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Executive Summary

In late 2019 and early 2020, Airservices Australia (Airservices) embarked on a national industry and community stakeholder
consultation, regarding draft Flight Path Design Principles (Principles). Principles are currently in place that guide decisionmaking, and this process was undertaken to renew and expand these Principles, to better support and foster a sustainable
aviation sector.
The draft Principles were based on four outcome areas – safety, environmental, community and operational. It was
intended that each of the final Principles would be accompanied by an Application Note which would describe the
standards, rules, criteria for decision-making, and monitoring of the implementation of that Principle.
The draft Principles are listed over page (Table 1). This report documents the suggestions made by industry and community
stakeholders, including on the draft Principles themselves, proposed new Principles, the priorities within the final Principles,
and the considerations that should be given to their application.

OVERVIEW OF THE NATIONAL CONSULTATION

Airservices and Newgate Communications developed and implemented a program of national consultation with community
and industry stakeholders across Australia from 13 January 2020 to 9 March 2020. The objective of this engagement was
to hear and understand stakeholder priorities and concerns across Australia regarding aviation.
Flight path decisions made by Airservices affect a very wide range of communities and industry groups. However not all
groups have the same level of understanding of flight path design and decision-making. The engagement activities had the
important task of building a general awareness of flight paths and airspace design considerations and constraints, and
ensuring that community and industry stakeholders could provide an informed contribution to the draft Principles.

Consultation objectives
The objectives of the consultation were as follows:
1. Share information on the draft Principles in a way that is timely and accessible
2. Engage a wide cross section of aviation stakeholders and the general public
3. Listen to a range of community and stakeholder views
4. Have a productive two-way exchange of information

5. Enable Airservices to finalise the Flight Path Design Principles for release.

Consultation method
Airservices used a range of consultation tools to achieve these objectives.
Face-to-face consultations

•
•
•

Industry stakeholder panels in Sydney, Newcastle and Brisbane

Community workshops in Rockhampton, Gold Coast, Launceston, Melbourne, Perth and Adelaide
Community pop-up stalls in Sydney and Brisbane

Online consultations

•
•
•

An Online Community Engagement Survey on the Engage Airservices platform
Written submissions

Quantitative Research

The data resulting from all consultations was robust and actionable.
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Outcome area
Safety

Environmental

Community

Operational

Draft
Principle

Description

1

The safety of air navigation must be the most important consideration.

2

Flight paths must be designed in accordance with Australian and International design
standards established in International Civil Aviation Organisation (ICAO) PANS-OPS 1 and
Australian Civil Aviation Safety Regulations Part 173.

3

Minimise the effect on the environment through designs that effectively manage emissions,
fuel consumption and greenhouse gases, limiting these wherever practicable.

4

To the extent practicable, protect areas of Matters of National Environmental Significance
(MNES), local cultural heritage and areas of natural beauty, considering the noise, emissions
and visual impacts of the change.

5

Design flight path changes that deliver efficiency while minimising the noise effects of aircraft
operations through continuous descent operations (CDO), continuous climb operations (CCO)
and unrestricted flight paths.

6

Noise should be concentrated as much as possible over non-residential and other non-noise
sensitive areas and establishments.

7

Where residential areas are exposed to noise, it should be fairly shared whenever feasible and
practicable.

8

Noise Abatement Procedures and Fly Neighbourly Procedures should be optimised to achieve
the lowest possible overall impact on the community.

9

Aircraft operations that are conducted at night or on weekends should be treated as being
more sensitive than those which occur during the daytime or on weekdays.

10

Both current and expected future noise exposure shall be taken into account when
considering flight path design changes.

11

To the extent practicable, distribute flight paths so that residential areas overflown by aircraft
arriving on a particular runway do not also experience overflight by aircraft departing from the
runway in the reciprocal direction.

12

Consider the impact of flight path options on airport capacity and overall network operations.

13

Flight paths will accommodate differing aircraft performance as specified in ICAO PANS-OPS.

14

Design flight paths to facilitate access to all eligible airspace users.

Table 1 - The draft Flight Path Design Principles
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CONCLUSIONS
The consultation process
The first conclusion was in relation to the consultation itself - Airservices’ consultation on the draft Principles was seen by
participants as an important step, and it was noted this consultation represented a ‘positive change’ in Airservices’ decisionmaking. In face-to-face sessions the upcoming changes to the aviation sector across Australia were described and understood.
There was broad agreement that Airservices should make a commitment to transparency. Once the Principles are finalised, it
was requested by participants that Airservices report on its future flight path decision-making processes, and if relevant, the
weight given to each Principle, and the different options that were considered.
Overall, this consultation program met the objectives described in this report. It secured a robust debate and dataset on the
draft Principles. A range of quantitative and qualitative data was obtained during this consultation process, providing an array of
perspectives on various topics, and these are described in this report.

Priorities for flight path decision-making
Quantitative Research
The MaxDiff research showed that, overall, the priorities for flight path decision-making are similar across different groups in
Australia:

•
•
•

Getting passengers safely to their destination

Having simple and predictable flight paths that make it easier for air traffic controllers to ensure safety and reliability

Reducing aircraft fuel consumption and greenhouse gas emissions (e.g. by direct routes).

The remaining issues in the top 5 priorities relate to travel and customer issues, for example reduced travel delays, reliable flights
and accommodating all eligible airspace users.
However, the Online Community Engagement Survey demonstrated that, for those people that do consider themselves to
be impacted by flight paths and aircraft noise, their ideas and concerns relate most to prioritising those draft Principles with
community outcomes. Similarly, in the Quantitative Research, for those people that have negative views of flight paths, 30%
of these people relate their concern to noise and flight paths over residential areas, and another 5% feel the flight paths do not
consider impacts to communities.
Face-to-face engagement and written submissions
In the face-to-face consultations, there was a strong view that safety outcomes should be overriding and non-negotiable in
decision-making. There was agreement that denoting a specific order in the description of the final Principles, after safety
considerations, would indicate a priority for decision-making. The idea of prioritising one outcome area over another was
problematic for most participants.
Broadly, industry stakeholders had a stronger focus on safety and operational outcomes. They queried the preference that some
people had in relation to environmental outcomes and noted that the results of this national consultation would be useful to
better understand this issue and its relative priority.
In industry panel discussions and submissions, the view was expressed that the draft Principles must not have an adverse
impact on airport capacity or network operations, which would create a negative impact on the growth in aviation, and related
economic impacts. It was noted that some community opinions and expectations, and the operational realities of aircraft
movement, do not always align.
All participants expressed a concern that decisions requiring a trade-off in draft Principles (for example environment or
community outcomes) must consider thoroughly the consequences of the decision - across both community and industry.
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An opportunity to adopt improved technology
A theme across both industry and the community discussions was the opportunity to address the need for increased
investment in innovation and technology. Specifically, whether flight paths that require advanced technology could be
preferenced? It was assumed that improved technology leads to quieter planes with improved environmental outcomes.

In relation to the draft Principles themselves
• Some of the draft Principles contained both decision-making guidance, and information on the application of that

•
•
•
•

Principle. Participants suggested that the latter information be moved to the Application Notes.

Community workshop participants proposed a draft Principle to consider community safety with regard to health – the
psychological impacts of noise and the impacts of emissions.

Climate change was an important consideration, as shown in the Quantitative Research, both MaxDiff and open-ended
questions, the community pop-up stalls, and some workshop participants. For some people it was the most important
consideration.
The remaining issues in the top 5 priorities relate to travel and customer issues, for example reduced travel delays,
reliable flights, accommodating all eligible airspace users.
The draft Principles were inconsistent in language, incorporating a range of words that require further definition
including:

∘
∘
∘
∘
∘
∘
∘
∘

In consideration
Minimise

Wherever practicable

To the extent practicable
Fairly

Should

As much as possible

Whenever feasible and practicable.

Participants suggested ways to reduce this.

•
•

An opportunity to simplify the environment and community considerations was discussed, to consider the impact on
local environment, social and cultural assets, using the Application Notes to support further, detailed instruction.
Participants generally agreed that draft Principle 7 (Where residential areas are exposed to noise, it should be fairly
shared whenever feasible and practicable) was problematic. The reasons included:

∘
∘
∘

The concept of ‘fairly shared’ means different things to different people, and as part of this there are concepts such
as ‘when people purchased a property’, ‘new aviation infrastructure and flight paths’, and ‘what constitutes fair’
That communities would have an opinion on this topic, and that during community consultations, different areas
could reach different conclusions on this matter
The process should be to discover local community values and circumstances and develop specific plans. The
proposed Application Notes were identified as the best place to address this concept.

As a final note, this report describes the issues and ideas raised by participants, however it does not provide the technical
response by Airservices to the subject of this consultation. Actions in regards to the final Flight Path Design Principles will be
reported separately by Airservices.
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1. Overview
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1.1 CONSULTATION ACTIVITIES
Consultation activities were conducted between 14 January 2020 and 9 March 2020.
INDUSTRY STAKEHOLDER PANELS
Three industry stakeholder panels lasting two hours each were held in Sydney, Brisbane and Newcastle (20 to 22
January 2020), so that participants who represent or work in aviation, or associated industries, could provide input
on the draft Principles.
COMMUNITY WORKSHOPS
Six community workshops were held in Rockhampton, Gold Coast, Launceston, Melbourne, Perth and Adelaide
(29 January to 6 February 2020). Lasting two and a half hours each the workshops were designed to elicit
qualitative feedback from the community, to inform the final Principles with community priorities and values. The
workshops had both stakeholders who nominated to participate, and others who were recruited to participate.
This ensured the consultation included participants who were broadly representative of the wider community.
COMMUNITY POP-UP STALLS
Two, two-hour long community pop-up stalls were held in Brisbane and Sydney (16 January 2020). These were
designed to target community members at shopping centres located near major flight paths. Passing shoppers
completed a short form survey, to enable a broad understanding of their priorities in relation to flight paths.
ONLINE COMMUNITY (ENGAGE PLATFORM) SURVEY
A dedicated project page on the Engage Airservices online platform, hosted information and the short form
survey. The survey enabled a wide group of stakeholders to participate. It was promoted to community
stakeholders registered with Airservices Noise Complaints and Information Service, and who had contacted
Airservices regarding aircraft noise related matters. The Online Community Engagement Survey was open from
14 January to 9 February 2020, and for an additional consultation from 24 February to 9 March 2020.
WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS
Industry and community stakeholders were also provided with the option to submit a written submission. The
stakeholders who provided written submissions included those who could not attend an industry panel or
community workshop, and those who wanted to follow-up on their participation with a written submission.
QUANTITATIVE RESEARCH
National Quantitative Research was conducted from 13 to 17 January 2020. The online research survey was
provided to recruited participants to seek detailed community ideas and sentiments from a representative sample
of the national population. This included people from regional and metropolitan areas, frequent and infrequent
flyers, people who live near airports, people of different age groups, and those identifying with carer and disability
characteristics.
BRIEFINGS OF STAKEHOLDER GROUPS
A number of stakeholders requested separate briefings (conducted face-to-face where possible):

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Community Aviation Consultative Groups – Various dates
Department of Infrastructure – 21 November 2019
Regional Aviation Association of Australia – 28 January 2020
Tasmanian Department of State Growth – 29 January 2020
Brimbank Council – 29 January 2020
Northern Midlands Council – 30 January 2020
Moorabbin Airport – 5 February 2020
Western Sydney Airport – 6 February 2020.
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1.2 REACTION TO THE CONSULTATION ON DRAFT PRINCIPLES

Airservices’ consultation on the draft Principles was seen by participants as an important step, and it was noted this
consultation represented a ‘positive change’ in Airservices’ decision-making. In face-to-face sessions, the upcoming
changes to the aviation sector across Australia were described and understood.
The next steps to finalise the draft
Principles, and the communication
and engagement around that
process, was seen by industry and
community as being important.

“Two members of the CACG and the Chair attended a
community workshop in Melbourne. The information
provided at the workshop was well presented and
in plain English. The facilitator and Airservices
speaker were open and respectful. That was a big
move forward from previous Airservices consultation
activities …and we hope it will be a sustained
change.”

1.3 RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF A RANGE OF FLIGHT PATH VARIABLES

In the Quantitative Research and the Online Community Engagement Survey, participants were asked to consider and
compare the most important variables in designing a good flight path. These variables, and how they relate to the draft
Principles are described in Appendix A -1,032 Quantitative Research surveys and 2,178 Online Community Engagement
Surveys were completed.
One of the tools used in the consultation was a statistical research survey called a ‘MaxDiff’, to obtain a relative ranking of
importance of a range of variables that were contained in the draft Flight Path Design Principles. The MaxDiff software is an
analysis and trade-off tool that determines the relative importance of a large number of specific variables.
Of the 22 variables that relate to the draft Principles (described in Section 2), those most important to the survey participants
are listed below in Table 2 (in order).
Quantitative Research

Online Community Engagement Survey

1. Getting passengers safely to their destination

1. Avoiding aircraft noise at night (i.e. between 11pm and 6am)

2. Having simple and predictable flight paths that make it easier
to ensure safety and reliability

2. Minimising the overall amount of plane noise heard on the
ground

3. Reducing aircraft fuel consumption and greenhouse gas
emissions

3. Spreading aircraft noise evenly across different suburbs to
share the impact

4. Having efficient flight paths to reduce tarmac delays and
improve flight reliability

4. Avoiding flying over high density residential areas

5. Ensuring airspace is available for all eligible airspace users

5. Getting passengers safely to their destination

6. Avoiding flying over high density residential areas

6. Having simple and predictable flight paths that make it easier
for air traffic controllers to ensure safety and reliability

7. Having flight paths that maximise airport and airline efficiency
to reduce costs

7. Ensuring suburbs are only impacted by take-offs or landings
(but not both)

8. Planning appropriately for future increases or decreases in the
number of flights at an airport

8. Avoiding flying over low density residential areas

Table 2 - MaxDiff priorities (Source: Newgate Research Quantitative Research report, March 2020)

Considering the variables relating to aircraft noise
In the Quantitative Research, ‘avoiding aircraft noise at night’ and ‘minimising the overall amount of noise heard on the
ground’ were moderately important variables - they were ranked 10th and 11th respectively. Participants were significantly
more concerned with noise at night, rather than noise on the weekend (which was ranked 21st).
The question was also presented to the community workshops and industry stakeholder panels – however the data set is
considered to be too small to be significant.
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Table 3 lists how all variables ranked across the:

•
•

Quantitative Research

•
•
•
•

spreading aircraft noise evenly across different suburbs to share the impact

Online Community Engagement Survey.

Table 3 also shows the issue of noise to be far more important for those people who chose to undertake the Online
Community Engagement Survey. These participants prioritised:
minimising the overall amount of plane noise heard on the ground
avoiding aircraft noise at night

avoiding flying over high density residential areas.

Spreading noise evenly across suburbs, rather than concentrating it in specific areas, was not an important issue for most
Quantitative Research survey participants, however Online Community Engagement Survey participants strongly preferred
for aircraft noise to be spread more evenly.
In the Online Community Engagement Survey, 6 of the 8 top priorities relate to community outcomes and noise. Ensuring
suburbs are only impacted by take-offs or landings (but not both), ranked 14th in the Quantitative Research, and 7th in the
Online Community Engagement Survey.
Both groups indicated a preference to avoid high-density residential areas. Similarly both groups considered it to be least
important to avoid aircraft noise over industrial areas as well as sports facilities and community spaces.

MAXDIFF RESULTS FROM SPECIFIC SEGMENTS

The priorities for participants in the Quantitative Research who lived within a 50km radius of an airport
were ranked the
CONT’D
same as all other participants across Australia. Their proximity to an airport did not result in differing views in relation to the
importance of each variable.
Relative importance (%)

1 Getting passengers safely to their destination
Having simple and predictable flight paths that make it easier for air traffic controllers to ensure safety and
2
reliability
• Q5.
Please select what you think is the most important factor and the least important factor in designing a good flight path?
3 Reducing aircraft fuel consumption and greenhouse gas emissions (e.g. by direct routes)
• Base: All of Australia (n=1,024), Surrounding suburbs (n=524), Online engagement (n=2,178)

All of
AU

Surround.
Online
Suburb engagement

29

29

10

10

4

8

8

2

4 Having efficient flight paths to reduce tarmac delays and improve flight reliability
Ensuring airspace is available for all eligible airspace users inc. helicopters, unmanned aerial vehicles, &
5
light aircraft
6 Avoiding flying over high density residential areas

6

6

2

5

5

1

5

5

14

7 Having flight paths that maximise airport and airline efficiency to reduce costs

5

5

1

8 Planning appropriately for future increases or decreases in the number of flights at an airport

5

5

3

9 Allowing direct flight routes to shorten flight times

4

4

1

10 Avoiding aircraft noise at night (i.e. between 11pm and 6am)

4

4

17

11 Minimising the overall amount of plane noise heard on the ground

3

3

16

12 Spreading aircraft noise evenly across different suburbs to share the impact

2

2

16

13 Concentrating aircraft noise in select suburbs to reduce the number of suburbs affected

2

2

1

14 Ensuring suburbs are only impacted by take-offs or landings (but not both)

2

2

4

15 Avoiding flying over low density residential areas

2

2

4

16 Avoiding flying over beaches, estuaries and other coastal areas

1

1

1

17 Avoiding flying over Indigenous cultural sites

1

1

1

18 Avoiding flying over agricultural land

1

1

1

19 Avoiding flying over national parks

1

1

1

20 Avoiding flying over sports facilities and open community spaces

1

1

1

21 Avoiding aircraft noise on the weekend

1

1

3

22 Avoiding flying over industrial areas

1

1

0

7

Most important

Ranking

Factor

Least important

Top 5 most important aspects

Table 3 - Results of the comparison of flight path design variables (Source: Newgate Research Quantitative Research report, March 2020)
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2. S
 takeholder consultation
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SAFETY OUTCOMES

2.1 Principle 1
The safety of air navigation must be the most important
consideration.

MaxDiff variables relating to
this draft Principle:
•

Getting passengers safely
to their destination

•

Having simple and
predictable flight paths
that make it easier for air
traffic controllers to ensure
safety and reliability

Summary of feedback
•
•
•

•
•
•

Safety was accepted as the most important draft Principle in
the community workshops, the industry stakeholder panels
and the Quantitative Research.
Safety was not the most important variable for flight path
design for the Online Community Engagement Survey
participants.

Participants considered whether safety should be included as
a draft Principle, the suggestion being that compliance with
safety was inherent and expected. Others suggested it was
important to explicitly state that the first flight path design
consideration is safety.
Discussion across different workshops related to suggestions
for a new draft Principle regarding the safety of communities
on the ground, including the design process to address the
physical and mental health aspects of overhead flight paths.

Participants expressed a wider view that where safety
resulted in other draft Principles being unable to be
implemented, it should be described why the paths were not
safe, and what made the chosen flight paths sufficiently safer.
A new draft Principle was suggested, referring to on ground
safety, as opposed to safety for flight customers - ‘Flight
paths to facilitate community safety, particularly where buffer
zones are limited and residential areas are nearby, regarding
emissions and noise’.
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•
•
•
•
•
•

•

•

Community workshops

Draft Principle 1 should be expanded to explicitly
account for community impact relating to noise
exposure, aircraft crash, fuel dumping or exposure.
Alternately, a standalone draft Principle is
recommended.

•
•

The draft Safety Principles should have clear,
measurable criteria that can subsequently be
communicated to participants.

Where safety resulted in flight path design options
being discounted, and as a result other draft
Principles were unable to be met, this analysis should
be documented.

•

Alternatively, it is important to state explicitly that the
primary flight path design consideration was safety.

•

Compliance with safety is a clear, legislated
expectation and therefore to be included as a draft
Principle was unnecessary.

•

Community pop-up stalls

There was no explicit mention of safety.

Submissions and briefings

The safety of community members who experience
aviation noise should be considered.

•
•
•

Industry stakeholder panels

Draft Principle 1 and Principle 2 overlap with draft
Principle 13.

The safety of the general public to be included as a
new Principle or absorbed within an existing draft
Principle.

Quantitative Research

The most important variable when designing flight
paths was: ‘getting passengers safely to their
destination’ (29% relative importance).

The 2nd most important variable (at 10% relative
importance) was, ‘having simple and predictable
flight paths that make it easier to ensure safety and
reliability.

‘Safety first’ was 27% of comments provided to
the open ended question ‘how flight paths can best
consider the variables that are most important to
participants’.

Online Community Engagement Survey

‘Getting passengers safely to their destination’ was
the 5th most important variable when designing flight
paths.
‘Having simple and predictable flight paths that make
it easier to ensure safety and reliability’ registered as
equal 6th most important variable.
‘Safety first’ was 12% of comments provided to
the open ended question ‘how flight paths can best
consider the variables that are most important to
participants’.

“Flight paths to facilitate
community safety, particularly
where buffer zones are limited
and residential areas are nearby,
regarding emissions and noise.”

“Safety is paramount and I don’t
think you’ll find anyone that
disagrees, however, passenger
safety should never trump
community safety. They are
equally as important.”
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SAFETY OUTCOMES

2.2 Principle 2

MaxDiff variables relating to
this draft Principle:
•

There were no MaxDiff
variables relating to this
draft Principle

Flight paths must be designed in accordance with
Australian and International design standards established
in International Civil Aviation Organisation (ICAO) PANSOPS and Australian Civil Aviation Safety Regulations Part
173.

Summary of feedback
•
•
•
•
•

Technical jargon should be avoided if possible as the draft
Principles should be accessible to the general community.
Where the use of technical language cannot be avoided,
definitions should be provided.

Clarification was sought on how the international safety
standards are set, Australia’s role in developing international
safety standards, and if there was accountability in relation to
implementing international standards.
Can the community participate in a review of International
Civil Aviation Organisation /Australian Civil Aviation Safety
Regulations design standards?

The standards that Airservices must meet do not need to be
outlined in the draft Principle. As such, this draft Principle
could be concluded with a full stop after the word ‘standards’.
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•

•
•

•

•
•
•

Community workshops

The final Principles should be accessible to the
general community and should avoid the use of
technical language, or provide accompanying
definitions of the technical terms ICAO PANS-OPS
and Australian CASR 173.

•
•

Clarification was sought on how the international
safety standards are set, and Australia’s role in
developing international safety standards.

Is there any accountability in relation to implementing
international standards?

Community pop-up stalls

There was no explicit mention of safety.

Industry stakeholder panels

If draft Principle 2 and draft Principle 13 are to be
public facing, they must be accompanied by a nontechnical explanation.

Draft Principle 2 could be concluded with a full stop
after the word ‘standards’.

Quantitative Research

•

There was no explicit mention of this draft Principle.

•

There was no explicit mention of this draft Principle.

Online Community Engagement Survey

Submissions and briefings

Can the community influence any review of
Airservices/ICAO?

Draft Principle 2 overlaps with draft Principle 13.

New wording suggested: ‘Flight paths must be
designed to meet relevant Australian and international
regulations and standards’.

“Whilst ICAO may recommend a
certain procedure for a ‘perfect’
flight path design from a technical
perspective, [Airservices]
must strive to ensure balance
and respite is achieved when
planning to permanently degrade
environmentally sensitive areas
and human communities through
compounding exposure to aircraft
noise and emissions.”
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ENVIRONMENTAL OUTCOMES

2.3 Principle 3

MaxDiff variables relating to
this draft Principle:
•

Reducing aircraft fuel
consumption and
greenhouse gas emissions
(e.g. by direct routes)

Minimise the effect on the environment through designs
that effectively manage emissions, fuel consumption and
greenhouse gases, limiting these wherever practicable.

Summary of feedback
•
•

•
•
•

Most conversations acknowledged people have differing
priorities, and there will be difficulties in achieving a balance
between the impact of a flight path on the environment and
community outcomes for noise over residential land.

The variable to ‘reduce aircraft fuel consumption and
greenhouse gas emissions’ however was a strong priority for
participants across Australia, ranking highly in the Quantitative
Research MaxDiff exercise and in the free text comments.
It was notable in the pop-up community discussions as the
most important variable (25 out of 71 surveys) and over 50%
had it ranked either 1st or 2nd (44 out of 71).
Participants in the Online Community Engagement Survey
had a different view, with this variable the 11th priority with
2% relative importance.

The use of qualifiers in the draft Principles, such as ‘wherever
practicable’, was seen as unnecessary, described as ‘noncommittal language’ that does not assist.
The ‘environment’ outcome should be expanded to
‘environment and climate’ outcome.
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•
•
•

•
•

Community workshops

There needs to be a balance achieved between the
impact of a flight path on the environment and an
increase in noise over residential land.

The ‘environment’ outcome should be expanded to
be an ‘environment and climate’ outcome.
Draft Principle 3 links to draft Principle 12 as more
efficient flight paths are better for the environment.

Community pop-up stalls

‘Reducing aircraft fuel consumption and greenhouse
emissions’ was the most important variable to
consider when designing flight paths out of the five
options, for 25 out of 71 people.
Over half of participants indicated it was their 1st or
2nd priority (44 out of 71).

Submissions and briefings

•
•

The term ‘practicable’ should be deleted.

•

All definitions of ‘environment’ should be extended to
include the human environment.

•
•
•

•

•
•
•
•

•
•

The prioritisation of this Principle may come at the
expense of the community experiencing aircraft noise.

Limiting fuel consumption is not desirable if it results
in a concentration of noise over a community.

•

There should be clarification on the perceived conflict
between flight efficiency (in draft Principle 5) and
noise minimisation – for example more direct flight
paths may achieve a reduction in emissions, but fly
over populated areas.

•

Draft Principles 3 and 5 should be combined.

There should be specific emissions targets and
emissions standards addressed in the Application
Notes, and with legislation.

Industry stakeholder panels

Clarity was sought on how draft Principle 3 and draft
Principle 5 will be considered when the application of
one affects the outcomes of the other.
Are international standards regarding environmental
impact available, to guide how draft Principle 3 is to
be applied?
Draft Principle 3 could be amended to include air
traffic control managed impacts.

Fuel burn (referred to in the environment outcome
Principles) should also be considered as an
operations outcome Principle.

Quantitative Research

‘Reducing aircraft fuel consumption and greenhouse
gas emissions’ was the 3rd most important variable
when designing good flight paths.

‘Reduce pollution / gas emissions / fuel use / protect
environment’ was the theme of 15% of comments
provided to the open ended question, ‘how flight
paths can best consider the factors that are most
important to participants’.

Online Community Engagement Survey

‘Reducing aircraft fuel consumption and greenhouse
gas emissions’ was considered a less important
priority, tied to the 11th most important variable when
designing good flight paths.

Reduce pollution / gas emissions / fuel use / protect
environment’ was the theme of 12% of comments
provided to the open ended question ‘how flight paths
can best consider the variables that are most important
to participants’.

“It is important that flight paths
are environmentally friendly and
ensure efficiency and they can
be adapted to future capacity
demands and new aircraft.”

“In many instances this would be
achieved at the expense of the
community Principles.”

Airservices Australia Stakeholder Consultation Outcomes Summary
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ENVIRONMENTAL OUTCOMES

2.4 Principle 4
To the extent practicable, protect areas of Matters of
National Environmental Significance (MNES), local cultural
heritage and areas of natural beauty, considering the noise,
emissions and visual impacts of the change.

Summary of feedback
•

•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•

The relative importance of this draft Principle is varied.
Participant suggestions ranged in sentiment and included:

∘
∘

It is not needed

∘

The protection of these sites is essential for tourism.

Planes should fly over sites such as beaches and parks as
the impact is of limited duration

MaxDiff variables relating to
this draft Principle:
•

Avoiding flying over
Indigenous cultural sites

•

Avoiding flying over
national parks

•

Avoiding flying over
sports facilities and open
community spaces

•

Avoiding flying over
beaches, estuaries and
other coastal areas

•

Avoiding flying over
agricultural land

•

Avoiding flying over
industrial areas

There was no variable relating
to ‘Matters of National
Environmental Significance’

There were six variables relating to draft Principle 4 that
were ranked using the MaxDiff analysis. In the Quantitative
Research, these variables each received a relative importance
of 1%.
Participants requested clarity on the term ‘areas of natural
beauty’ and ‘local cultural heritage’. Many indicated the terms
were vague and a ‘broad net’. Participants suggested that the
sites to be protected should be those that are recognised by
an authority.

The term ‘areas of natural beauty’ in draft Principle 4 is too
general, and needs to have a defined limit that Airservices
would apply, to be able to consider this Principle.

How will the community be involved in identifying sites being
‘areas of natural beauty’ or ‘local cultural heritage’?

Does the term ‘to the extent practicable’ in draft Principle 4
only account for safety, or does it consider community views?
Participants generally indicated that flying over agricultural
land and industrial lands was preferred. This was similarly
reflected in both the Quantitative Research and Online
Community Engagement Survey.
The Application Notes to refer to the objectives of the
Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act
1999 regarding social impact – communities should be
considered within this draft Principle as well.
It was suggested that a specific reference to protecting
wildlife (particularly birdlife) be considered as part of the
wording of this draft Principle.

Airservices Australia Stakeholder Consultation Outcomes Summary
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•
•
•
•
•
•

Community workshops

The term ‘to the extent practicable’ in Principle 4 is ‘soft
or non-committal’ language and should be replaced by
a term with more certainty such as ‘must’.
A definition is needed for ‘areas of natural beauty’ and
‘local cultural heritage’ - suggesting these terms are too
vague.
Who can determine which sites qualify as ‘areas of
natural beauty’ or ‘local cultural heritage’?

How will the community to be involved in identifying
these sites?
If a plane reaches a certain altitude and there are
no defined noise impacts, it is immaterial what area
it is flying over. The impact, if there is one, is also
temporary.

Participants provided varied responses on the relative
importance of this draft Principle:

∘
∘

•

•
•
•

Some suggested that it was not needed, and planes
should fly over sites such as beaches and parks.
Others suggested the protection of these sites was
essential for tourism (and thus economic) purposes.

•
•
•
•

•
•
•

Community pop-up stalls

When asked to list the 3 most important variables when
designing flight paths ‘avoid flying over national parks’
and ‘avoid flying over beaches, estuaries and other
coastal areas’ were the 2nd most important variables (35
people).

‘Avoiding flying over Indigenous cultural sites’ and
‘avoiding flying over sports facilities and open community
spaces’ were the tied 4th most important variable (28
people).
‘Avoiding flying over agricultural land’ and ‘avoiding
flying over industrial land’ were 5th and 6th with 14
and 8 people indicating they were the most important
variables.
Discussions noted that fauna and wildlife should be
considered as they can’t protect themselves.

Submissions and briefings

•
•
•

Industry stakeholder panels

The term ‘areas of natural beauty’ in draft Principle 4 is
too general and could become a very ‘low bar’.
This discussion focused on what limitations and/or
definitions Airservices may apply to the consideration
of ‘areas of national beauty’.

Enquiry as to whether the inability to achieve draft
Principle 4 would be considered a fatal flaw to a flight
path - if a flight path cannot conform to this Principle
does this mean it will not be allowed?

Need to ensure consistent use of the word ‘change’ in
each of the draft Principles 4, 5, and 10.

Quantitative Research

The 6 variables relating to draft Principle 4 were
ranked using the MaxDiff analysis.

Each of these 6 variables received a relative
importance of 1% and were in the bottom half of the
variables.

‘Protect the environment’ or similar was 15% of
comments provided to the open ended question ‘how
flight paths can best consider the variables that are
most important to participants’.

Online Community Engagement Survey

Of the 6 variables relating to draft Principle 4 which
were ranked using the MaxDiff analysis all received 1%
relative importance bar ‘avoiding flying over industrial
areas’.
‘Avoiding flying over industrial areas’ received 0%.

‘Protect environment’ or similar was 12% of comments
provided to the open ended question ‘how flight paths
can best consider the variables that are most important
to participants’.
“Those who live in flight path
affected residential areas must be
afforded places that offer natural
quiet to escape the noise of their
everyday lives.”

•
•
•
•

The term ‘practicable’ should be deleted in draft Principle 4.

•

The objectives of the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 regarding social impact should be
considered, that is the potential for impact on communities.

•

Does the term ‘to the extent practicable’ in draft Principle 4 only account for safety or does it consider community views?
Clearly state that areas of National Environmental Significance are a priority in the draft Principles.

Draft Principle 4 and the words ‘to the extent practicable’ may be inconsistent with EPBC Act which has the unqualified
objective “to provide for the protection of the environment, especially those aspects of the environment that are matters of
national environmental significance”.

This draft Principle should be expanded to include the consideration of impacts to communities and tourism.

Airservices Australia Stakeholder Consultation Outcomes Summary
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ENVIRONMENTAL OUTCOMES

2.5 Principle 5
Design flight path changes that deliver efficiency while
minimising the noise effects of aircraft operations through
continuous descent operations (CDO), continuous climb
operations (CCO) and unrestricted flight paths.

MaxDiff variables relating to
this draft Principle:
•

Minimising the overall
amount of plane noise
heard on the ground

•

Reducing aircraft fuel
consumption and
greenhouse gas emissions

Summary of feedback
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The terms ‘CDO’, ‘CCO’ and ‘unrestricted flight paths’ are
confusing and inaccessible terms for the general community.

The order of these terms in the draft Principle should be
swapped – continuous climb operations before continuous
descent operations (as the noise and environment impacts for
a climb are a higher order priority than descent).
Participants suggest CDO, CCO and unrestricted flight paths
are strategies for achieving a Principle, rather than forming a
Principle in their own right.
Generally, industry stakeholders agreed with the draft
Principle and requested that it be considered alongside the
consideration of (avoiding) flying over communities.

The term minimising should be replaced with ‘and noise
minimisation’ to achieve a balance with efficiency. ‘Efficiency’
should not be the primary consideration.
The greenhouse benefits of this draft Principle are supported
by the community in the Quantitative Research (third priority)
and to a lesser extent ‘minimising the overall amount of plane
noise heard on the ground’ (11th priority).
For the Online Community Engagement Survey ‘minimising
the overall amount of plane noise heard on the ground’
recorded 16% relative importance and was the 2nd most
important consideration when designing good flight paths.
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•
•

•

•
•

•
•

•
•

Community workshops

The terms ‘CDO, CCO and unrestricted flight paths’ in
draft Principle 5 are confusing and inaccessible for the
general community.
Draft Principle 3 and draft Principle 5 should
be merged to read, ‘minimise the effect on the
environment through efficient designs that effectively
manage noise, emissions, fuel consumption and
greenhouse gases, limiting these wherever possible’.
Draft Principle 5 could be considered as an
operational outcomes Principle.

Community pop-up stalls

‘Minimising the amount of aircraft noise that is heard
on the ground by people’ was the most important
variable for 16 participants, and 2nd most important
variable for a further 14 participants.

When selecting the three most important variables
from seven options ‘avoid flying over residential areas’
was the priority with 58 of 71 people recording it as a
top three priority.

•
•
•
•

•
•
•

Submissions and briefings

Draft Principle 5 should be reworded and moved to
the community outcomes category.

Efficiency and noise minimisation should be balanced
in draft Principle 5 rather than efficiency being the
primary consideration. CDA and CDO are strategies
for achieving a Principle, rather than forming a
Principle in their own right.

It is assumed that ‘efficiency’ in the context of draft
Principle 5 refers to length of the flight path route, and
it is not clear how the community and environmental
impacts are to be considered.
There should be clarification on the potential conflict
between efficiency and noise minimisation.

•
•
•

Industry stakeholder panels

Draft Principle 5 enables draft Principle 3. The context
regarding the application of each of these Principles is
therefore important.
Aircraft delay from the point of departure should be
included as a consideration in draft Principle 5.

The terms should be swapped so that CCO is the first
term and CDO is the second term.
Draft Principle 5 could be considered as a safety
outcomes Principle.

Quantitative Research

The variable, ‘minimising the overall amount of plane noise
heard on the ground’ was the 11th most important variable
when designing good flight paths.
The variable, ‘reducing aircraft fuel consumption and
greenhouse gas emissions’ was the 3rd most important
variable when designing good flight paths.

‘Reduce pollution/gas emissions/fuel use/protect
environment’ was 15% of comments provided and
‘flight reliability and efficiency’ was 8% of comments
provided to the open ended question ‘how flight paths
can best consider the variables that are most important to
participants’.

Online Community Engagement Survey

The variable, ‘minimising the overall amount of plane noise
heard on the ground’ was the 2nd most important variable
when designing flight paths.
‘Reducing aircraft fuel consumption and greenhouse
gas emissions’ was not in the top eight most important
variables.

‘Reduce noise’ or similar was 33% of comments provided
to the open ended question ‘how flight paths can
best consider the variables that are most important to
participants’.
“Principle 5 should be clear that
CCOs are a higher priority that CDA’s
for both noise and fuel/environment
impacts.”

“CDO and CCOs, if achieved
through RNP-AR (“Smarttracking”) can result in almost
continuous noise and insufferable
pain for residential groups who
normally get some relief by the
natural spread of non-RNP flight
tracks.”
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“The proposal of unrestricted flight
paths is contrary to long established
flight paths and Noise Abatement
Procedures (NAPs) to manage the
impact of aircraft noise on residential
areas around airports.”
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COMMUNITY OUTCOMES

2.6 Principle 6

MaxDiff variables relating to
this draft Principle:
•

Avoiding flying over high
density residential areas

•

Avoiding flying over low
density residential areas

Noise should be concentrated as much as possible over
non-residential and other non-noise sensitive areas and
establishments.

Summary of feedback
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

There was broad agreement with draft Principle 6 across the
different forums.

A concern that the inclusion of the text in the Principle ‘as
much as possible’ could mean this Principle is overlooked or
considered to a lesser extent.

It was recommended that this Principle examine the need to
reduce the health impacts that occur as a result of excessive
exposure to aircraft noise.
Draft Principle 6 should also recognise that natural, nonresidential areas may still be noise sensitive.
‘Non-residential’ and ‘non-noise sensitive areas and
establishments’ are not clear terms and require further
definition in the Application Notes.

The intent of draft Principle 6 was viewed as a priority in the
Quantitative Research. The variable ‘avoid flying over high
density residential areas’ was the 6th most important variable.
‘Avoid flying over low density residential areas’ was much less
important to Research participants.
However these variables were viewed as being far more
important by the participants on the Online Community
Engagement Survey where ‘avoid flying over high density
residential areas’ was the 4th most important consideration,
and ‘avoid flying over low density residential areas’ was the
6th most important consideration.

Airservices Australia Stakeholder Consultation Outcomes Summary
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•
•
•

Community workshops

The language used throughout the community
outcome draft Principles could be seen as ‘soft’ and
as a result this Principle could be overlooked.
Community outcomes Principles should explicitly
mention the need to reduce health implications that
occur as a result excessive exposure to plane noise.

∘
∘
∘

•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•

Housing density was approached from a range of
participant perspectives:

∘

•

•

low density would result in less people being
affected

low density is generally quieter so exposure to
noise would have a greater impact

high density would increase the number of people
affected
housing density is irrelevant, as noise exposure is
still occurring and should be avoided altogether.

•
•
•

Community pop-up stalls

‘Minimising the amount of aircraft noise that is heard
on the ground by people’ was the most important
variable for 16 people of 71, and 2nd most important
variable for a further 14 people.

When selecting the three most important variables
from seven options ‘avoid flying over residential areas’
was the favourite with 58 of 71 people recording it as
a top three priority.
A number of people that did not complete the survey
offered anecdotal comments relating to the need to
improve noise management.
Bodies of water were the 4th most important area to
avoid.

Submissions and briefings

Draft Principle 6 should state that natural, nonresidential areas may be noise sensitive.

Schools should never be exposed to aircraft noise.
Flight paths should not go over suburbs that were
established before an airport was built.
The terms ‘non-residential’ and ‘non-noise sensitive
areas and establishments’ are not clear.

This draft Principle should consider the community
value that is associated with social and cultural sites.
There should be a clear definition of what a noise
sensitive site is.
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•
•
•

Industry stakeholder panels

The final Principles must be simple and clear, and
understood without further explanations.

The term ‘non-residential areas’ in draft Principle 6 is
too vague.

The community outcomes Principles should be listed
before the environmental outcomes Principles. Other
participants disagreed with this suggestion.

Quantitative Research

The variable ‘avoid flying over high density residential
areas’ was the 6th most important consideration with
5% relative importance.
The variable ‘avoid flying over low density residential
areas’ was less important and recorded 2% relative
importance.

‘Reducing or minimising aircraft noise’ was 14% and
‘need to avoid flying over residential areas’ was 11%
of comments provided to the open ended question
‘how flight paths can best consider the factors that are
most important to participants’.

Online Community Engagement Survey

The variable ‘avoid flying over high density residential
areas’ was the 4th most important consideration with
14% relative importance.
The variable ‘avoid flying over low density residential
areas’ was tied 6th and recorded 4% relative
importance.

‘Reducing or minimising aircraft noise’ was 33% and
‘need to avoid flying over residential areas’ was 27% of
comments provided to the open ended question ‘how
flight paths can best consider the factors that are most
important to participants’.
“This Principle implies that only
residential and human dominated
areas are ‘noise sensitive’. It
needs to be amended to clearly
state that flying over natural areas
is not acceptable as these are
‘noise sensitive’ areas.”

“There is a need for ‘noise
sharing’ particularly for night time
operations, to ensure that aircraft
noise is not concentrated over only
one area on an ongoing basis.”
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COMMUNITY OUTCOMES

2.7 Principle 7
Where residential areas are exposed to noise, it should be
fairly shared whenever feasible and practicable.

MaxDiff variables relating to
this draft Principle:
•

Spreading aircraft noise
evenly across different
suburbs to share the
impact

•

Concentrating aircraft
noise in select suburbs

Summary of feedback
•

There was a wide-ranging discussion on the benefits and
impacts of noise sharing and noise concentration. There
was no consensus. Overall there was a leaning toward noise
sharing in some form.

∘
∘
∘

•
•
•
•

•

Noise sharing was preferred (but not significantly) in the
Quantitative Research.

Noise sharing was clearly preferred in the pop-ups and the
Online Community Engagement Survey. In this survey this
was the 2nd most important variable.
The need to ‘vary the number of suburbs over flown’ was
expressed in 30% of free text comments in the Online
Community Engagement Survey.

The term ‘fairly shared’ was considered to be vague, in that
it can mean different things to different people. It requires
explanation in the Application Notes including examples of
how it may be applied.

It was proposed that the solution to ‘fairly sharing’ could be
one of negotiation and good, strong community engagement,
that recognises the different priorities and values that different
communities may have.

Participants suggested in discussions it is different i.e. less
acceptable, if someone chose to live under a flight path, than
for someone who chose not to live under a path, and who had
a flight path moved to over their house.
The point of agreement was on the need for clearer, long
term airport and urban area master-planning, understanding
future airport expansion/s and processes that aircraft provide
instruction to councils on areas of possible future aircraft
impact.
Participants indicated that draft Principle 7 is consistent with
ICAO guidelines.

Airservices Australia Stakeholder Consultation Outcomes Summary
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•
•

Community workshops

The term ‘fairly shared’ in draft Principle 7 was too
vague and required an example of how it may be
applied.

A range of views on noise sharing were provided by
participants:

∘
∘
∘

•
•

•

•
•

suggested that it may be different if someone
chose to live under a flight path, than for someone
who had a flight path moved, or established over
their house.

Airservices reporting on how this Principle is
considered in future flight path decision-making is
considered to be essential.

•
•
•
•

•

Community pop-up stalls

The term ‘fairly shared’ is a challenging term and
needs interpretation.

The different policy positions of noise sharing and
noise concentration were discussed. It was noted that
the solution actually requires negotiation and strong
community engagement.
Different airports have different strategies in this
regard.

There was no consensus on whether noise sharing or
noise concentration is preferred.
Draft Principle 10 overlaps with draft Principle 7.

Suggested that there are non-negotiables in those
areas in close proximity to airports, and that as such
draft Principle 7 cannot always be applied.

Quantitative Research

There were two variables that related to draft Principle 7:

∘

Safety aside, ‘distribute flight paths over a range of
areas so that no one community experiences all the
noise’ was ranked:

∘
∘

•

noise should be concentrated over the areas that
have historically been formal flight paths - as
understood by residents

•

Draft Principles 7 and 8 are similar and should be
combined.

∘

•

noise sharing is preferred

•

Industry stakeholder panels

the number 1 most important variable for
designing flight paths by 11 people of 71

∘

the 2nd most important by 17 people

the 3rd most important by 15 people.

Submissions and briefings

Request to add the words ‘where more than one
residential area is exposed’ to draft Principle 7.

A preference for sharing, concentrating or avoiding noise
over residential areas should be determined through
consultation with the specific communities being
impacted.
The terms ‘fairly shared’ and ‘impact’ may have different
interpretations.

This draft Principle should not override existing programs
such as the Sydney Airport Long Term Operating Plan.
“We ALL live in the same city and
want to use airplanes, therefore we
should ALL share in the noise burden
of those airplanes equally. Flight
paths should be rotated around the
city to minimise that noise burden
both in frequency and time of day.”

Airservices Australia Stakeholder Consultation Outcomes Summary

•

The variable, ‘spreading noise evenly across different
suburbs to share the impact’ ranked 12th in priorities.
It was ranked slightly more important than the
next variable, ‘concentrating aircraft noise in select
suburbs’ which was ranked 13th in priorities. Both
received 2% relative importance, it can be concluded
people’s opinions are split on this issue.
Only 4% of free text comments provided indicated
a preference for noise sharing or varying the number
of suburbs overflown, compared to only 2% of free
text comments that indicated a preference for noise
concentration.

Online Community Engagement Survey

Of the two variables that related to draft Principle 7:

∘

∘
∘

‘spreading noise evenly across different suburbs to
share the impact’ was the 2nd most important variable
when designing good flight paths with 16% relative
importance.
‘concentrating aircraft noise in select suburbs’ was
less important for these participants, the 6th most
important priority with 4% relative importance.

The need to ‘vary the suburbs that flights fly over’ was
expressed in 30% of comments provided to the open
ended question ‘how flight paths can best consider
the factors that are most important to participants’.
“My opinion is that not enough
planning has gone flight paths & as
a result overbearing noise is made in
suburbs throughout Australia.”
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COMMUNITY OUTCOMES

2.8 Principle 8

MaxDiff variables relating to
this draft Principle:
•

Minimising the overall
amount of plane noise
heard on the ground

Noise Abatement Procedures and Fly Neighbourly
Procedures should be optimised to achieve the lowest
possible overall impact on the community.

Summary of feedback
•
•
•

Industry stakeholder participants noted that Airservices is
not responsible for ‘Fly Neighbourly Procedures’ and as such
cannot optimise them.

Terms such as ‘Noise Abatement Procedures’ and ‘Fly
Neighbourly Procedures’, are not immediately understood by
the community and require definitions and a description in the
Application Notes.
Unless people were actively involved in or informed about the
aviation industry, this Principle was not felt to be a focus.

Airservices Australia Stakeholder Consultation Outcomes Summary
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•
•

•

•

Community workshops

Terms such as ‘Noise Abatement Procedures’ and ‘Fly
Neighbourly Procedures’ in Principle 8 could not be
immediately understood and required definitions or a
description in the Application Notes.
The term ‘overall’ in draft Principle 8 is unnecessary
and could be removed.

•
•
•

Community pop-up stalls

There was no explicit mention of this draft Principle.

Submissions and briefings

•

Draft Principle 8 should be deleted as it is outside
Airservices’ remit.

•
•

Industry stakeholder panels

Question regarding the inclusion of ‘Fly Neighbourly’,
and a suggestion that Airservices is not responsible
for these agreements.

Clarification on what the ‘lowest possible overall
impact’ is and how it is measured in draft Principle 8.
How does ‘Fly Neighbourly’ fit with ‘all eligible
airspace users’ in draft Principle 14 - how do they
work together?

Quantitative Research

The variable ‘minimising the overall amount of plane
noise heard on the ground’ was in the mid-range
of participant importance and recorded 3% relative
importance.

Online Community Engagement Survey

‘Minimising the overall amount of plane noise heard on
the ground’ was the second most important variable
and recorded 16% relative importance.
‘Reducing or minimising the amount of aircraft noise
on the ground’ was in 33% of comments provided
to the open ended question ‘how flight paths can
best consider the factors that are most important to
participants’.

“If ‘Fly Neighbourly Procedures’
are the same as ‘Fly Neighbourly
Agreements’, it is not clear how
Airservices could give effect
to this part of this Principle in
practice or how FNAs relate to the
design of a flight path.”

“Noise Abatement Procedures
are incorporated in the design
of approach and departure
procedures by [Airservices] and
should be treated separately to
Fly Neighbourly Policy which
are agreed between the ANO/
[Airservices], airport operator,
aircraft operators and community
representatives.”

Airservices Australia Stakeholder Consultation Outcomes Summary
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COMMUNITY OUTCOMES

2.9 Principle 9
Aircraft operations that are conducted at night or on
weekends should be treated as being more sensitive than
those which occur during the daytime or on weekdays.

MaxDiff variables relating to
this draft Principle:
•

Avoiding aircraft noise on
the weekend

•

Avoiding aircraft noise at
night (i.e. between 11pm
and 6am)

Summary of feedback
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

There was broad agreement across the forums that nighttime
aircraft operations are more sensitive.
‘Avoiding aircraft noise at night’ recorded 17% relative
importance and was the most important variable for those
that completed the Online Community Engagement Survey.
This was less important for the Quantitative Research
participants, the survey recording this as the 10th most
important variable.

There was not a consensus on the amount of increased
sensitivity regarding weekend operations.

Some participants believed this draft Principle failed to take
account of shift workers, retired people and carers who are at
home through the day time.

Others suggested that these times were far more sensitive for
sleeping and relaxing on weekends and at night.
The hours that constitute nighttime were questioned.
Nighttime hours vary for different people. For families, 11pm
to 6am curfew is not appropriate, and 10pm to 7am is
preferred.

Clarification was sought on what ‘more sensitive’ means.
Participants suggested it was a broad term and difficult to
understand. The Application Notes should provide the criteria
defining ‘more sensitive’, otherwise there would be a risk of
the Principle being subject to wide interpretation.
Enquiry as to the potential implications for freight operators
(with a possible restriction of flights at night or on the
weekend).
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•
•
•

•

•
•
•

Community workshops

Nighttime hours vary for different people, however
11pm – 6am is not a sufficient period of noise relief for
families. A curfew of 10pm to 7am is preferred.

•

Others suggested that these times were far more
sensitive for sleeping and relaxing on weekends.

•

The sensitivity of aircraft operation at night and on
the weekend was discussed. Suggested that as
shift workers, retired people and carers are at home
through the day.

Community pop-up stalls

•

•

Industry stakeholder panels

Clarification is requested on what ‘more sensitive’
means in terms of flight path design. It is a broad term
and requires more detail in order to be understood.
The draft Principle should be amended to refer to
the criteria defining ‘more sensitive’ otherwise there
would be a risk of the Principle being subject to wide
interpretation.

The Application Notes should acknowledge that sites
such as schools are more sensitive to noise during the
day – but are fine at weekends.
What are the potential implications for freight
operators as a result of draft Principle 9?

There was no explicit mention of this draft Principle.

Submissions and briefings

Some areas may be more sensitive during the
weekend such as churches.

•

This draft Principle should be removed as it does not
apply universally.

Draft Principle 9 should be amended to read: ‘Aircraft
operations that are conducted at night, on weekends,
or over sensitive sites such as schools, sports clubs,
hospitals, residential developments and parks should
be treated as being more sensitive than those which
occur during the daytime or on weekdays or over
industrial and other non-sensitive sites’.

•
•

Quantitative Research

The variable ‘avoiding aircraft noise at night’ was
the 10th most important variable and recorded 4%
relative importance.

Online Community Engagement Survey

‘Avoiding aircraft noise at night’ was the most important
variable and recorded 17% relative importance.
‘Introduce curfew/no night flights’ was in 19% of
comments provided to the open ended question ‘how
flight paths can best consider the variables that are
most important to participants.’

“This would be wonderful if
there was a differentiation of the
workings of flight activity that
happens at night or on weekends.
Ideally we could have curfews
such as for Sydney, Gold Coast
and Adelaide.”

“This term [night] should be
defined and further information
should be provided before this
Principle could be commented
on by community and industry
stakeholders on an informed
basis.”
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“Look at alternative to the current
situation where take of and
landings seem to mainly be over
very high density areas causing
too much noise when people want
to sleep.”
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2.10 Principle 10

MaxDiff variables relating to
this draft Principle:
•

Planning appropriately
for future increases or
decreases in the number
of flights at an airport

Both current and expected future noise exposure shall be
taken into account when considering flight path design
changes.

Summary of feedback
•
•
•
•
•

This draft Principle was noted as being difficult to
comprehend. Overall, it received minimal comment.

In the Quantitative Research, the variable ‘planning
appropriately for future increases or decreases in the
number of flights’ was the 8th most important variable in the
Quantitative Research.

The variable was slightly less important for those that
completed the Online Community Engagement Survey, as the
9th most important variable.
In this survey, people raised the issue of new flight paths
that are lower than previously allowed. There was a view that
flights at a lower altitude have a greater noise impact.

The concept of future changes to noise exposure levels led
to people to consider the land use planning processes that
occur. Closer integration with airport planning, and flight path
planning is required. It was argued that:

∘
∘
∘

•

Airservices should coordinate with local councils to ensure
that houses built under current and future flight paths are
sufficiently insulated.
The rezoning of land, to residential purposes, should take
into account future flight path requirements.

Flight paths should also consider land that is zoned
residential but not yet developed, that is, the impacts that
will occur once development occurs.

Related to this issue was the suggestion of a new Principle designating ‘future paths’, for future flight needs. It was noted
that planes may not use these paths for years, but the path
would be there and published, and people should be able to
make purchase and property development decisions on those
‘future paths’.
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•
•

•

•
•

•
•
•

Community workshops

Land that is non-residential now, may not be in the
future and this consideration should be accounted for
in the application of draft Principle 10.

Draft Principle 10 may indicate more planes or new
urban areas - clarification is required in the Application
Notes.

•

•

Community pop-up stalls

There was no explicit mention of this draft Principle.

Submissions and briefings

Airservices must coordinate with local councils
to ensure that houses built under flight paths are
sufficiently insulated for community protection.

Principle 10 should be amended to read: ‘Current,
expected future and ultimate capacity noise exposure
shall be taken into account when reviewing current
flight paths and considering flight path design
changes’.

•
•

Industry stakeholder panels

There was no explicit mention of this draft Principle.

Quantitative Research

The variable ‘planning appropriately for future
increases or decreases in the number of flights’ was
the 8th most important variable and recorded 5%
relative importance.

Online Community Engagement Survey

‘Planning appropriately for future increases or
decreases in the number of flights’ was the 9th
most important variable and recorded 3% relative
importance.

‘Planes are already flying lower than before due to
recent changes’ was in 10% of comments provided
to the opened ended question ‘how flight paths can
best consider the variables that are most important to
participants.’

Human health impacts should be considered when
determining future noise exposure.

The draft Principle Application Notes should be
explicit with regard to the method of noise modeling
used to determine noise exposure.

There should be information on how this interacts
with Airport Planning and Australian Noise Exposure
Forecasts (ANEFs).

“Efficient, least noise pollution
during night periods. Office hours
and weekends are fine but with a
tighter time schedule i.e. 8am to
6pm.”

“Consider the times planes are
flying over, especially the aircraft
that fly very low as they are the
noisiest and most disruptive, and
shake the house windows and
walls- extremely annoying in the
middle of the night.”
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“We need to understand the
methodology of how aircraft
noise will be forecast to frame the
development of flight paths into
the future.”
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2.11 Principle 11

MaxDiff variables relating to
this draft Principle:
•

Ensuring suburbs are only
impacted by take-offs or
landings (but not both)

To the extent practicable, distribute flight paths so
that residential areas overflown by aircraft arriving on
a particular runway do not also experience overflight
by aircraft departing from the runway in the reciprocal
direction.

Summary of feedback
•
•
•
•

This draft Principle received minimal comment. It is felt that
its relevance was not immediately understood for participants
not directly impacted by flight paths or involved in the aviation
industry.
Participants noted draft Principle 11 is unnecessary as it is
addressed by the noise sharing in draft Principle 7.

In the Quantitative Research, the variable ‘ensuring suburbs
are only impacted by take-offs or landings (but not both)’
recorded 2% relative importance and was in the bottom half
of participant’s priorities.

This variable was far more important for those that completed
the Online Community Engagement Survey. It was the
6th most important variable amongst this group. This is
consistent with their preference for sharing noise over a
concentration of noise.
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•

•

•
•
•
•
•

Community workshops

Draft Principle 11 is unnecessary as it is addressed by
noise sharing in draft Principle 7.

Community pop-up stalls

There was no explicit mention of this draft Principle.

•

•

Industry stakeholder panels

There was no explicit mention of this draft Principle.

Quantitative Research

The variable ‘ensuring suburbs are only impacted by
take-offs or landings (but not both)’ was in the bottom
half of variable priorities and recorded 2% relative
importance.

Submissions and briefings

A preference for sharing of noise over a concentration
of noise should be determined through consultation
with those specific communities being impacted.

Weather and wind conditions at the airport plays a
large part in the application of this draft Principle – this
should be made clear in the Application Notes.
The terms ‘fairly shared’ and ‘impact’ may have
different interpretations.

The draft Principle should not override existing
programs such as the Sydney Airport Long Term
Operating Plan.

•
•

Online Community Engagement Survey

The variable: ‘ensuring suburbs are only impacted
by take-offs or landings (but not both)’ recorded 4%
relative importance and was in the 6th most important
variable.
The need to ‘vary the suburb flights fly over’ was
in 30% of comments provided to the open ended
question ‘how flight paths can best consider the
variables that are most important to participants’.

The draft Principle should acknowledge that runway
orientation, airport location and weather conditions
will impact the ability to implement this Principle.

“Flight paths should allow for the
fact that departures are so much
noisier than arrivals.”

“This suggests a preference
for sharing over concentration,
without this being determined
through consultation with the
specific communities that may be
impacted.”
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“Incoming and outgoing flight
paths need to be more widely
separated so that no person,
family, families, communities
need to experience the extremely
negative effects of more than one
flight path.”
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2.12 Principle 12
Consider the impact of flight path options on airport
capacity and overall network operations.

Summary of feedback
•
•
•
•
•

•
•

•

•

•

Having efficient flight
paths to reduce tarmac
delays and improve flight
reliability

•

Allowing direct flight
routes to shorten flight
times

•

Having flight paths that
maximise airport and
airline efficiency to reduce
costs

An explanation was requested on what ‘airport capacity and
overall network operations’ means in the context of flight path
design. It was suggested the intention of draft Principle 12
was not clear.
Suggested that airport capacity and network operations are
not necessarily aligned concepts.

Recommended Draft Principle 12 be split into two Principles,
given that capacity and network operations are sometimes
not consistent issues.
If the purpose was to enable efficiency, that should be
explicitly mentioned in the Principle.

Some operational benefits were discussed in relation to:

∘
∘

•

MaxDiff variables relating to
this draft Principle:

good operational outcomes and the desire to limit the
amount of fuel burned.
considering the benefits of for idle thrust approach
(exploring glide slope).

In the Quantitative Research, all three variables related to draft
Principle 12 were in the top 10 most important variables for
flight path design.
By contrast, in the Online Community Engagement Survey,
none of the three variables were in the top 10 most important
variables.
The draft Principle may result in a negative impact to airport
operations. Industry stakeholder participants recommended
including the words ‘protecting our right to operate’ as an
additional Principle, or to be included in the existing draft
Principle.
Community stakeholder participants questioned whether
this draft Principle assumes or implies unlimited airport
operations, and if so this requires further community
discussion. It was suggested that there is a need to limit
aircraft and airspace and consider placing a limit on airport
operations.

Further to the above, a community view was expressed that
promoting the maximum use of airspace would be a bad
outcome. As such this draft Principle should be deleted.
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•

•
•
•

•
•

Community workshops

Airservices should expand draft Principle 12 to
account for future ‘flight path options’ and land
use development issues. Airservices should seek
alignment across land zonings, planning schemes,
and obstacles current or planned that may affect
airspace.

An explanation was requested on what ‘airport
capacity and overall network operations’ means in the
context of flight path design. It was suggested that
the intention of draft Principle 12 was not clear.
That there is a need to limit airspace and to consider
limiting airport operations.
The application of this draft Principle may be
in conflict with the draft Principles related to
environmental and community outcomes.

Community pop-up stalls

•
•

•
•
•
•

The safety variable aside, ‘having flight paths which
minimise time held on the ground and in the air’ was
seen as the most important variable when designing
good flight paths by seven people out of 71.
Additionally 35 people out of 71 considered this the
2nd or 3rd most important consideration.

•
•

•
•

Submissions and briefings

The promotion of the idea to maximise air traffic is not
welcome, and this draft Principle should be deleted.
Suggested that airport capacity and network
operations are not necessarily aligned.

“Airservices Australia needs to
be planning for the REDUCTION
in flight paths and REDUCTION
in overall numbers of flights over
this decade. This means NOT
designing, approving or permitting
implementation of new flight paths or
flights paths not yet being used.”

•
•

•
•

“The concept of protecting airport
operations and aviation business is
essential. This principle may have
unintended consequences; we could
get more efficiency and more planes
in the air but it might put constraints
on our operations.”
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•
•

Industry stakeholder panels

Draft Principle 12 should be split into two, given that
capacity and network operations are sometimes
inconsistent outcomes.

A request for guidance around what draft Principle
12 means and the potential impact it has on airports
that are located relatively close together, for example
the Western Sydney Airport (under construction) and
Sydney Kingsford Smith Airport.
Suggested to include words to the effect, ‘protecting
airport’s right to operate’, as either an additional
Principle, or included in an existing draft Principle.
The issue of minimising fuel burn (described in draft
Principle 3) could be moved to this Principle.

The word ‘consider’ in draft Principle 12 is not
emphatic enough and should be replaced with a word
that is more explicit around decision-making.
Policy alignment is needed across land use and land
zoning around airports – to consider the impact these
have on flight path options now and in the future.

Quantitative Research

All three variables were in the top 10 most important
variables for flight path design.
The variable, ‘having efficient flight paths to reduce
tarmac delays and improve flight reliability’ was the
4th most important variable when designing good
flight paths with 6% relative importance.

The variable ‘having flight paths that maximise airport
and airline efficiency to reduce costs’ was less
important, as the 7th most important variable and 5%
relative importance.
The third ‘allowing direct flight routes to shorten flight
times’ was again less important as the 9th most
important variable when designing good flight paths
with 4% relative importance.

Online Community Engagement Survey

Of the three variables related to draft Principle 12, none
ranked in the top 10 most important variables.
The first, ‘having efficient flight paths to reduce tarmac
delays and improve flight reliability’ recorded 2%
relative importance.
The second ‘having flight paths that maximise airport
and airline efficiency to reduce costs’ recorded 1%
relative importance.

The third ‘allowing direct flight routes to shorten flight
times’ recorded 1% relative importance.
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2.13 Principle 13

MaxDiff variables relating to
this draft Principle:
•

There were no MaxDiff
variables relating to this
draft Principle

Flight paths will accommodate differing aircraft
performance as specified in ICAO PANS-OPS.

Summary of feedback
•
•

•

The final Principles should be accessible to all members
of the community and should avoid the use of technical
language or provide accompanying definitions of the technical
terms.

Industry stakeholder participants were interested in a
discussion about the possibility of incentivising better aviation
practice through the adoption of technology and application
of flight path options. There was discussion across several
forums whether this was possible and whether it may produce
aviation benefits. Concerns included that this approach could
result in some operators being disadvantaged or excluded, for
example, flight schools and freight operators.
The Principle should enable the design of flight paths to
support the best equipped-best served principle, rather than
catering for the lowest common denominator in avionics,
especially in relation to the application of satellite-based
navigation (vertical and lateral) over legacy terrestrial systems.
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•
•
•

•

•
•

Community workshops

Specific reference to ‘ICAO PANS-OPS’ was
confusing. Participants prefer a simple description in
the Principle and Application Notes.

Participants suggested the term ‘aircraft performance’
in draft Principle 13 was confusing and could be
replaced with ‘aircraft models/types’.
It should be considered how to incentivise the uptake
of new aviation technologies through the application
of the Principles to flight path design.

Community pop-up stalls

•
•
•
•

There was no explicit mention of this draft Principle.

Submissions and briefings

This draft Principle overlaps with draft Principle 2.

•

This draft Principle and draft Principle 14 could
contradict draft Principle 6.

•

Industry stakeholder panels

Industry stakeholder participants considered how
and whether to incentivise the uptake of new aviation
technologies through the application of the Principles
to flight path design.

Discussions considered the possibility of incentivising
better aviation practice more generally through the
application of the Principles.
This may have a positive impact in encouraging
aviation stakeholders to adopt new and/or improved
technologies.

There was a concern noted that this could result in
some operators being disadvantaged or excluded, for
example, flight schools and freight operators.

Quantitative Research

There was no explicit mention of this draft Principle.

Online Community Engagement Survey

There was no explicit mention of this draft Principle.

“This creates the opportunity to
optimise distribution of aircraft
movements across multiple
runways to improve noise
abatement outcomes.”

“Principle 13 & 14 potentially
contradict Principle 6, i.e. flight
paths designed for all eligible
airspace users leads to dispersed
noise due to application of
multiple standards, RNAV, PBN,
GLS, VOR etc.”
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“Australia designs for lowest
comment denominator – in Europe
if you choose cheaper equipment
that is not best fit you go to the
end of the queue.”
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2.14 Principle 14
Design flight paths to facilitate access to all eligible
airspace users.

MaxDiff variables relating
to this draft Principle:
•

Ensuring airspace is
available for all eligible
airspace users including
helicopters, unmanned
aerial vehicles, and light
aircraft

Summary of feedback
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

There was broad support expressed for ensuring airspace is
available for a range of users where it is safe.
The term ‘eligible airspace users’ in draft Principle 14 was
unclear. What makes an airspace user eligible or ineligible?

This support was reflected in the Quantitative Research where
‘ensuring airspace is available for all eligible airspace users’
was the 5th most important variable and achieved 5% relative
importance.

By contrast, in the Online Community Engagement Survey the
variable ‘ensuring airspace is available for all eligible airspace
users’ received 1% relative importance.
In considering this draft Principle, participants considered
the role of emergency services and sought assurances they
would be catered for. It is noted these workshops were held
after the particularly bad 2019/2020 bushfire season.

This draft Principle should be considered in light of a potential
impact on traditional aviation users, and how airspace is to be
shared into the future.
A range of non-aviation airspace users were raised – how are
these items to be considered? For example, gas plumes, rifle
ranges and ordnance areas. They form an important flight
path design constraint.
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•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•

•

Community workshops

The term ‘eligible airspace users’ in draft Principle 14
is unclear.

•

What makes an airspace user eligible or ineligible?

Recommended to use the term ‘approved’ rather than
‘eligible’ and ‘ensure’ instead of ‘facilitate’.
Draft Principle 14 should explicitly prioritise airspace
access for emergency services.
Airservices should ensure they use the least amount
of airspace as possible, to enable other users a
greater opportunity to operate.

Community pop-up stalls

Safety aside, ‘ensuring airspace is available for all
airspace users’ was the most important variable for 12
people out of 71.
Furthermore, it was considered the 2nd or 3rd most
important for an additional 18 people.

•
•

•

•

General conversations raised drones as being broadly
unsafe airspace users.

Industry stakeholder panels

This draft Principle should facilitate an insistence on
increasing the level of innovation and technology in
aircraft. However, it was noted this could impact on
traditional aviation users and how airspace is shared
into the future.
Felt that this discussion should continue. The
Principles should confirm ‘Airspace management
will look to people to invest and innovate in aviation
technology’.

Draft Principle 14 should include a concept of future
proofing the airspace nearer the ground, the aim
being to prevent the approach routes to runways and
airports becoming too hemmed by (inappropriate)
land use development.
There should be mention in draft Principle 14 or the
Application Notes of existing airspace issues such
as hazardous fixtures, gas plumes, rifle ranges and
ordnance areas. These form a flight path design
constraint.

Airservices should canvas the use of lower (still safe)
altitudes for flight paths for aircraft with enhanced
performance navigation. The calculations for
lowest safe altitudes could be revised, providing an
opportunity for training aircraft with greater efficiency,
while maintaining safety.

Submissions and briefings

Draft Principle 14 could include the words ‘wherever
practicable’.

“Any promotion of air travel
using current technologies
significantly impact by increasing
the emissions of greenhouse
gases and increasing noise and
other impacts in the broader
community.”

“There is a deficiency of airspace.
The Principles should canvas the
use of lower, safe altitudes, given
with the evolutions in calculations
on lower airspace.”
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•

•

Quantitative Research

The variable that related to draft Principle 14,
‘ensuring airspace is available for all eligible airspace
users’ was the 5th most important variable with 5%
relative importance.

Online Community Engagement Survey

‘Ensuring airspace is available for all eligible airspace
users’ was not an important variable with 1% relative
importance.

“Protection of access for the
future must be a discussion.
The approaches to airports are
becoming too hemmed in.”
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3. Additional engagement
and research feedback
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A range of issues were raised that fell beyond the remit of an individual draft Principle that related to other
considerations:
•

the need to consider economic outcomes during the evaluation of flight paths

•

community protections when an impact is unavoidable

•

weighting the draft Principles

•

widescale (macro) values and priorities, and local (micro) values and priorities for designing flight paths

•

how the process should be reported

•

ideas on the important information and assumptions that should accompany the final Principles.

3.1 ISSUES RELATING TO THE CONSIDERATION OF FLIGHT PATH IMPACTS
Considering economic impact
Participants raised a need to consider the economic outcomes of the decisions on flight paths. Currently Airservices
has identified safety, environment, community and operational outcomes – participants considered the paths should be
sustainable socially, environmentally and economically.
For example, a change to helicopter paths will impact on the economics of that business. The Application Notes should
examine the cost impacts of activities associated with the draft Principles.

Considering the speed of change
It was suggested preference be given to flight path options that allow for a gradual change from the current to planned (new)
procedures. The pace of change is relevant to the impact on a community.

Considering how to manage impacts
Participants raised the issue of unavoidable impact and how to minimise the health and educational impacts of aircraft noise
where residential encroachment makes it impossible to apply the draft Principles in a way that affords those communities
adequate protections. How to protect both the long- and short-term safety of overflown communities?

Policy and legislation
Industry stakeholder participants noted the draft and final Flight Path Design Principles should not impact on the airport’s
right to operate under the terms of their head leases with the Commonwealth Government.
Other participants questioned the enforceability of these draft Principles. Is it mandatory that they are used?
It was requested the issue of existing legal rights be addressed - how do the Flight Path Design Principles intersect with
legal rights obtained elsewhere?
Finally, will people be able to contest flight paths decisions, using the process of applying the draft Principles?

3.2 ISSUES RELATING TO EITHER PRIORITISING OR APPLYING A WEIGHTING TO
THE DRAFT PRINCIPLES
It was recognised in the consultations that articulating how the draft Principles be used and applied, is important. Industry
stakeholder panels, community workshops and written submissions raised questions on how the final Principles would be
applied, including:

•
•
•

the order in which they would be applied

any prioritisation of the draft Principles and their outcomes (are some to be weighted over others)

how a trade-off would be achieved if, all other things being equal, there was a flight path decision that could satisfy
either one draft Principle or another?

The lack of information on the priorities amongst the draft Principles, how they would be weighted and the process of using
the Principles was felt to affect the way that stakeholders could respond to the draft Principles and this consultation.
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During the stakeholder consultations, participants were advised they could indicate their preferences for ordering the draft
Principles. During this discussion, participants noted that tensions existed between the draft Principles.

•
•
•
•

Community outcomes and operational outcomes do not always align. It was consistently raised that the result of
applying the Principles should be a description of the impacts that could occur across both the community and
industry.

Participants identified a tension between the environmental and community outcomes. For example, more efficient
flight paths that reduce fuel burn (draft Principle 3) may result in overflying residential areas (draft Principle 6). Or flight
paths that avoid areas of Matters of National Environmental Significance (MNES), local cultural heritage and areas of
natural beauty (draft Principle 4), may make it more difficult to avoid residential land (draft Principle 6).

Operational outcomes were seen as a lower priority than environment and community outcomes, and this was a
concern for airport representatives. If operational efficiency Principles were to become a lower order value for decisionmakers, ‘the social licence of airports to operate without significant new constraints would be negatively affected’.
Trade-offs and interdependencies between the Principles are unavoidable. ‘Unintended consequences’ was raised
in the industry stakeholder panels, in which the careful application of the Principles was urged in order to avoid a one
Principle focused decision that would result in impacts to other Principles.

Finally, it was proposed the consideration of local community values should be a part of the weighting that different
Principles should have. To understand this, the process should require community engagement when designing flight paths
– acknowledging the feedback of communities in the flight path design process, and ensuring that the particular community
context and local conditions of each airspace change is considered.

3.3 MACRO COMMUNITY VALUES IN RELATION TO THE DRAFT PRINCIPLES
The consultations led to two concepts:

•
•

a wide scale, or macro view of community values, that are across Australia

a micro view which takes into consideration local community values in relation to the design of flight paths.

The macro view can be considered from the evidence gathered during this research and engagement. The micro view would
subsequently be sought during a specific flight path planning process.
The macro view is presented below.

Safety was by far the most important variable.
Across all other forums, getting passengers safely to their destination was the most important priority.
This was ranked 1st in the Quantitative Research, with 29% of respondents marking this as the most important variable,
1st in both the community workshops and industry panel surveys. The importance of safety was not considered in the
community pop-up stall survey.
For participants in the Online Community Engagement
Survey, safety decreased in importance as a variable
(remaining however in the top 5 of variables considered).
It is likely that these participants, who have an awareness
of flight path planning, assume that safety is addressed
and wish to focus on other issues. For example, in this
group, 78% of participants are receiving more than 2 flights
a day.
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“‘The Aviation industry takes
safety very seriously and they
have an impeccable record. If
weather does not permit the
aviation industry will not take any
risks.”
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Having simple and predictable flight paths that make it easier for air traffic controllers to ensure
safety and reliability.
This ranked as the 2nd most important variable in the Quantitative Research, the community pop-up stalls, and those
attending the community workshop also placed this as their 2nd priority.
This variable was the 3rd most important in the surveys completed at industry stakeholder panels.

Environmental outcomes are important, with reducing aircraft fuel consumption and avoiding
greenhouse gas emissions.
Reducing aircraft fuel consumption and greenhouse gas emissions was ranked the 3rd most important variable in the
Quantitative Research.
This was reflected also in the community pop-up stalls where 44 of 71 people indicated it was either the most important
consideration or second most important consideration. During the community and industry workshops this issue was
ranked 4th and 5th most important respectively.
This variable was not ranked in the top 10 for the Online Community Engagement Survey.

Flight paths designed to avoid specific environments were noted as least important.
The following variables made up the bottom eight issues across all engagement activities:

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

avoiding flying over low density residential areas

avoiding flying over beaches, estuaries and other coastal areas
avoiding aircraft noise on the weekend
avoiding flying over national parks

avoiding flying over Indigenous cultural sites
avoiding flying over agricultural land

avoiding flying over sports facilities and open community spaces
avoiding flying over industrial areas.

The need to avoid high density residential areas was:
• the 4th most important variable for Online Community Engagement Survey participants
• the 5th most important variable for community workshop attendees
• the 6th most important variable for Quantitative Research participants
• the 9th most important for those at the industry workshops.
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3.4 IDEAS ON HOW TO PRESENT THE FINAL PRINCIPLES

Participant discussions explored the type of information required from Airservices, to assist people in understanding the
shape, role and context of the final Principles. Participants suggested that the following information accompany the final set
of Flight Path Design Principles.

•
•

The definition of what a flight path is.

•

An overarching ‘mission statement’ in regards to the Principles, including that all Flight Path Design Principles must be
safe, practicable and reasonable. These concepts are assumed in the Principles and their Application Notes.

•

That the Principles are, as the term ‘Principle’ implies, a foundation for a system of decision-making, and are not a long
list of the rules themselves. The ‘rules’ as such, for the application of the Principles, are to be clearly contained in the
‘Application Notes’.

The appreciation of safety as a non-negotiable item. Safety influences decision-making through two ways:

∘
∘

The satisfaction of draft Principle 1 and 2.

Weather and meteorological conditions that can amend decision-making under the remaining final Principles.

•
•

The order that the Principles appear and how this is to be interpreted.

•
•
•

An explicit acknowledgment of the trade-offs that will occur between the Principles when determining flight paths.

•

When are the Principles to be used? An explanation of the agreement is required that they do not apply to retrospective
flight path decisions.
Who will use the Flight Path Design Principles?

The importance of associated information and guidelines, for example:

∘
∘

The industry and community consultation process that occurred on the draft Principles

The interactions required with other technical standards and processes – i.e. PANS-OPS prepared by the
International Civil Aviation Organisation

An explanation of the differences between flight paths and airspace, and areas that are excluded from the flight path
design process.
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4. The application and
reporting of flight path
decision-making
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A range of issues were raised that fell beyond the remit of an individual Principle that related to process of applying the
final Principles:
•

community engagement in the decision-making process

•

how decision-making on flight paths should be reported.

4.1 COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT DURING FLIGHT PATH DECISION-MAKING

The process of future stakeholder consultation in the flight path design process was of high interest to participants who see
themselves as potentially being affected by flight paths.
Discussions raised the following points:

•
•

the process to apply the Principles must include both industry and community stakeholders

in doing so, there needs to be a recognition that there is a range of knowledge and understanding – getting everyone to a
‘level playing field’ is a good basis for an effective discussion on flight paths. Confusion and anxiety can otherwise quickly arise.

“‘I’m sure not all areas (suburbs)
are canvassed when it comes to
consultation with the locals as to
the effects of flight paths.”

“Good consultation on Flight Path
Design Principles considers local
feedback and how the Principles
relate to the geographical and social
elements of the situation.”

4.2 AIRSERVICES REPORTING ON
FLIGHT PATH DECISION-MAKING

Participants across different forums raised that Airservices
should:

•
•
•

•
•
•

meet community expectations regarding transparency
(of decision-making) and accountability (reporting who
made the decision)
define how reporting will occur on the application of
the final Principles each time there is a change to a
flight path or a new flight path (and is this the same
process?)

describe the decision-making process in which the
final Principles are applied, acknowledging that not
all 14 draft Principles can be applied simultaneously
and that some may not be possible in some
circumstances

describe any prioritisation of the Principles that
existed in their application to flight path development.
be transparent on the trade-offs (between final
Principles) that have occurred, when a decision is
being made

“It is pleasing to note Airservices
Australia has committed to being
transparent in [the] future flight
path design, development and
implementation process, and
to describing how each of the
Principles have been considered
in the flight path change process.
The outcomes of the commitments
will be the test for communities:
which Principles are more valued,
measurements used to show to
what extent the Principle has been
achieved, and how such weightings
and measurements are conveyed to
the community.”

have measurable performance standards that
accompany the Principles.

4.3 ENFORCEABILITY AND MONITORING
Participants in the discussions raised:

•
•
•

who monitors that flight paths are occurring as intended?
how is that information provided back to the community?

will there be an ability to contest flight paths decisions, using the process of applying the Principles?
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APPENDIX A - TABLE OF DRAFT PRINCIPLES AND VARIABLES
USED IN THE ANALYSIS
Draft Principles

Variables related to that Principle

Principles with a safety outcome
Principle 1 - The safety of air navigation must be the most important
consideration.

Having simple and predictable flight paths that make it easier for air traffic
controllers to ensure safety and reliability 
Getting passengers safely to their destination

Principle 2 - Flight paths must be designed in accordance with Australian
and International design standards established in International Civil
Aviation Organisation (ICAO) PANS-OPS and Australian Civil Aviation
Safety Regulations Part 173.
Principles with an environmental outcome
Principle 3 – Minimise the effect on the environment through designs that
effectively manage emissions, fuel consumption and greenhouse gases,
limiting these wherever practicable.

Reducing aircraft fuel consumption and greenhouse gas emissions (e.g.
by direct routes) 

Principle 4 – To the extent practicable, protect areas of Matters of
National Environmental Significance (MNES), local cultural heritage and
areas of natural beauty, considering the noise, emissions and visual
impacts of the change.

Avoiding flying over Indigenous cultural sites
Avoiding flying over national parks
Avoiding flying over sports facilities and open community spaces
Avoiding flying over beaches, estuaries and other coastal areas
Avoiding flying over agricultural land
Avoiding flying over industrial areas

Principle 5 – Design flight path changes that deliver efficiency while
minimising the noise effects of aircraft operations through continuous
descent operations (CDO), continuous climb operations (CCO) and
unrestricted flight paths.

Minimising the overall amount of plane noise heard on the ground

Principles with a community outcome
Principle 6 - Noise should be concentrated as much as possible over
non-residential and other non-noise sensitive areas and establishments.

Concentrating aircraft noise in select suburbs to reduce the number of
suburbs affected 

Principle 7 - Where residential areas are exposed to noise, it should be
fairly shared whenever feasible and practicable.

Spreading aircraft noise evenly across different suburbs to share the
impact 

Principle 8 - Noise Abatement Procedures and Fly Neighbourly
Procedures should be optimised to achieve the lowest possible overall
impact on the community

Avoiding flying over high density residential areas

Principle 9 - Aircraft operations that are conducted at night or on
weekends should be treated as being more sensitive than those which
occur during the daytime or on weekdays.

Avoiding aircraft noise on the weekend

Principle 10 - Both current and expected future noise exposure shall be
taken into account when considering flight path design changes.

Planning appropriately for future increases or decreases in the number of
flights at an airport

Principle 11 - To the extent practicable, distribute flight paths so that
residential areas overflown by aircraft arriving on a particular runway do
not also experience overflight by aircraft departing from the runway in the
reciprocal direction.

Ensuring suburbs are only impacted by take-offs or landings (but not both)

Avoiding flying over low density residential areas

Avoiding aircraft noise at night (i.e. between 11pm and 6am)

Principles with an operational outcome
Principle 12 - Consider the impact of flight path options on airport
capacity and overall network operations.

Having efficient flight paths to reduce tarmac delays and improve flight
reliability 
Allowing direct flight routes to shorten flight times
Having flight paths that maximise airport and airline efficiency to reduce
costs

Principle 13 - Flight paths will accommodate differing aircraft
performance as specified in ICAO PANS-OPS.
Principle 14 - Design flight paths to facilitate access to all eligible
airspace users.
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APPENDIX B - INDUSTRY STAKEHOLDER PANEL
SUMMARY
Click here to view the full Appendix

Airservices Australia
Industry Stakeholder Panel
Summary
Draft Flight Path
Design Principles
Prepared by Newgate Australia
Report Issued:
May 2020

© Airservices Australia 2020
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APPENDIX C - COMMUNITY WORKSHOP SUMMARY
Click here to view the full Appendix

Airservices Australia
Community Workshop
Summary
Draft Flight Path
Design Principles
Prepared by Newgate Australia
Report Issued:
May 2020

© Airservices Australia 2020
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APPENDIX D - SUBMISSIONS SUMMARY
Click here to view the full Appendix

Airservices Australia
Submissions Summary
Report
Draft Flight Path
Design Principles
Prepared by Newgate Australia
Report Issued:
May 2020

© Airservices Australia 2020
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APPENDIX E - RESEARCH REPORT
Click here to view the full Appendix

COMMUNITY ATTITUDES
TO FLIGHT PATH
PRINCIPLES
Quantitative Research Report
Prepared for Airservices Australia

May 2020
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