D5
identifies current and
possible future
mitigation measures
including runway mode
of operation, airspace
management plan,
updating to planning
controls, expansion of
the Community aviation
Forum and ongoing
community
engagement.

In terms of mitigation, these measures and possible
future measures (i.e. no certainty!) offer zero comfort

to the Mudjimba residents and home owners!

> This is notwithstanding the uncertainty as to whether the EIS preferred runway alignment is in fact the same
as the SCA Masterplan alignment and shifted 310m to the south east of the SCA Masterplan location — refer
later in this submission.
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179. Additional
Analysis of
noise impacts.

Appendix L of the AEIS
provides an alternative
representation of the
data presented in
Chapter D3 of the EIS.

Refer above.

185. Comments
about the
history of the
options

The proposed runway
orientation in the EIS is
in the north-west to
South-east direction,
technically termed
Runway 13/31. This
runway orientation was
identified in the 2007
SCA Masterplan as the
proposed orientation of
the new runway

The proponent’s response to this issue is
overwhelmingly inadequate given that 3.2.7.1 of the
EIS states that:

“Since preparation of the Planning Scheme the
following has occurred.

The proposed location and alignment of the new
runway has changed slightly.

The runway proposed as part of the Project is now
proposed approximately 310 m south-east of the
location considered by the Planning Scheme (i.e. the
Sunshine Coast Planning Scheme, 2014) and
approximately 4° clockwise”.

The only recognition of this glaring anomaly in the AEIS
isin Table 6.1a: Errata and Clarifications on the EIS by

Chapter which indicates that the above text should be

replaced with:

“The thresholds of the runway have been relocated in a
south-easterly direction 310m along the same
alignment”.

There is no confirmation that there are no
consequential impacts on the flight path or noise
modelling arising from this significant spatial error in
the EIS.

It is not possible to understate the significance of the
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dismissive and underwhelming response to this issue
given the following actions which preceded the
commencement of the EIS process.

The EPBC process (as a component of the overall EIS
process) for the airport expansion project required an
Initial Advice Statement (IAS)® to be prepared and sent
to the Federal Environment Minister, to inform the
Minister’s decision as to whether the project is a
‘controlled action’.

Page 20 of the IAS states that “as a result of the
preliminary design process, which has taken into
account the environmental constraints identified on
the airport site, changes have been made to the layout
of the runway and associated infrastructure compared
with the 2007 Master Plan”.

Further, at 3.1.3.3 of the EIS it states that new runway
13/31 (original option) “was a refinement of the
preferred option identified in the SCA Master Plan
2007” and developed as “part of the Masterplan
Implementation Project) by AECOM in 2010.

It is noted that the spatial extent of this ‘refinement’ is
stated as being approximately 4 degrees clockwise
(without any reference to the location of the centre
point of the swing) at 3.7.2.1 of the EIS.

Verbal feedback from the Airport EIS team at one of
the public sessions indicated that this deflection of the
east west runway centreline was to ensure the south
eastern End Safety Zone (ESZ) aligned more closely
with Keith Royal Park’.

For the proponent to now state that the preferred

3 220372/00 Issue September 2011 Arup
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alignment is the same as the SCA Masterplan
alignment is incomprehensible given the chronology
outlined above.

For this reason, the proponent should be required as a
minimum to provide geo-referenced mapping that
clarifies this issue with absolute certainty which proves
without any doubt what alignment is embedded in the
preferred option, and what alignment the flight paths
and noise mapping in the EIS and AEIS have been
centred upon.

186.
Comments
citing the
original option
as the
preferred
option

If it is to be assumed
that this is the pre-2007
Masterplan 14/32
alignment, it should be
noted that the change
was formally adopted
by Council in the 2007
Masterplan and has
been available on the
airport and Council
websites since that
time.

The proponent has largely relied upon the Council
adoption and public availability of the SCA Masterplan
for some 7 years and its subsequent incorporation into
the Sunshine Coast Planning Scheme, 2014 as its
justification for not offering any mitigation or
compensation for properties effected by new or
increased aircraft noise from the new runway.

However, the SCA Masterplan was and is still not a
statutory planning document. It only achieves a
statutory consequence by being incorporated into the
Sunshine Coast Planning Scheme, 2014.

Relevant to the history of the airport planning
however, is that The EIS states that the preliminary
draft SCA Masterplan included three runway
development options all focussed on development of
the existing north south runway, although a long term
recommendation for a new East/West runway was also
identified.

It also states that the consultation process for that
Masterplan resulted in the emergence of a clear
preference in support of construction of a new
east/west runway.

It is submitted however, that this is only as to be
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expected because there are a far greater number of
residents whose circumstances would be greatly
improved by the abandonment of the north south
runway compared to the smaller number whose
circumstances would be worsened by the
commencement of the operation of an east west
runway. So unsurprisingly, the weight of self-interest
prevailed in that community consultation process.

Ignoring that there is still considerable uncertainty
around the alignment of the preferred runway, it is still
310m more southeast of Sunshine Coast Planning
Scheme, 2014 runway, so at least the additional
impacts arising from that change are ‘new impacts’
and as such, should be considered for mitigation and
compensation and included in the BCA.

202. Public
Safety Area

The design of the

runway is such that no

dwellings, existing or
proposed, will occur
within the critical 1 in
10,000 risk contour.

Appendix K — Revised Public safety Area (PSA) Map for
the Airport of the AEIS shows that whilst there are no
dwellings in the 1 in 10,000 risk contour, the Generic
SPP Public Safety Area does impact many properties in
Mudjimba. It is clear that the quantity of properties
impacted by this is made much worse by the 310m
lateral shift of the runway from its SAC Masterplan
position. Yet no acknowledgement of this dis-benefit
to those residents is identified anywhere in the EIS or
AEIS.

224. Virgin
Australia
opposition to
the project

The AEIS states that
Virgin Australia has
written to Sunshine
Coast Council to say
“the company
supported the
sustainable
development of the

airport to help continue

air traffic growth and
the ongoing
development of the

Queensland economy”.

Given that this is contrary to the previous publicly
stated position of Virgin Australia, it is requested that a
full copy of that correspondence be published by the
proponent and forwarded to the Coordinator General
for verification.

Proposed Response
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Recommendation A

Due to the errors and uncertainties contained within the EIS and AEIS combined with either the
misinformation provided or lack of responsiveness by the proponent in any attempt to seek
clarification on the errors and/or uncertainties the project should not be approved. The proponent
can reapply for a ‘coordinated project’ assessment when it is suitably prepared to conduct an
accurate and transparent public consultation process.
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Attachments - URL links are provided where possible

CASA Narrow Runways Review Background Note

https://www.casa.gov.au/standard-page/project-1115-1-review-manual-standards-part-139-
aerodromes-chapter-6-section-2-runway

Consultation response to Proposed amendments to CAR 235A and CAAP 235A-1(0) - Minimum
runway widths for aeroplanes CASA — attached

Project AS 11/15 Project History

https://www.casa.gov.au/standard-page/project-1115-1-review-manual-standards-part-139-
aerodromes-chapter-6-section-2-runway

“A comparison of models measuring the implicit price effect of aircraft noise” Peter Rossini, Wayne
Marano, Valerie Kupke*, & Mike Burns, Centre for Land Economics and Real Estate Research
(CLEARER), University of South Australia, Australia 2002

http://www.prres.net/papers/rossini_models_measuring_implicit_price_effect of aircraft_noise.pd
f

Business Case for the Sunshine Coast Airport Masterplan (November 2009) SCRC)

http://infrastructureaustralia.gov.au/policy-

publications/submissions/published/files/Sunshine Coast Regional_Council.pdf

ADELAIDE AIRPORT NOISE INSULATION PROGRAM Mir. Ivailo Dimitrov, Dr Neil C Mackenzie,VIPAC
Engineers & Scientists Pty Ltd, KENT TOWN, SA.

http://www.acoustics.asn.au/conference_proceedings/AAS2002/AAS2002/PDF/AUTHOR/AC020074.
PDF

Sunshine Coast Airport Existing Noise Affected Areas Special Management Area Regulatory Map 1.8
(5 of 7) Maroochy SC — Attached

Sunshine Coast Airport Possible Future Noise Affected Areas Special Management Area Regulatory
Map 1.8 (6 of 7) Maroochy SC — attached

SEQ Properties PTY LTD as Trustee for Holidays and Homes Unit Trust V Maroochy Shire Council
Planning and Environment Court Appeal Number 5243 of 1997 (03/08/99) - Attached

Letter to Mr David Hughes — North Beach Estate — Acoustic design Brief to Architects - Attached

Transport and Main Roads Specifications MRTS03 Drainage, Retaining Structures and Protective
Treatments
http://www.tmr.qld.gov.au/business-industry/Technical-standards-publications/Specifications/3-
Roadworks-Drainage-Culverts-and-Geotechnical.aspx
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Project AS 11/15 - 1. Review of Manual of Standards Part 139 -
Aerodromes, Chapter 6 Section 2 - Runway Widths and 2. Review of
CAR 235A Instrument - Instructions - minimum runway width for
aeroplanes

Project history

Title Details Date

Consultation updates in 2015

NFC 139/05 - Aerodromes This NFC has been published. 12 Jan 2015
Consultation updates in 2014

NFRM CAR 235A - Minimum runway widths ~ This NFRM has been published. 12 Nov 2014
for aeroplanes

[ =] CAAP 235A-1(0) - Minimum Runway This CAAP has been published. 4 Nov 2014

Width - for aeroplanes engaged in RPT and
charter operations with a maximum take-off

weight greater than 5700 kg

NPC 139/05 - Runway Width Review of Part  This NPC closed for comment 5 May 2014. 4 Mar 2014
139 MOS - Aerodromes Section 6.2 -

Runways AND Post Implementation Review

of Part 139 MOS - Aerodromes Chapters 1 &

2 including changes to subsequent chapters

Consultation updates in 2013

Consultation Draft for CAR 235A This Consultation Draft closed for comment 21 June 2013. 24 Jun 2013
Amendments - Landing on and taking off
narrow runways - certain aeroplanes

[ A=] DRAFT CAAP 235A-1(0) - Minimum This Draft CAAP 235A-1(0) closed for comment 21 June 2013. 24 Jun 2013
Runway Width - for aeroplanes engaged in

RPT and Charter operations with a maximum

take-off weight greater than 5700kg

Consulitation Draft for CAR 235A All comments should be forwarded to the Project Leader, Miles 24 May 2013
Amendments - Landing on and taking off Gore-Brown via the email distribution box
narrow runways - certain aeroplanes car235a@casa.gov.au by close of business 21 June 2013.

[ F=] DRAFT CAAP 235A-1(0) - Minimum All comments should be forwarded to the Project Leader, Miles 24 May 2013
Runway Width - for aeroplanes engaged in Gore-Brown via the email distribution box

RPT and Charter operations with a maximum car235a@casa.gov.au by close of business 21 June 2013.

take-off weight greater than 5700kg

Consultation updates in 2011

Project AS 11/15 - Review of Manual of Project approved. 24 May 2011
Standards Part 139 - Aerodromes, Chapter 6

Section 2 - Runway Widths and Review of

CAR 235A Instrument - Instructions -

minimum runway width for aeroplanes
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ohjeetinn e} prepatazion ol amending zone g, ste ws poe the Respondonst’s
edapted Belechds i Fees and Charges. Far the 199%A% financial yea (e

apolicable fes iz 5270

Submission to the Chief Eveentive

Ll AT T_ 12400 %
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14,

]
At appleatizn will bo mads e he Chied Exesutive fir 1he Depadtmar of
Comnunicaions und Enfermsten, Lozl Govenanenl, Tleing, Resionel aod
Rrirel Clazamunities gecking thiz proposed veponing inunedivleiy Ellawing the
sxpizaiinn of the appeal peried iF b appeal hag Seen dnstituted. The submisson to
e Chisl Exueurive s subject to the prement of the administration fee cod
tamplien s with @ty pre-subatisgion canditions, 'The S1ther conditions shave
shoubl he coenplied with followids a pazestal of the progosed rezcniog nnlesy

sl Lol atheewdze.
Troperly Becods Matnrkan

The followang property record notation is to be cecorded an alt wewly sreated

allotenenis:-
[ “Thiz Int is abave il 13 ANSF of ihe existing aimor) o 3=
sulject to existing an:l filure aireraft :oiss.
{h} (i Arw dwelling to Lo conatrustec wittin e arss showe

belwenn the 20 acd 25 uaise camows on Drawing MWz,
"Figure & 1005 AWEC - 2650m 14/32" prepared hy
Max Windws & Associales daied 25 Mey 7998 shall he
conairectad t B stAndand so el the fullawing coiss
[zvely far any atccradt flyover, bassd upon Tabls 1.3 of

AS 2021-19%4, ara nod axceednl:

Pedroons alagA)

Oiher Roaems S00RCAD.

VUMATT 12034] 0
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o
iy The maxirmum aircral nuise leyvel 2t e allotment shall

bz takes Lo ha 92 (DA

(it Cectification from 3 qualifled souuslic engineer is to e
provided with the building appliealivn o consmeet a
dwelling or the allotment 10 8taw 1he proposcd
inethrds of constiuction end watorinls used megt the
stancards set ouwt i lecry (3 and () in aceordnnee with

AL E02]- 1804,

(ch Tawe devzlopment is locited within 1500 mewes from the end of
the propozed fature ey 14432 aod wathin 300 metres
sideline dislance, porpendicular Lo the extended centre line of the

proposed numway 2432 {2450 mictre Jong proposal)”,

15, Fublic Onen Spnee

The balance erea of Lats tand 2 on B 202694 namely &n area of i proximately

£.5 hectares shall be dadicated Lo the Regpondsnl fur public opan space poposes,

It is further urdered that eack party shall bear iy vwn costs of and insidental tw the anpeal.
Eiy tha Cownt

o e Regiseian

(BT P e
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[l L13A0mpal

2 My, 2602

Manlhbaach Eslals

P B 3025

BREMOA_E 25 CQLE <500

Attention:

Dv=ar Ciawid

Mr David Hugleas

Re: Marthbeach Eslate — Acouslic Design Brisf ta Architecls

1.8 Purpoze of Brief

Waw Winders and fasonistes were comm seicred by Maodbbeash Eslsw e aogist o the
Alats daeign Hf proposad sapiderreza st Mothbarch Batate 2nd o prowida ceriilication -hed
aach design is of an appropriate aoocustic stardane o satisfy the requiremants of the Coal
Qadarwick appravanl e devalapiment. “Ra raquiramanda ol the Good Ordss ins sde:

[ Y ese

ial

o)

fei

fell

Any rhaaling e Ge cossiraied vabin the amma showt naide e 20 coriows
R Drawing Ne Cigune & 2005 ANED - 2480m 14327 prosgrad by Mdax
Whnaara & Agsasigies daled B3 ey 7889 Moda Srntoeer Blan®] skailt he
CERESIrt e f0 o sRannned sa ol e Gl ol inesls fe any aircral
Mo, esoo npron s acie 20 el AR 2001 1054 s gt axscaged

Liefrourn SOl
LGy Hoams LAY

Adbaribgly is ciroter! (3 Nafa 1 a8 Tabie 2 2 af ASPGEIAG8S A el s
s Mo o et (ABEAL froen an e Y e whil, Wil hagid
Jiagiohy & DoRding By Mg avorage Sl wil! B judlpcd Az Gab s or
arraeing Gy Wl Nstanor pehic sarpng ol e soceied wek Seana w Mo
vl O SeEnseined responeess 0 Lircrall noess IN0EE Runcs Wil
Doy suficienly v Riscier eaie ey for ecsepands wBo hevs el
sl o s rere i’

The qrgsimcn gicrall noise Jevel al We afoieesd shall ba skan (o e G2
a5{4).

Caniliclion Teoun i1 quaiisd uuoasie Qngeicer oo I ATV s M
buriairygg appbcetion fe cormsdiond o deating orr T aladmont 1o show (o
punezeud ety oF ponefiocion oo ealenats nsed Gioed e stz sof
cun i e (el e [5) i accandance with A8 202180,

Ay rpnideres shal e parmffisg i dal arde meiia b Ga gt S0CVE I 20
GO U e s Crntes Blae,
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Tale Draviel Huglzog, Manthibone Fatats & iday, 2007
Rz svaustic Dizsign Drisfo Architecis Rel: L1Aa30200 ke

T Ceoel Qler this <e s e frilgwing rrtens for the assessnant of intr nal wireal nese
levels ot proposed Wodbbesch Ectate rasidarcisl dwsllicgs @z por A% POE7 - J08d -
Acvirshes - Acrad aofpe infasion — Buirting sifieg and cocssbeic o

Eloeenlg Afeas! S0 aA0)
I TS, A5 oAl

Bu-King sting and construchion rcdewls and Wehn ques nust be adequabs .o 81 sure £at he
atwwe intaral Airceall noigs [evels 25 achisvee for all prapoaed Morthbeackh Esleic dwelirgs
Iccalsa wilh the 20 AMLE Conlewr for e Sunshine Coast firgort. Tne purpuss el Liig
Accuslic Dasig Griel s 10 wiysares Shal orcpozsd Metshessh Estate residenlial cwslling
dagigns are abkla 1 ehiada s apeeopoals asousta standards.

Rasidenlal dwallirgs o praxiily o oxistor ar prepased aircralt taka-off ! larding pall:s are
typizally construcled of comcicts blockeok sih high zrasdan windowa, aften deoble-blazsd.
Thiz type of consiruclivn is vel Lo peesics a bz kel af noise reauclion thraough e sxterns
fasrda, providing lewer intaral sircradt raise lowels,

CuA to the beech lecatios, the casigss proposed for Mormnbezsy Zelate ama generelly
ligntwe'gh: timker “remed beaach-styla nouses. oiten wit ieeed cel ngs snel esposed ratters.
Standard cemelramicn of 11is type typicaty providss oy “adckats naise resuclion thraugh
tea epdernal facexle ane roof £ neiling. 1t iz considerod 1ol adegquats nelze fed. clan can he
achieved shrough the rance of oropoeed residentisl conslruslion Lypcs by oortlcular aztentice
ler =cernal Farade coralreicn atrrdenea waing -he falkxwing :

= spedilic layes) of inkoral plesteroomd with savily Insu'stion,

= apctiallaed real-calling cevstruztien, apacifically aver nofag-asocead badrodms,

+«  fgh skancan singl: and docinle clazes wirdows andion se :undar\_\.- rerncnishle
glazing eyele~z

In order b advae arohiests and buiklers of the panicolar raguirenenls Toe ashieving <he
recnicg:] aerus i stahdand. sevesal dedon soidtons far 2udernal wells, w dows, loueres ane
realieel -ny structaes hive naer deviged. | is requaested that arch’-acks: soadlfor elieals ks
the core slie desion solutlae s offersd In s el ane rediea propasad designs to the sturdore
reggUlesl ke s3tisfy 4z Cout Drder. Then ¢lesigas are o be suomillad Lo Max Wwklers &
Arscipsoes lonseview and eeslfizalon o e suk-izg on for building sppraval.

Typical desigr. solalions w schigve lbe reguized agaustic etandsrd through the berna
fucade andl regl ©cekng #irasice are provadedd Relow for each facada comporeont.

2.0 Typleal Deslgn Salutlons

21 Exbernal Walls

All proposce onlornal wesl strusiurcs should be constrgsted with a miriqurn trber
stud width of 9Cnm e provida an zdequala caaly W L provlsicn af ngh-atancerd
osvty iagdlaticn

Incizalive rminivur: requirenents For exbama wa: malor ale de extasnal wal finish)
able bo orevida she requircd noisc atbenuat on orooeille s a Feavikled Baloa

[+




e [3vid loghes, Sohheacn ataee iy, S00.2
Re: Acasastic Pesige Bie T w Ancleeets 1ol L1200 TAR

7.8mon kibre Cemed ar thicke s or
I mibar Wiestaaroard. or
CIF I P o iicker; ar

Lighlweghl Metal sl v over B Fhre Semont, or thicker malsrial of
sirm Jar specifhs mass

Minimuns cavitr Asulaticn darsard foe ench wa | will be soacified by M Winder:
anc Asscoizes basad Jpoey soesific reduirgments for esch wall, L ag arca wal s
wall aniglead o shiciell neiss way 107 rogure Gy cavity ineulasion for noisy
athenualion parpo==s. The most aircrart o oise exposed wals W/l neceasitala tha ues
cf nigh stanciard Tmm w0 B5mme thickneess 820 [ealabion Hars,

H

Inbernal f nishes will be specified baesd upor e sazclic reqLiremants for 2ech wai.
Typically walle b “virg asreea will reguits only & &nge kayer of paeterpoard (foom
AGin o1& thckn=zss! o- a0 alternalive finish wale 1 achievs & similar specifis
ass fe,g, T3 orsimilan Tha recaires level of nolsa 2%kan-iahan threugn bacrocem
walls ey ke generally he &raisved with 5 5ngle layer of “Omm 1o 18mm ivsmal
plaseooard, Faomever, two layers of intarral paswebossl may b recuired for the
sl gircralt ralse sxpesad bedraamn valls.

2.2 Wind owrs

g 1 dra aspess of ivdividuzl windowes 2nd shisbdice pron'dad by swninga andicr
Lapees i Gore caliang, ararge of scouelc slandssds ao requiree frewn proposec
wilcaws, 11 Sore sAses e living ares windows Facing sowards the sc.oig,
slangard wrgle flagirg may provide gufficient coise oaduclicr poo fatisfy dhe
resquizeieals of the oyl Qwxler  However, somz windows wli nesdd Lo aet-eve a
bugh el nf npiga red.ston, seqLaing she provigion of Lhive. loainalad slegic glazing
in goue yaally coewmerclal guade framea cr doubla-glazed windose systerms.  Large
Brags ol yaing .0, wihcesz wallwind 7w shnnbd be awaided at Morthbeach Cslale, az
tha larger the wincow area, le: bigher the oige wslared ragquined.

Exparierca dictates Fat tha range of ucousle slzrdaeg requires for ke prepostd
dwe'ings can ke sulioved using avallzsle glasing ard frawing and  vericus
proprietary windaw Syetets  Deadle glazec ipteqral window unda aie caadily
suaitabe from Glames ard othar suppliers. A sllensl ve s e use & szcondery finc
o glszing willin ks window gill.

The wirdow sonstructon signdord fecurod sl bee spesfied for 2ach preposed
i .

Cnaznigticn resprrarnerds for alidiag gless doors well Lo se-elin Lo this for windows,
The desigr of large s7ding plaee das- areas, sspecially ol S =inem aneal, shold ke
svinided at Mordbheasn Eatste que to &fficulty in acweving e reqaired scaustic
standard for “arge ar=se of glszing. The sliding dear corgliuelicn standard rzgairee
wilf 2 s asified for eech prozosed siding s str.

Each residenge vl be =23eazad cezed oo ils sionilecl.ral g2giga and zpproprizte
stancards idaniif el



Yir 2evod Ilwehies, Magibbeach Batare A a2z
liar Avuushiz Tsicn Bricl o A sclinects Wl LrddiaTak

2.3 Tlhniker andlor Slass Louvraz

Thi kg o Himiee Icenveas 1 L gxirenal faes e o oedromms snd ey A= -5 fol
advocubed dues L poon nese dlleadaion proasties. &6 auch, it = redomriandad tha
T desgns o iuch: louvrcs whlgss @ s=condsry line of glezing s ocaled
intarnadly. Twe redesign opliice: we sugeesked thel arg aba ke orovida sufition:
naise recuclion Uoogh wall greds proposed B e Kuenes,

SRTIONA

Proposad louve aqoas mey oo subsldulec wilh eed ar operable glazng. Windows
of sny lype ‘a4, sliding sasement, hepoos Heed) may e constrrted, double-gfazsd
if requires, - acniewe -ha notszsory noist csduclian, [{this reslaaigr cpdion is
prefarrad 1hs whndow seougsic sbenesds delsikad 0 Saefen 22 apsly.

Rerrotaly controlled hopper wordeas gré 2 suilabls ceslgn shernstive for propozed
gab!a louvres *hal mairians nalutal wesblatlon thyoush the gasle area 2nd sllaws
sunlighl bo antar tha reom.

SUCTION 2

I the recesign of the proposed louwre sreas iz nod che pralance desgh aptien, @
secnndary, removabls ling of glazing may be inatallez to provide che edditicral
cofuired o se altencatior. The seconday line of glezig may be b tha fom of
ninmm Amm grass o 10mem Parapey attasnad o tha nsiae o 1ha L e be 3UNMES 1D
lan™ an alr cavity and semandany oo er layer. The combiEration of Enber ouvies
ek e nuise alkerudsion puerpuses), asproxinmate J00nm air gap and seccndacy
vt e BN glass of 100 Pecyass i predicted oo orovide en R ool
Appreiatately 5310 40 Thus tuoh asecondemy ling of glazing maw parmdl U uss o
firmiar louwres in surne cases, pul ned o e mest 8 -eaft nose eesnsed becroors.

Thiz sesondary line af revavable glocieg collon may sazisfy the raquirsments of 4z
Court Didar ane g ow L esidenls 1o incependenly chonass nebwee bettar natu-al
ventilation ard [rproved scousti amoniky.

.4 ol 1 Cialllng Stnaclura
24 Raked Caoilings

Dz o tho uswards zspoel of e ool § s ding sinstus and the proximiy o
Lo il b the propusee [uled? (03 aath, 2 righ evel of naise =lenuaiion is
requircd te sal sfy the Coud Ordo, Slesping seas direstly belnw tha moaf
cailing requice sligase higher uise sllcrdatios thmegin he reof fooeilieg
plrszuma then living sreea dua o the noed b poosds lweed wilemal sireraf
noiss levels in bedwoome. ndicsiive oo’ oailing sz res anlk i arhsee
I required noize stenuation ata provided be sy

-
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fult Lranvid Huighes. Mot oo Tylale F hln]:._ﬁl‘lﬁi
Tee. Awezialic Desipn Bries o Architess bel: LI&RIZPAR

_iving Area Raoof f Ceiling Suuclyne
v Caloaong Mets | #eaf oo Food Tile
v CIRCE nsula’an Blenset
v C1Emm Plagie beseed, or
18mim Fhy. or
Waltipka claetarkoand or
nr

Materal of rirnilar apectic n-ats

Piaring Structure

»  Lolorhencd ezl Roof o- Foot Tile

»  dkgm’ Flaxibe Aveastic Banler Sneet Sheet soprosoalch dum
triczk nasa to be tad sithar beky Solorbane o gheve cailirg @y

r GO Insudalon Blanksl

v 2 layers of 1601 Plaazard:osnd, or
12e Sy engl ihnm Plestercoans, or
Mlulzr sl al sin 2 sheolic raee

Thiz accustlc desiga ac-ubon will allow consisleal e’ ceileg monedrion
ermughet the Euildrg, with 113 adefion of 8 4’ Bt ArRUSHG Barnar
Shel genznlly only over slerping araas whane s reked waling & propesed.

242  Rool Cedfings with Void

Roo ¢ cohing sroslures wils vaid ceiinge ars able e achie: 5 geicantly
gredlar ruisd AGUEon GUe o 1 ger cavity sizz and oo abiity W noluce
o Enkulaticr mals <3l

Rezidencas proposad o have ol Longs wedl ypisally requins on’y a sing ¢
laye- of iSmmn plastarbaard, timber sanelng ar 2imila- a5 <he cefing el
beczies moce insuldticn car. ba prevced - e ool cavity  For pedroms
wilh weid cei’rgs it may Ec ooss. ble Lo ierawe the dmim Bo Jatic blarks! 804
provd de tao layare of plasie oowd Lo ack oy 1P reqiired a2oustic slaqdard.
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el Dsveicd | hagelias, “lotlenzch salc ey, D002
R Aot Plssizen s soehibeet Hel: g Pak

i0 Cortificaficn ProcadLre

Followirg review of iios Acausle Dogign Braf, archllacts shoakl atterpt 1o roorporate the
acauatiz dasigr soluticrs irlo preposed Bodbibeact Lsdaae dwellirs derigie Any aiffiouly in
intzgrat g :he requrad sooudlic desige slndsel ot e fesidzntias desicn andfo ary
allemadyve ssoualis casign sodtons shou'd bo discassed weh slal of Max Windars and
ngans abes such thal a ~utual’y accaptatda solutivee can ba 20 levenl

Archilects shivic izeue revised plzne to Mz Windais & Aszos ales. Rewacn deaigns wil be
assssaed by Mex Windere anc hescaisies for fing cadifedlen. I firlnar aroustic ceeign
Faildcations are commiderss] neceamary for cartFzation, Wios Windess al Assodaber wil
contacl ndrecuai archisesss to o:edeza options availekds Lo salisly e reguirerents o the
Court D,

i sueimary, the resquirarr ents for Euilding Sonstroction ir: jhe siciafl eeise allecied Lotz within
o AMEE S corrouar require specific consideration and witbesicer 10 detan. - e onae of
ealermat awn roe ansd large eava overhangs will lazzen e g eenerts for glazing snd wah
AC0LSLE sanckhrs,

Cach resicence wil ke 3585300 In detem-ine dezsign spacific corstincl an egulereanis o
alrzratt nois2 reduction. Tre abeye 5 prow ded a5 8 ganaee guida ealy a0d doas 0ol eflect
evelams hal will work oall Tnstancss

Youos sinuuely

Paul King
Seror Engirsa
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