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18/12/2025

Primrose Sands

No

No preference stated

Flight routes over Primrose Sands, Cariton River and Connelly’s Marsh Tasmania.

| note that ASA prefer the Green route.

It is basically between Susan's Bay and Connelly's Marsh.

We are atthes47F

For the residents in this area it is not far enough to the East.

There is a far better almost unpopulated area between Connelly's Marsh and Dunalley that is wide.
So we very much prefer that the Green route be moved there.

Itis a no brainer. If you adopt this route you wil solve the issue without any further problems.

1

v _________________________________________|
(7

14/01/2026

Primrose Sands

No

No preference stated

I understand that community feedback on this issue has now closed. However, given that | personally attende the . community meeting at which | was unable to obtain relevant information or give feedback because it was hijacked by (understandably
distressed) members of other communities, and that | was unable to write until now, | hope you will consider i'us feedback. | will keep it brief.

llive atthes4 7F and will be directly affected by this change.

The proposed new flight path is notionally located over primarily vacant land. However, in practice airi.nes do like to and do cut comers - both figuratively and literally - as anyone who has ever walked along the Primrose Sands beach will attest. Planes
regularly cut across the beach - something not shown on any flight paths. This means that the new flignt path will end up being directly overhead my community, as was the case for a time starting in 2017. We have come a full circle, it seems.

We already have all the noisy departures going up the coast, most of which happen in summe’ 4 en all the windows tend to be open, as well as all the noise and visual pollution from the arrivals for runway 30. The current one isS47F

s47F during the NAP. All are noisy enough to be we!l heard inside my house which is well insulated and has double glazing. We also have helicopters flying directly overhead and a variety of other small aircraft
Adding the new flight path, possibly directly over our heads will make things completely unsearable.

By implementing the proposed change you will simply move the problem to another conimunity. You are not improving anything.

Your population data is taken from the 2016 census. It is very out of date. The Sare!! council area has experienced fremendous growth in the last few years and that is also the case for the “less populated” area of Primrose Sands.S47F

s47F There are at least three 2ntire new subdivisions between the Primrose Sands beach and Susan’s Bay beach. Most of those blocks have either been built on already or are waiting to be built on by
unsuspecting future community members who are completely unaware ci*»hat’s coming. The new properties are family homes, built for young families, they are not shacks - unlike many on Cariton Bluff.

1

(N
11/01/2026

Connellys Marsh
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Rec4 No
NAP Retention No preference stated
Feedback & rationale To whom it may concern,

| and my little community of Connellys Marsh have observed increased flight activity over our homes (and shacks) in the recent months.

| am aware from your community engagement and e-mails that since the community of Primrose Sands complained of planes flying over their community, you have since changed p'arned flights over the next suburb, 2km East and hence over Connellys
Marsh.

"As per your Recommended action 4: Options assessment outcome summary, The Hobart Post Implementation Review (PIR) resulted in recommendations for Airservices A'isizalia to investigate community-suggested flight path changes.
Recommendation 4 was that Airservices would undertake further assessment of the community suggested change to move the runway 30 required navigation performance 7iuthorization required (RNP-AR) Standanrd Instrument Arrival (STAR) path 2-3
km to the east.

I would like you to note that Connellys Marsh residents were not part of the process of creating that proposal. Yet Connellys Marsh locals are the ones who will suiiet the greatest impact.

We may not be as populated as our closest neighbours in Primrose Sands and this little community was founded on 30 squatters over 55 years ago. But we aie:a community non the less. We have a sizable amount of "Shackers". But there are some of

us that have beenS47F .s47F _ Our permanent population is between 40-45, which triples over summer, weekends ard toiidays S47 F

s47F s47F Go fishing when the weather is nice. Walk my dogs on the beach, which is particularly pleasant when all the shackers go
home with their feral city dogs. S47F This is our secret paradise. Not a noisy, plane fumes,
fly over area.

When ours47F , this community of Connellys Marsh; it was NOT under a flight path.

The proposal is to move the planes over vacant land but in reality the plan is to move away from Primrose Sands to now over Connellys Marsh.

Connellys Marsh is a semi rural area so there is less background noise than in the neighbouring communities of Primrose Sands ant Canion. Accordingly the impact of aircraft noise is greater.

Since 2017 Connellys Marsh has endured a singnificant increase in aircraft noise and | do believe from your data that 100% of deraiting aircraft that depart south from Hoabart Airport already fly over our community.
We don't believe it is fair to expect all aircraft to fly over Connellys Marsh when prior to 2017 Connelyys Marsh was never a fly Gv2i-zone.

How is this fair on our Community.

I highly object to having aircraft flying over my property when there is local vacant farming land as an option.

Cumulative impacts - 1
concentrates flight paths and
noise

Brings planes closer and lower 1

Moves problem to other 1
communities

TR =47 |

Date 11/01/2026

Location Carlton

Rec4 Yes

NAP Retention No preference stated
Further changes requested Yes

Feedback & rationale Hs47F

You're fairly comprehensively aware of my views, which largely align with the Carlton/Primrose area group. On balance, many of the group reluctantly supports the RNP-AR shift. On balance, there appears to be considerable fear that without such
support, things will not change or become wzrse. "Get the wretched noise and toxic pollution of from over my head, at any cost'. This is duress. The proposed move shifts the problem, not remediate it. It is very poor public administration. The inevitable
remediation ensures further disruption and taxpayer expense, whilst perpetuating inappropriate and unlawful harm to overflown individuals and communities. As you are aware, various aspects of these decisions and processes are subject to appeal to
the Commonwealth Ombudsman and the FOl Commissioner. There are far better options which have been willfully and inappropriately rejected. In the interim, | will support the proposal as the preferred option of many who can no longer endure what
they have suffered for the last few v«2:s, but have no altemative.

Note pevious corro to large *7 attach but consistent with final comments on Rec 4



Moves problem to other
communities
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[Record 5 Soygy

Date

Location

Rec4

NAP Retention
Feedback & rationale

Reduces Noise sharing
Cumulative impacts -
concentrates flight paths and
noise

Moves problem to other
communities

11/01/2026

Dunalley

No

No preference stated

Dear Airservices,

Reverse Recommendation 4 to avoid compounding the unfair concentration of aircraft noise on communities that already bear more than their share.

Your recommendation to proceed with this action should be withdrawn, a sentiment which aligns with by 58% of community respondents to the proposal.

The assessment is fundamentally flawed as it ignores the cumulative effect of aircraft noise from all arrival and departure paths. Airservices has repeated!v assured communities that flight path impacts would be considered holistically, not in isolation. This
has not occurred.

Since the Noise Abatement Procedure (NAP) was permanently adopted in December 2024, 57% of arriving aircraft already use the wider RNAV.zaih. In addition, 100% of jet departures — introduced without community consultation — track close to the
same area. The consequence is that nearly 80% of all Hobart jet aircraft movements are now concentrated over communities between Connoley’s'Marsh and Dunalley. These residents, who were not overflown prior to 2017, are now disproportionately
burdened.

Shifting the RNP-AR further east will intensify this inequity, bringing even more noise to these communities. This does not represent fair and reasonable noise sharing.

Recoas Sl .~

Date

Location

Rec 4

NAP Retention
Feedback & rationale

Less house holds impacted
Higher and less noise

record 13

Date
Location
Rec4

11/01/2026

Carlton

Yes

No preference stated

Hi,

I want to add to my partner’s submission on the flight path proposal.
s47F

s47F

7F This became mich inore problematic once the current flight path was established and has not been much improved by the recent adjustment in the aftemoon (which seems to be inconsistently followed).
| am often disturbed and woken by plane noise in the dav. £ 47 F , also disturbs my life in peaceful and beautiful place.
Please implement this change. It is clear that while sor'e diferent people will be somewhat disadvantaged, it is not nearly as bad as what has been put onto Carlton and Primrose

1
1

I -

11/01/2026
Cariton
Yes



NAP Retention
Feedback & rationale

Less house holds impacted
Higher and less noise

records S04

Date

Location

Rec4

NAP Retention
Feedback & rationale

Less house holds impacted
Higher and less noise
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No preference stated
Hi there
| write in support of the implementation of recommendation 4.
The present flight path passes directly above our property, and over many other homes in denser areas, as shown. The present alignment is extremely unsuitable and should never hi>ve been selected. | expect we are one of the most acutely affected
households.
The environment review makes clear that the proposed redistributed impacts are much lesser, and imposed on fewer people, than those experienced by those most affected at p:sent.
While | do not wish (even much reduced) aircraft noise on anyone, | do note that the homes around Connellys Marsh are significantly shack and secondary residences. This is horne out empirically in eg. the differing ratios of dwellings to residents
between the suburban localities of Cariton, Carlton River, Primrose Sands and then Connellys Marsh shown in the 2021 census.
The present level of aircraft noise at our home is disruptive and acute. It has woken me repeatedly on mornings when | would be otherwise fortunate enough to sleep 'ater (through to the NAP window, or otherwise disturbed by non complying aircraft). |
also experienced, recently, startling aircraft noise as late as 11:30pm, disrupting sleep (VA1334 on 6 Jan).

s47F including during the NAP hours.
Itis good and desirable that recommendation 4's approach includes overflight of (lesser) populated areas only at higher altitude, to mitigate noise. It does mak= me wonder why this courtesy was not extended to the communities of Carlton River, Carlton,
and Primrose Sands these past years.
While regrettable, the marginal additional CO2 emissions are acceptable given the major net benefit to, per the assessment summary, 1053 peoplz. 1ixe CO2 emissions might be offset by, in ime, adjusting the parameters for the NAP and the use of the
long approach, as noise impacts will be much reduced.
Per the above, | expect the notional 1053 person” improvement (considered quantitatively and qualitatively) may be understated, given the prepuiiderance of temporary residents and often-empty dwellings in the vicinity of the proposed path. | can attest
to this personally, being a visitor to the beach and community at Connellys Marsh multiple times every week. Most dwellings appear empty e vast majority of the time.
| look forward to the quick implementation of this important change for our communities.
Thank you.

>
10/01/2026 \
Cariton
Yes
No preference stated

To Whom it may concern,

As property owners and residents in Cariton River 7173 affected by aircraft noise arid n:ovements the following feedback is submitted in relation to the above.
After considering information provided on the proposal we wish to register our swopart for "Recommendation 4" as shown in your documentation.

For reference purposes our details are:

We would like to be included in any further information distributed on ths matter.

1
1

IR 47

Date

Location

Rec 4

NAP Retention

Further changes requested

07/01/2026

No Address Details
Yes

No preference stated
Yes



Feedback & rationale

record 10 S0

Date

Location

Rec4

NAP Retention

Further changes requested
Feedback & rationale

Record 11 1043

Date

Location

Rec4

NAP Retention

Further changes requested
Feedback & rationale

Less house holds impacted
Higher and less noise
Improves environment

record 12 S04

Date

Location
Rec4

NAP Retention
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We support the relocation of the current RNP-AR and make further comments in relation to this submission. Align all aircraft to the RNAV and reconfigure the RNP-AR standards to RNAV. Cansideration should also be given to extending the RNP-AR
flight path towards Lime Bay fo increase aircraft height and reduce the noise impact. As ASA has not provided Forcett residents, particularly those within the immediate area of BAVUR, witsi-ar v Jelief, consideration must be given to relocating this
waypoint 3kms to the south east on vacant land.

> |

07/01/2026

No Address Details

Yes

No preference stated

Yes

We support the relocation of the current RNP-AR and make further comments in relation to this submission. Align all aircraft to the RNAV and reconfigui= {he RNP-AR standards to RNAV. Consideration should also be given to extending the RNP-AR

flight path towards Lime Bay fo increase aircraft height and reduce the noise impact. As ASA has not provided Forcett residents, particularly those wittin the immediate area of BAVUR, with any relief, consideration must be given to relocating this
waypoint 3kms to the south east on vacant land.

05/01/2026

Dodges Ferry

Yes

No preference stated

Yes

Good afternoon,

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to Recommendation 4, Preferred design option for arrivals to Hobart Airpori.

The recommendation to shift runway 30 to the east by 3km appears to be a very reasonable option. | understand that this option for arrivals will reduce noise levels and avoid homes being overflown. This sounds like a good improvement and should
produce a positive outcome.

As an aside and general comment, the best idea for an island is that planes fly over the ocean, but | can see that this poses some concems for you in design.

In response to questions at the information session | attended, the presenters indicated that once this aspect of the project is completed (and recommendation 4 is implemented) Airservices will be in a position to explore options regarding changes to
departure paths. |look forward to this occurring.

Thank you once again.

regards,

1
1
1

2711212025

Primrose Sands

No preference stated
No preference stated



Feedback & rationale

Record 13 SITA3

Date

Location

Rec4

NAP Retention
Feedback & rationale

Record 14 SIEL3

Date

Location

Rec4

NAP Retention
Feedback & rationale

Reduces Noise sharing

record 5 S5

Date

Location
Rec4

NAP Retention
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Hi,
| would like some more information on the purposed change to the current flight path.
We live atS47F
Your website said you had a community engagement session on the 23rd of November at the Primrose community hall. | would like to know where the advertisement was for this sescion? The first we were notified of the changes was a flyer we received
in the mail only a few weeks ago, after the official feedback had closed.
Why wasn't there any nofification about the feedback session? Were the people at Connelly's Marsh notified of the info sessions also? Do you have any evidence of the notificativ.s-or was it only on your website?
s47F and didn't hear anything about an information session and neither did my neighbors.
We understand the new flight path will affect less people with the noise but for the people that will now be affected transparency should be taken on the new changes.
Is there a copy of the full environmental report? As there are also wedge tail eagles in this area that should be taken into consideration.
Also with the videos on your website showing the new flight path there are a bit distorted and unclear about exactly where it will be. Are there all using exactly the same path or do the planes vary depending on where they are arriving from?
Thank you for your time.

231122025

Cariton

Yes

No preference stated

s47F i support recommendation 4 for the move of the flight path to connells marsh

- ___________________________________________________

23/12/2025

Connellys Marsh

No

No preference stated

To whom it may concern,

With regards to the investigation of a proposed change to flight paths to and from Hobart airport, | wish to put forward the following perspective.

Itis painfully obvious that any community of size would prefer that their smaller nearby couziris >zar the brunt of any discomfort and impact on lifestyle than themselves. This unfortunately is the selfish attitude that pervades Australian culture. So let me
put forward an alternative view of the world.

As a household at Connelly’'s Marsh, any discomfort experienced when a plane flies ¢'«ethead, is experienced as an individual household. This discomfort or impact is not magnified simply because my neighbours experience the same. They experience
their own individual discomfort. The same principle would apply to Dodges Ferry, Fiimrose Sands, Dunnally etc etc. So how to move forward? If each individual household experiences the same level of impact, then wouldn't it be the fair and right thing
to do by sharing out equally the flight path. No community takes all of the imj;at. .o community takes none of the impact, all communities take some of the impact in an equal share. There are no ‘not in my backyard excuses’ such as we're a tourist
destination, we're a large community, it makes my beer go flat! The airport ha been there with planes flying in and out long before most people decided to live in a flight path location. So let's give everyone a fair go and just share it out (now that's the
Australian culture that we need to keep alive).

1

20/12/2025

Cariton

Yes

No preference stated
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Feedback & rationale I wish to complain very bitterly about the flight path over Carlton River as 90% of the time the aircraft fly directly over my roof at about 3-4000 feet (has been measured many times) you don't care about us in this area we are all on water tanks and we
must be getting the exhaust pollution on our roofs that gets washed our drinking water tanks | personally invite all the heads of Qantas and all the airlines company managers to my place whare | will offer you all a free cup of tea made from the polluted
water from my water tank until | hear from you please feel free to move your flight path to a more suitable less polluting flight path that's not as noisy not as polluting you have a flight path'y:ou.<o use at times but you still insist flying directly over my roof
usually many times a day | ask you to move to the other flight and bloody gives us a fair go here at Carlton River .Has been many surveys done over the last few year surely the mess=ge has reached your brain telling you we are not happy you have the
ball do something positive with it like move your fiight path that would please 90% of the people of this area.Another plane has just gone over my roof as | sit here writing this.

Improves environment 1

Date 171122025

Location Carlton

Rec 4 Yes

NAP Retention No preference stated
Feedback & rationale My name sS4 7F

| support the proposed recommendations 4 for the move of the flight path to Connelly’s Marsh.

s47F |

Date 171122025

Location Connellys Marsh

Rec4 No

NAP Retention No preference stated

Further changes requested Yes

Feedback & rationale The people of Connellys Marsh typically reside down here and are mostly retired, looking for a quiet life. | understand plans have to fly over somewhere but when there is so much vacant farmland, why on earth would you concentrate them over a

peaceful hamlet? It is not logical. Particularly as we bear more than our fair share of helicopter noise- barely = nay goes past without a few choppers flying low overhead.
There is 8km of coastline between here and Dunaelley that is most uninhabited. Please let common serse orevail.

Reduces Noise sharing 1

Cumulative impacts - 1

concentrates flight paths and

noise

Rcoarerill > |
Date 1711212025

Location No Address Details

Rec4 No preference stated

NAP Retention No preference stated



Feedback & rationale
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S

Best wishes for the holidays and the new year!

| asked Al to put together a few charts/ maps (though clearly it did not benefit from human generic or specialist expertise).

Anyway, in terms of 30 rather than 12 surely in Tasmania there is an opportunity to avoid sensitive areas as in without coming near population centres be it sea or land (populations o:) sanctuaries.
We were initially quite concerned with social/ the media coverage of 30 flights being on the land side of Maria (van Diemen) Island for example.

As in affecting Triabunna, Primrose Sands into the airport.

And as far as 12 goes, surely you can take flights out over the sea rather than overland. GHG/ CO2 calculations be they what it may.

(And let's not forget the government propping up airlines during Covid-19 without getting equity.)

As a frequent traveller family, be it work or private, with family interstate and overseas, and as4 7F , we can't wait o see one stop flights to As«a (such as Singapore and/ or Hong Kong).
Right now Hobart at best has seasonal flights to Auckland.

Are there any thoughts yet on further runways at HBA?

IR 47 |

Date

Location

Rec4

NAP Retention
Feedback & rationale

16/12/2025

Boomer Bay

Yes

No preference stated

Feedback on Recommendation 4:RN-PAR Relocation -

| write to simply support the relocation as recommended i.e. 2kms further East of the current flight path.

My main concern was the potential disruption to the quiet enjoyment of the East and South East Coast regions of Southem-Tasmania. This is an area where there are many holiday shacks and tourist facilities, which many Tasmanians and visitors to the
State go to for rest and relaxation. Given this is a competitive edge for the State, it is important that impacts are kept i~ 2 minimum, while still allowing reasonable access to the Island. While impact on flora and fauna values is very important to consider, it
would seem the level of disturbance to these values is not hugely increased.

=47 |

Date

Location

Rec4

NAP Retention

Further changes requested
Feedback & rationale

16/12/2025

Cariton

Yes

No preference stated
Yes

| support adoption of Recommendation 4 as soon as possible.
In the longer term, as this section of coast develops further, it may be necessc(y to reconsider the east cost option (Recommendation 6).

iR s47F N < e

Date

Location

Rec4

NAP Retention
Feedback & rationale

151122025

Buckland

No preference stated

No preference stated

I would love to but | can’t understand the maps and'! can't ring you.
Are you planning to divert planes over Buckiana again?
RegardsS4

oz OGN D

Date
Location

1511212025
Cariton
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Rec4 Yes
NAP Retention No preference stated
Feedback & rationale My name isS47F , | support the proposed Recommendation 4 for the move of the flight path to Connelly’s Marsh.

(<47 | >

Date 15/12/2025

Location Cariton

Rec4 Yes

NAP Retention No preference stated
Feedback & rationale Hi there,

| am a resident of Cariton. | feel the proposed new flight path will significantly reduce the impact to dodges ferry and Carlton area and will be better for residenis . The predominant noise will be concentrated over farm land and this will be much more
peaceful for residents of the area.

Higher and less noise 1

recorié Sl

Date 15/12/2025

Location Carlton

Rec4 No

NAP Retention No preference stated

Feedback & rationale | have no problem with the current flight routes and no problem with Recommendation 4- as a resident of Cariton Beach | erijoy seeing and hearing the aircraft on the flight paths, reminds me that we are part of a bigger world, and the alleged noise is less

than that made by cars along nearby roads.
Sick of the whiners- this is not a real problem!

record 2 LT

Date 15/12/2025

Location Connellys Marsh
Rec 4 No
NAP Retention No preference stated
Feedback & rationale To Whom It May Concern,
My name isS47F and | live at Connellys Marsh.
| see that our little hamlet is considered vacant land according to your prencsed flight change. Obviously this is wrong, we already have plans flying over please do not allow more.
Cumulative impacts - 1
concentrates flight paths and
noise

Brings planes closer and lower 1

rRs47F | < Y

Date 15112/2025

Location Connellys Marsh
Rec4 No
NAP Retention No preference stated

Further changes requested Yes
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Feedback & rationale Dear Airservices Australia,
As a resident of Connellys Marsh, | have read the report in regards to Recommendation 4 re the Hobart Community airspace flight plans.
Unfortunately, on this occasion | do not agree with the reports and would like to see alternative options to reduce the noise polution from the Primrose/Connellys area.
Would it not be possible to move the flight plan slightly further south to be between Connellys and Dunalley? The noise polution with the current plan is truly already disturbing and disnuptive.
Additionally, the bird life in this area is precious to locals and there are great concems. We have already seen a huge reduction in biodiversity and species.

Cumulative impacts - 1
concentrates flight paths and
noise

Brings planes closer and lower 1

Moves problem to other 1
communities

Eds47F |

Date 15112/2025

Location Cremorne

Rec4 No preference stated
NAP Retention No preference stated
Feedback & rationale Hi,

As | thought would be the case, it is difficult for us to understand your consultation process, what problem you are addressirig, how bad that problem is, who is affected and then what impact Recommendation 4 has on relieving the problem and the extent
to which it transfers new problems o others.

From what | can understand, it appears that flights will be closer to us at Cremome. It looks like flights will go ovei Sioping Island which is a shame in itself as it's a beautiful unspoilt area. We will definitely see the planes at night time and hear them at
other times.

At face value it seems like the usual thing of citizens complaining at Carlton Beach or wherever being assia2<d by transferring the problem to others.

| did email a comment it seems years ago that we don’'t want to be deluged with a mountain of consultaticn stuff which is largely incomprehensible to us. We only want to know if we are adversely affected, how badly and why are we needing to suffer
noise and light nuisance to benefit others.

Didn't those affected under current arrangements choose to live in those locales knowing whatthey were going to get from flight path impacts?

record2s UG N

Date 15112/2025

Location Primrose Sands

Rec4 Yes

NAP Retention No preference stated

Feedback & rationale live ats47F and | agree with the 2have recommendation number 4. This option appears to fly over a lot less permanent residences and I'm told it will be at a greater height than at present.
Higher and less noise 1

Date 15112/2025

Location Sorrell

Rec4 No

NAP Retention No preference stated

Feedback & rationale live aS47F ar.d when | commenced living at this address many years ago the aircraft would fly on descent to airport overhead and myself and my family loved it.

| presume this latest flight piv: cption is going to take flight path further away from my property than it is at present. .
People should get a life -
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Recodo Sf o

Date

Location

Rec 4

NAP Retention
Feedback & rationale

Cumulative impacts -
concentrates flight paths and
noise

Brings planes closer and lower

1411212025

Connellys Marsh

No

No preference stated

With regards to the recommended action 4 | want to lodge my objection to the proposal.

When we first bought our property at Connelleys Marsh no planes were flying over this area. Since 2017 there's been a huge increase in the planes overhead. The no:ize is becoming increasingly disturbing and | see that this proposal is going to make it
much worse. I'm concemed about how this will affect my family who frequently spend time here with me and will inherit my home.

1

1

e Es47F |

Date

Location

Rec 4

NAP Retention
Feedback & rationale

Cumulative impacts -
concentrates flight paths and
noise

Brings planes closer and lower

CEXERSATF

Date

Location

Rec4

NAP Retention
Feedback & rationale

1311212025

Connellys Marsh

No

No preference stated

Hello,

I want to object to the changes in flight paths over Connellys Marsh, where is reside full time. | am appalled at the =1\ygestion that the flight paths be shifted closer to our area. We already endure a far greater level of aircraft noise than before the 2017
changes.

People who live in Connellys Marsh are part of a close knit community who live here permanently, not just accasionally in shacks. We choose to live in a quiet coastal environment because we enjoy the lack of noise pollution.

When we purchased our home here at Connellys Marsh there were very few overhead flights, which :vas 1olerable. The current changes put us more directly under paths that operate both early in the moming and sometimes quite late in the evening.
| ask that the flights be diverted to avoid flying above our homes.

1

... |
1211212025
Cariton
No
No preference stated

Shirley and | received your card (air services austra'ia) ref the change to arrival flight path to Hobart Airport and an invitation to provide feedback.We have lived at the current address for more than 11 years, when we first came air fraffic arrival over our
property was common until a change saw-mcre vaffic go further out over Primrose Sands. This change both surprised and disappointed us, living in proximity to the Airport brought an expectation of arrival and departure noise. The air traffic does not
disturb us in any way, indeed we find it \Yisappointing that some traffic has been diverted away.

The departing traffic has never came-aver us as the arrivals do, not sure why that is however, the departing traffic that fly's over Primrose is clearly visible and we are alerted by the noise. Again, neither of these are a distraction in any way.

In closing we do not understand cr support any need to chang flight paths and would welcome any increase in arrivals flying over us.

R ERs47F -
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Date 03/12/2025
Location Connellys Marsh
Rec4 No

NAP Retention No preference stated
Feedback & rationale Good afternoon,

I live in Connellys Marsh. | am appalled at the suggestion that the flight paths be shifted closer to our area. We already endure a far greater level of aircraft noise than before the 2917 changes.
Connellys Marsh is not vacant land. We are a close knit community who choose to live in a semi rural environment because we enjoy the lack of noise pollution.
The background noise in the more built up communities reduces the impact of the aircraft noise. Connellys Marsh previously was not under a flight path and pushing thvs o»-us now is unreasonable.

Cumulative impacts - 1
concentrates flight paths and
noise

Brings planes closer and lower 1

R s47F o

Date 03/12/2025

Location Connellys Marsh

Rec4 No

NAP Retention No preference stated
Feedback & rationale To whom it may concem

| am a long term resident of Connellys Marsh and | have been made aware of the moves to shift the flight paths closer {5 this area.

We already put up with an increasing amount of aircraft noise since the paths changed in 2017 - Usually loud enowan to be disturbing - Sometimes truly deafening.

Connellys Marsh is a close knit community of people who choose to live away from the conveniences of an 1rtan setting to enjoy the birdsong - Not to listen to jet engines and the whines of flaps being lowered.

The majority of us moved here when Connellys Marsh was not under a flight path. | can accept that planz: iave to go somewhere, but specifically flying them over a quiet community where the noise is going to be especially loud seems ill considered at
best, unfair at worst.

| urge you to consider spreading the load across different paths. This way everyone gets Some ncise ) but noone gets it all the time. This must surely be manageable in a highly automated system.

Reduces Noise sharing 1
Cumulative impacts - 1
concentrates flight paths and

noise

CEERs47F

Date 2711172025

Location Cariton

Rec4 Yes

NAP Retention No preference stated

Further changes requested Yes

Feedback & rationale Thankyou for this communication, | am a resident o Cariton Tasmania and am writing to express my support for recommendation 4 plus NAP.

This would greatly reduce the intrusion frem-nais2 into my everyday living space and over my property.
I would also like to suggest that the BAV'R waypoint could be moved to alleviate the pressure on the residents of Forcett.

Higher and less noise 1
Improves environment 1

Record 36 L2Y( g L °  __________________________________________________________________________________________|



Date

Location

Rec4

NAP Retention
Feedback & rationale
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2411112025

Cariton

Yes

No preference stated

HalloS ,

My name isS47F , Carlton River, Tasmania 7173. Please note that | am registering my support for the proposed changes as detailed in Recommendation 4.

=47

Date

Location

Rec 4

NAP Retention
Feedback & rationale

Higher and less noise

2411112025

Cariton

Yes

No preference stated

Hi Tim,

Thank you for both your ancS47F  time today at Dodges Ferry.

I would like to formally have recognised that | support the changes.
liveatS47F  Cariton River - directly under the current flight path.
The proposed change, will have a direct and positive impact!

I look forward to the changes being implemented.

1

(EET >4 7F |

Date

Location

Rec 4

NAP Retention
Feedback & rationale

Reduces Noise sharing

Cumulative impacts -
concentrates flight paths and
noise

Brings planes closer and lower

Record 35 213

24/1112025

Primrose Sands

No

No preference stated

Hello to whom it may concem;

I have reviewed the maps and the recommendations as put forth in the engagement process. S4 7 F S47F

s47F orior to any changes in aircrait irequency and pathways, however we still did begin to experience flight noise and it was on the cusp of becoming an intrusion and detrimental to our enjoyment of
our beach house and boat sheds, but bearable at the time.

Ins4  we bought the property and invested irs47F , by alocal coriracior, we then used our property personally and when work took us out of State we rented it out consistently. We also improved our boatsheds and obtained aS47
s47F

Recommendation 4 will increase fiight traffic and noise and will directly imnact our use of our property in ouS47F  and likely impact the value of our property, our house and our boat sheds. We do not support recommendation 4 and find it
preposterous to move more flights and noise to an area that previousla< not experiencing the same amount of air fraffic. Property values at the ime we invested, reflected the fact that there was a relatively quiet and peaceful atmosphere in our area
and our decision to invest 100s of thousands of dollars was based on uiat neighbourhood profile. This change likely would impact us to a degree that surely compensation of some sort will be made available?

If this flight change was made over a more affluent community cetainly loss of equity would be considered.

Again, to be clear we do not support recommendation 4 and-we do appreciate the opportunity to submit our feedback in the engagement process.



Date

Location

Rec4

NAP Retention
Feedback & rationale

ELDATF

Date

Location

Rec 4

NAP Retention
Feedback & rationale

Higher and less noise

Rocord 41 003

Date

Location

Rec 4

NAP Retention

Further changes requested

Feedback & rationale

Reduces Noise sharing
Cumulative impacts -

concentrates flight paths and

noise

recod 2 2043

Date

Location
Rec4

NAP Retention
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2411112025

Triabunna

No preference stated

No preference stated

NOT HAPPY ' NO COOKIES THANKS

1711112025

Carlton

Yes

No preference stated

| am strongly in favour of the new flight path. | would like to thank air services Australia for their thoughtful and sensible altemative to the current pathwav.
Local resident of Carlton.

1

06/01/2026

Connellys Marsh

No

No preference stated

Yes

Hi Community Engagement Team,

We've recently moved to Connellys Marsh and have just become aware of the proposal to change flight patiis i this area, due to a letterbox drop over the past fortnight.

The full extent of this consultation process and recommendations is hard to digest as we're late to the pzny, riowever, it seems the proposed changes creates a very concentrated area of air traffic movements over Connellys Marsh. We've already been
surprised by the amount of noise and number of jet movements over the local area and this proposal significantly adds to this load and concentration of air traffic movements.

If you are to adjust the amival fiight path to runway 30 RNP (AR) closer to Connellys Marsh can you olzase adjust the longer departure path on runway 12 further to the east so that Connellys Marsh doesn't bare the brunt of the majority of air traffic
movements?

1
1

.« _____________________________________________________________________|

06/01/2026

No Address Details
No

No preference stated



Feedback & rationale

Reduces Noise sharing
Cumulative impacts -

concentrates flight paths and

noise

record 3 S5

Date

Location

Rec 4

NAP Retention
Feedback & rationale

record 4 SITL3

Date

Location

Rec4

NAP Retention

Further changes requested
Feedback & rationale
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Please find below feedback on Recommendation 4 of the Hobart Airspace Desing Review- Post Implementation Review Report

1)The current RNAV Approach implemented as part of the Noise Abatement Procedure (NAP) trial borders Connely’s Marsh on the South East. The proposed changes to the Required Navigatop Performance Authorisation Required (RNP-AR) for
Runway 30 under Recommendation 4 would border Connely’s Marsh to the North East. This would result in the community of Connely’s Marsh receiving the majority of the noise from bo’h the adjusted RNP-AR, and RNAV approaches/departures from
Runway 12/30.

Additionally, this adjusted flight path under Recommendation 4 would see a significant increase in the number of 60 DB or above noise events for the community of Connely’s Marsh

2)The proposed adjustment to the RNAV Approach under recommendation 4 does not result in “noise sharing™ across communities, as it is concentrating the noise over a single 3iailer area. Multiple alternative approaches should be considered,
including Westerly, if Air Services Australia are attempting to “noise share” across multiple communities.

3)The community of Connelly's Marsh is semi-rural with less background noise than other, more established neighbouring communities. This in tum results in a larger impact ivom the noise of the increased flights around this community.

4)As per data available on the LIST and via the Natural Value Atlas this area has a high likelihood of Eagle habitat within the adjusted RNP-AR flight path proposed unu=r recommendation 4. Mulfiple studies have proven that aircraft both visually and from
noise can cause birds to leave their nests. Repeated disturbances may cause lower reproductive success for the eagles.

—_

06/01/2026

Primrose Sands

Yes

No preference stated

Thanks for the opportunity to provide feedback on the preferred option 4. | was in favour of Option 4 and still concir witn the proposed change. To be completely honest, the planes do not cause any issues where | live in Primrose Sands.

. ______________________° |

11/01/2026

Dunalley

No

No

Yes

Dear Airservices Australia,

| am writing to formally object to Recommendation 4: Preferred Design Option for H>bart, on the basis that it will increase aircraft noise over the township and surrounds of Dunalley and Connellys Marsh, where current aircraft noise levels are already
excessive and inappropriate for the local environment.

My position is straightforward: the existing level of aircraft noise over Dura”=y and Connellys Marsh is unacceptable, and Recommendation 4 will increase that impact.

| respectfully request that flight paths not be moved further east. Thev'sinuld in fact be moved further west, away from east coast rural communities, including Dunalley.

Inconsistency with Airservices Noise Management Principles

Airservices Australia’s published Noise Management Principles styte that aircraft noise should be managed in a way that:

*minimises the number of people affected by aircraft noise

savoids unnecessary concentration of noise over particu.ar communities

sconsiders fairess and equity in the distribution ¢*noize impacts

srecognises that noise impacts are highly context-specific

sseeks to reduce noise exposure where practicable

While these principles are acknowledged in th2 Recommendation 4 material, the proposed outcome for Dunalley and Connellys Marsh is inconsistent with their intent and application. In particular, Recommendation 4:
swill concentrate noise over the communites of Connellys Marsh and Dunalley,



Feedback & rationale continued

Feedback & rationale continued

Feedback & rationale continued
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+is not a fair and equitable distribution of noise impact,

+does not recognise the context-specific impact of noise on our community.

Existing impacts on Dunalley

Dunalley is a small, rural coastal community located a significant distance from Hobart Airport. Aircraft noise in this landscape is highly intrusive, persistent, and out of place.

Aircraft are clearly audible inside homes with windows closed, and there is no practical way for residents to avoid exposure. This level of impact is not occasional or incidental. It repieseiits a sustained environmental burden.
Airservices’ principles recognise that the acceptability of aircraft noise depends heavily on the surrounding sound environment. In a quiet rural community, even relatively infrequertuverflights can have a disproportionate impact.
This context has not been adequately reflected in Recommendation 4.

Mischaracterisation of “vacant land” and noise minimisation

Recommendation 4 relies in part on the assertion that the proposed flight path is located over “primarily vacant land between Connellys Marsh and Primrose Sands,” thiareby reducing impact.

This approach conflicts with Airservices’ principle that noise management should consider actual impact, not merely population density.

So-called “vacant land” in this region includes:

slandscapes with high biodiversity, cultural and heritage value

*native forests, wetlands, coastline, and nationally protected conservation reserve areas

sworking farms and rural properties

The absence of dense housing does not mean the absence of impact. Noise exposure in these areas still affects:

sresidents living nearby

swildlife and ecological systems

stourism, recreation, and cultural uses

Treating lightly populated land as suitable for increased aircraft noise undermines both environmental protection and long-teriinarid stewardship.
Noise as an environmental pollutant

Airservices’ noise management framework acknowledges that aircraft noise is an environmental issue, not merely an sperational one.

Noise is recognised by the World Health Organisation as a major environmental pollutant, with demonstrated impacts.oii:

sphysical and mental health

sstress and sleep disturbance

swildlife behaviour, communication, and breeding

On our property in Dunalley alone, more than 5,000 hectares of native forests, wetlands, grasslands ¢na-coastline are actively managed, including over 2,000 hectares of nationally protected conservation reserves. These landscapes support rare and
endangered species and habitats, many listed under the National Environment Protection and Biotive:isity Conservation Act, including:
*Tasmania's largest known wild population of disease-free Tasmanian devils

sendangered swift parrots

*breeding sea eagles and wedge-tailed eagles

*more than 120 bird species and numerous native mammals

The new flight path proposed by Recommendation 4 will fly directly oveiapproximately 1,000 hectares of Nationally Protected Nature Conservation Reserves, impacting these areas of nationally recognised environmental significance.

Airservices’ principle of minimising environmental impact requires that ! iise effects on ecosystems be considered, even where human settlement is sparse. Recommendation 4 does not adequately address this, increasing the stress and impact on the
natural environment.

“Noise sharing” and equity

Airservices’ Noise Management Principles emphasise faiinecs and equity in the distribution of aircraft noise.

Recently, a Noise Abatement Procedure was introduced iiiorder to share the noise of aircraft arrivals into Hobart. However, Recommendation 4 will move the current arrivals path 3 km eastwards, resulting in the two arrivals paths being located very close
together. Combined with the departure path, this coricentrates all aircraft noise over a small area.

This goes against Airservices Australia’s Noise Management Principle of “avoiding unnecessary concentration of noise over particular communities”.

Applying “noise sharing” in a way that disproportinately affects small, rural, and socially disadvantaged communities, is inconsistent with Airservices’ Noise Management Principles and is fundamentally unfair.

Communities close to airports reasonak:y. expect aircraft noise, and make informed decisions accordingly. Remote rural communities such as Dunalley and Connellys Marsh do not.
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Using complaint numbers or population density as a proxy for impact, disadvantages communities that:

+are small

*lack organisational capacity

sexperience socioeconomic disadvantage

*have limited resources to engage in prolonged consultation processes

This risks shifting noise toward communities, such as Dunalley, with the least ability to respond, rather than those best placed to absorb impact.
Equitable noise management should protect vulnerable communities such as Dunalley and Connelly’s Marsh, not expose them to increased burden because they generate fwer submissions.
Cultural and heritage considerations

Airservices’ principles acknowledge that aircraft noise affects amenity and quality of life, not only health metrics.

Dunalley and its surrounds hold:

+deep Aboriginal cultural significance

searly convict and colonial farming heritage

*long-standing maritime and fishing traditions

+an ongoing rural and agricultural identity

The natural soundscape of this area is a core part of its cultural and social value.

Aircraft noise degrades:

ssocial interaction and community cohesion

stourism, accommodation and hospitality activities

sceremonies and celebrations, wellness activities, and cultural events

sthe experience of public spaces intended for rest and connection

Noise that might be tolerated in urban environments causes far greater harm in quiet rural settings. This aligns directiy.with Airservices’ recognition that noise impacts are context-specific. Our soundscape must be protected, and Recommendation 4
threatens that.

Social disadvantage and cumulative impact

Dunalley experiences significant socioeconomic disadvantage compared to state and national averages( Iriciuding:

*lower median incomes than the Tasmanian and National median

*higher rates of chronic illness and disability

*poor educational outcomes with some of Tasmania’s, and Australia’s, lowest year 12 completicii rates

*among Tasmania’s and Australia’s highest youth unemployment rates

«limited access to healthcare, public transport, and education

The community is also still recovering from the catastrophic 2013 bushfire, which destroyed hundreds of homes, along with businesses, employment opportunities, the local school, and essential infrastructure. Recovery has been prolonged and
exhausting.

Airservices’ commitment to fairess requires that cumulative impacts be consicered. Increasing aircraft noise over a community already facing social and economic challenges is inconsistent with this principle, and is fundamentally unfair.
Recommendation 4 shifts noise toward communities, such as Dunalley aiid.Connellys Marsh, that are vulnerable, with the least ability to engage and respond to this process.

Long-term responsibility

Once flight path decisions are finalised, Airservices Australia moves.or.. Affected communities do not.
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Feedback & rationale continued  Residents of Dunalley will live with the consequences of these decisions every day, long after modelling exercises and consultation processes conclude.
This is not an abstract issue - it is a permanent change to a place where aircraft noise does not belong.
Request
In accordance with Airservices Australia’s own Noise Management Principles, | respectfully request that Airservices:
1.Reject Recommendation 4 as currently proposed — specifically, do not move any flight paths further east
2 Reduce aircraft noise over Dunalley, rather than increasing it
3 Move flight paths further west, away from east coast rural communities, providing relief from the pollution of our natural soundscape
4 Value the natural soundscape of Tasmanian East coast communities, protecting them from noise pollution as a high priority - formally acknowledging the natural sourdscape: of our region as a core part of its cultural and social value.
5. Apply noise management principles in a way that genuinely reflects context, equity, environmental value and cumulative impact, not simply population density or subinission volume.
Dunalley and surrounds should not be asked to absorb increased aircraft noise simply because it is small, quiet, and less able to defend itself.
The concentration of all aircraft noise over such a narrow area so far east of the airport, as proposed by Recommendation 4, disproportionately affects our comrunity.
Personal statement
On a personal note, | want Airservices Australia to understand that aircraft noise has a real and ongoing impact on my quality of life and on the lives of p=ople’in my community.
The aircraft noise over Dunalley does not sit quietly in the background. Each overflight dominates the sound environment for a prolonged period as ai<taft approach and depart, often with little respite between movements. The effect is cumulative, one
aircraft following another, and it fundamentally alters the character of the landscape.
The noise is clearly audible inside our home, even with all windows and doors closed, leaving no practical way to avoid exposure. This is not a niinor inconvenience; it is a persistent infrusion into daily life in a place where quiet is central to wellbeing,
connection to nature, and community identity.
As | was lying in bed listening fo JetStar Flight 712 fly over at 10:50pm last night, | was yet again reminded of just how persistent and.re’erlessly intrusive the aircraft noise is over Dunalley.
| ask Airservices to consider that decisions made on paper translate directly into lived experience for real people, every day. Please (‘o ot further degrade the quality of life of my community by adopting Recommendation 4 and pushing aircraft noise
further east.
| respectfully request that flight paths be moved further west, to provide meaningful relief to Dunalley and surrounding rura! ccmunities.
Thank you for considering this submission.

Reduces Noise sharing 1
Cumulative impacts - 1
concentrates flight paths and

noise

Brings planes closer and lower 1

Moves problem to other 1
communities

s I <

Date 09/01/2026
Location SECLA
Rec 4 No

NAP Retention No
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Feedback & rationale SECLA is opposed to the imposition of Option 4 — moving the RNP-AR flight path to the East.
Since implementation of SIDS and STARS in 2017 Dunalley and surrounding communities who were never previously overflown have been unfairly impacted.
The initial RNY30 arrival RNAV flew directly over Dunalley and surrounding areas after being implemented with no community consultation. It was only after the Air Noise Ombudsman’s (ANC)intercession that some relief was provided by moving this
flight path further to the West.
After an initial flight path review of the SIDS and STARs implementation, departures from RNY12 were moved fo the East, completely blindsiding this community as there was no mentiori of this in community ‘consultation’ sessions held previously to this in
2019. The community was now being impacted from both arrivals and departures.
Around this time a shorter arrivals path was introduced, the RNP-AR and at a community meeting in Hobart Airservices Australia (ASA) proposed this as a noise mitigation fo;aur community as, though at the time only a small number of aircraft and crews
were frained and equipped to fly the more technical approach, it was clearly stated that the expectation was that all airlines would move to use this new approach over fims w ieverage the savings in costs and time.
As part of the Post Implementation Review (PIR), a Noise Abatement Procedure (NAP) was proposed. Key to the community consultation that Airservices enacted was a community survey, with four options available to choose. The NAP proposed
requiring aircraft to travel on the longer RNAV approach which impacts our community far more than the shorter RNP-AR. The longest option on the survey for travei or. the RNP-AR was 8 hours.
The results of this survey were split 48%/52%. On the basis that there was no clear mandate to continue with the NAP it was initially rejected. It was then brougiat back in after a challenge from the ANO based on an argument that the use of the RNP-AR
was higher than that originally predicted — which was completely at odds with what the community was told previously; ASA had always expected aircraft wouia move to the shorter approach. After pressure on the ASA CEO, the NAP was brought in as a
trial — not at one of the selected survey options, but at 18hrs — a full 10 hours longer than the longest community survey option and representing 75% of tne.aay on the longer approach. ASA refused to go back to the community to seek a mandate for this
extraordinary increase in NAP timing, thus completely invalidating their community engagement.

Feedback & rationale continued ASA advised that this timing allowed for noise sharing as it balanced aircraft movements 50/50 between communities. This simplistic appraach assumes that aircraft movement directly relates to impact and takes no account of the timing of the
movements. i.e. impact of an aircraft in a low ambient noise community at 10pm = impact of an aircraft movement in suburbia at midc'ay.
Itis also conceming that there is no quantitative trigger for reassessment of the hours of the NAP in the face of increased aircraft mo vetients and larger, noisier [older] aircraft increasing seat numbers (and international flights being planned).
At the recent Dunalley community consultation in discussion with ASA, it was made very clear that it was very unclear what this triga<r would be. It currently is apparently sitting around 40/60 with Dunalley impact on the 60 side, and will increase with new
routes having commenced already (e.g. direct to Newcastle) and extra flights being added, the former new flights are all in th& NAP period. ASA is apparently “looking at it regularly”. What does this mean for actually actioning a change and for how many
years will this be managed before the case is closed and forgotten? What is the quantitative trigger point? If Option 4 is brcught in, it will move flights closer and lower to the Dunalley and surrounding communities. If the current situation is ‘fair’ according
to ASA’s reasoning behind bringing in the NAP at the current outrageous level, then surely increased flights, increasei %ight routes and bringing the RNP_AR closer and lower to the community will make the increased noise the community is subjected to
as manifestly unfair...
Itis notable that during the six-hour period, 8am to 2pm in which the NAP is not in effect, during the weekday 2t least, many of the residents of the areas impacted are not even in these areas as they commute to work and schools, as evidenced by the
large amount of peak hour fraffic on the Arthur highway up until the Primrose Sands turnoff (which also encor:inasses the Carlton Beach and Dodges Ferry turnoffs).
Option 4 will bring more aircraft noise to areas already heavily impacted by ASA's so called “noise sharirg jarrangements. SECLA has repeatedly requested that PIR measures not be considered in isolation, and that the cumulative impact must be
investigated. When put to ASA representatives at both “Community Engagement” sessions and at Hohait Airport CACG meetings, they agreed on multiple occasions that this would occur. We have seen scant evidence of this in any of the publically
released ASA documentation.
Stop unfairly pushing more aircraft noise on our communities. We are doing more than our fair' snare already.

Reduces Noise sharing 1
Cumulative impacts -concentrates 1
flight paths and noise

R s47F |

Date 15/12/2025
Location Murdunna
Rec4 No

NAP Retention No

Further changes requested Yes
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Reduces Noise sharing
Cumulative impacts -
concentrates flight paths and
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Moves problem to other
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EEXEATF
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Rec4

NAP Retention

Further changes requested
Feedback & rationale

Less house holds impacted
Higher and less noise
Improves environment

record 4 S0

Date
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| am completely opposed to this relocation of the RNP over Hobart.

| am completely opposed to the continuation of the NAP on runway 30 Hobart even if the relocation does not ocurr.

| see a large amount of controlled airspace above Dodges Ferry and Carlton River available for take offs if the RNP is moved this would be consistent with noise sharing.
Itis completely unreasonable to burden the south east corner of Hobart with three flight paths.

The departures need to be relocated either to the West or in the current RNP path.

Departures would be significantly higher than the current RNP over Cariton River.

The communities closest to the airport are being offered COMPLETE relief from large aircraft noise at the expense of more distant areas.

This is a complete failure by Air Services.

I say again and again....move departures to the West, NOT arrivals.there is NO technical reason to not move departures to the West.

There is talk of a class action in the Dunalley community if this proceeds as indicated.

2711112025, 28/07/2025

Primrose Sands

Yes

Yes

Yes

Dear Airservices Australia,

Implementation of the Noise Abatement Procedure (NAP) in July 2024 brought significant relief to my nousehold. | live onS47F
high noise levels, and the NAP has meaningfully reduced my exposure to these operations.

| am pleased to see PIR Recommendation 4 progressing. In combination with the NAP, thiz rep‘esents the least impactful option in terms of both aircraft noise and the protection of eagle habitats. It is a balanced solution that supports safety,
environmental considerations and community well-being.

| am concemed, however, that some opposition to the NAP is coming from individuals:who do not live under the RNP-AR or RNAV flight paths and therefore do not experience the concentrated noise burden that communities like mine endure. Noise
monitoring data clearly shows that the impact is not evenly distributed. Those dire<uy ffected should be prioritised in the decision-making process, consistent with the principles of faimess and evidence-based planning.

| encourage Airservices Australia to continue relying on objective noise data, .environmental assessments and the lived experience of communities that are most directly exposed to aircraft operations. These voices should carry particular weight in
determining the long-term flight path design.

Thank you for your ongoing work and for the opportunity to provide feedbaci.

. Aircraft such as the older B738s operated by VA generate extremely

Option 4 - | welcome the decision to proceed to the implementatiori biiase. | currently have noisy jets thundering 1950' above my house onS47F . Moving the flight path 2 to 3 km east makes sense as it impacts few households. Aircraft will also
cross the coast 1050" higher. NAP - This has brought us muci: relief. | am glad this was made permanent. Option 6 - | think flights from BNE and SYD should use this flight path as part of an enhanced NAP. | understand ASA have a problem tracking
aircraft down the east coast. | believe this is the main unstat=d reason why Option 6 is not being progressed, even though it is not that expensive to install ADS-B ground stations. The emissions calculations are based on data from ancient B738 aircraft
that are being retired from service. This overstates the >CZ emissions for Option 6.

1



Recommendation 4 Preferred Design Option Community Feedback Airservices FOI 05/26/27

Location Carlton
Rec4 Yes
NAP Retention Yes
Further changes requested Yes
Feedback & rationale Good Moming
llive ats47F and | am directly under the fiightpath (RWY30 RNP-AR) which has been very disruptive and annoying since it was implemented.
There areS47F and we hate it - all have significant frustration and disruption from the current flight path. Was are also very concemed about the o1+4lity of our drinking water as we are on rainwater tanks. The noise is far too loud

— cannot falk on the phone with aircraft over head, scaring livestock, devaluing the property, destroying the serenity we purchased as our forever home.
SV£7SI4:.7 ) support Recommendation 4, and it would seem to minimise those impacted.

I would also like lodge a complaint about the Community Engagement Session held on 25 November in Dunalley.
Dunalley is a 10 minute drive for us and we could not attend the other sessions. Assuming the session would be as described on yir website -S4 7 F

s47F

Feedback & rationale continued  In the building chaos of voices getting louder — the air services organiser, who seemed to know the mestvecal in the room asked him how he would like the session to be run and they spoke of a ‘town hall style’ session. This was where everyone formed
a circle and one would talk at a ime while everyone listened (and in this case - shouted you down if you support Rec.4) . Completely intimidating after the realisation that we weren't welcome as we lived in Carlton River and this session was only for those
in Dunalley. And it would seem the most vocal in the room (with an opposing view to us) was well kiiown to organisers and given the opportunity to decide how the session was run and to *hold court’.

We felt there was no opportunity to engage with air services on our position and the sessicn we<s uncontrolled and intimidating. Only about 3 out of approx. 30 spoke and were heard.
Below seemed to be something we could go to and have a chat to air services.... NOT the ¢ase!

We are also aligned with the group supporting to

1Accept ASA’s Rec 4 to move this RNP-AR flight path 3 km east.

2 Accept the continuation of the NAP (Noise Abatement Procedure) noise sharing between 2.00pm -8.00am.

Further to this we also request a critical review be completed of the:

3 New RNP-AR flight path to ensure that community impact is actually muiiniised.

4 Align all aircraft to RNAV (long track) and reconfigure RNP-AR steradrus to RNAV.

5 Extend RNP-AR flight path towards Lime Bay to increase aircraft height.

6.BAVUR waypoint through Forcett for movement =3km north east.

If recommendation 4 is not implemented — | will be very vac:i about the ineffective consultation process described above.
I look forward to your response.

Improves environment 1

rocord 40 TGRS

Date 10/01/2026
Location No Address Details
Rec4 Yes
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Yes

Yes

To whom it may concern,

| am writing due to my concern for the Primrose Sands area, the community who live there and the people who visit.

I have been visiting and staying in the area forS47F and have enjoyed very much the beauty and quiet solitude it previously offered, however since the changed flicht patt.s to Hobart Airport, it has impacted the area greatly and from my point
of view the health hazards to the community are enormous and totally unacceptable (especially when there are other appropriate and safe options available).

My main concerns below.

1.Noise pollution — the constant noise from overhead commercial aircraft travelling very low.

2 Air pollution - this includes the toxic aviation exhaust from low flying aircraft that directly contaminates the tank water. How can it be safe to drink? | personally buy-hotted water to ensure safe drinking

3 Health and safety of families and children living directly undemeath low flying aircraft.

| understand from talking with people in the area that there are flight options which would alleviate the above concems and offer Primrose Sands and other aff<:cied communities a safer environment in which to live.

With above said, | confirm | hold aS4 7 F ), where the study highlighted S47 F
so | understand the process which should be done to ensure health and safety for all.

Moving the flight path may be a financial and time issue for air services, but the cost of not addressing the significant health and safety issues/conczms which are impacting the community, communities and environment will | believe be more costly in the
future with possible legal ramifications.

| submit the following as feedback on Airservices Australia’s Rec 4 options:

1. Isupport ASA's Rec 4 to move this RNP-AR flight path 3 km east.

2. |support the continuation of the NAP (Noise Abatement Procedure) noise sharing between 2.00pm -8.00am.

Also, | strongly support that Air Services Australia undertake a critical review of the following:

3. New RNP-AR fiight path to ensure that community impact is actually minimised.

4. Align all aircraft to RNAV (long track) and reconfigure RNP-AR standards to RNAV.

| am standing with Primrose Sands residents and visitors to the area in advocating that the southemn arrival flight =i siiould fly over open vacant land between Connelly’s Marsh and Dunalley. This open vacant area would substantially reduce negative
flight impacts and address the current real health concems.

5. Extend RNP-AR flight path towards Lime Bay to increase aircraft height.

6.  BAVUR waypoint through Forcett for movement ~3km north east

Transparency is important; therefore, in HOPE | look forward to an open, honest, and appropriate saf: outcome for all.

| would appreciate acknowledgement of my feedback, as well be included in your updates and ouicor'e.

Thank you for your time

Yours Sincerely,

T s47F S

Date

Location

Rec4

NAP Retention

Further changes requested

09/01/2026
Primrose Sands
Yes

Yes

Yes
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Feedback & rationale Good afternoon,
| continue fo be crop dusted by the ongoing low flights directly over our home at Primrose Sands.
Current arrival and departure flights continue to have no order or designated flight corridor.
Our health continues to be eroded each and every day.
Please action flight change as soon as possible.
Please register my feedback as per below.
1. laccept ASA’s Rec 4 to move this RNP-AR flight path >3 km east.
2. laccept the continuation of the NAP (Noise Abatement Procedure) noise sharing between 2.00pm -8 .00am.
| also request that Air Services Australia undertake a critical review of the following:
3. New RNP-AR flight path to ensure that community impact is actually minimised.
This must be conducted properly and thoroughly by ASA to ensure accuracy with expected outcome.
4. Align all aircraft to RNAV (long track) and reconfigure RNP-AR standards to RNAV.
ANO have acknowledged that this is a feasible, safe option — CASA just need to approve this.
5. Extend RNP-AR flight path towards Lime Bay to increase aircraft height.
Utilise the new RNP-AR for flight separation only.
6.  BAVUR waypoint through Forcett for movement ~3km north east.

Feedback & rationale continued  This urgently needs to be reviewed as Forcett residents have received no relief and have seen an increase in both aircraft activity,-5ois2 and aviation pollution. Moving the BAVUR waypoint northeast would increase aircraft height and distance from
residential dwelling in this area. The proposed area has a vacant land corridor directly to the coast.
The community position conceming the current RWY30 RNP-AR has been expressed many times by our affected commuaity..........
1 the “Change Runway 30: Save Our Communities™ petition in 2022 with 656 signatories,
2 March 2024 community survey “RWY30 RNP-AR flight path: Online survey of Community Reactions to Aircraft Nois>" submitted to the Government Senate Hearing and AA with 152 valid responses,
3 Group and individual Senate Hearing submissions, including attendance in person at Hobart session,
4 A signed motion from two Community Engagement sessions in Nov 2024 totalling another 40 signatories.
5 Community representation at the recent AA community engagements held in Nov 2025
Community members are asking the following:
Q: Will Airservices Australia accept the 2022 Petition / 2024 Survey / Senate Hearing submissions ana motions as feedback on the Runway 30 fiight changes?
If ASA reject the above feedback, please supply a reason why.

Higher and less noise 1

Record 1 213 .

Date 08/01/2026

Location Dodges Ferry
Rec4 Yes
NAP Retention Yes

Further changes requested Yes



Feedback & rationale

Higher and less noise
Improves environment
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Hello

I live in Dodges Ferry and want to support people who are adversely impacted by the flightpath into Hobart Interational Airport.

| have three major concerns with the flight paths into Hobart in general.

1. Generally south of Sorell houses rely on rainfall and resultant tank water supplies. There is no reficulated water supply. Having planes fly low over houses is not conducive for a heclthy water supply. Changes to flight paths should be considered under
the Tasmanian Environmental Management and Pollution Control (General) Regulations 2017, and the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999, where humiins are the "animals” in the latter act. | haven't seen this work, but if it
hasn't been done, it is a serious breach.

2. Similarly noise is an environmental problem, and having low flying planes over populated areas/houses, isn't sensible in sparsely populated Tasmania, even under a noise sharing protocol between 2.00pm -8.00am. A flight path over unpopulated
areas should be selected to minimise any noise impacting houses.

3. Airport usage is only going to increase, so getting a sustainable solution now, with the lowest community impact/highest level of acceptance, seems a logical approach. - While the airport is considered an essential facility, it shouldn't be operated without
considering that this is Southem Tasmania. People live here because they like the lifestyle. This distinctive attribute of living around the airport should not be disresperied.

I hope that in making the decision of flight path changes, that any impact on flying ime and overall fuel usage be offset against the least community impact on Al parameters. The benefit and luxury of having an intemational airport should not be taken for
granted, nor the service level of life in southern Tasmania not be respected. Both would be grave injustices.

| support the sensible approach and detailed as follows:

1Accept ASA's Rec 4 to move this RNP-AR flight path 3 km east.

2 Accept the continuation of the NAP (Noise Abatement Procedure) noise sharing between 2.00pm -8.00am.

And also, that Air Services Australia undertake a critical review of the following:

3 New RNP-AR flight path to ensure that community impact is actually minimised.

4 Align all aircraft to RNAV (long track) and reconfigure RNP-AR standards to RNAV.

5 Extend RNP-AR flight path towards Lime Bay to increase aircraft height.

6.BAVUR waypoint through Forcett for movement ~3km north east

Thank you for noting our concerns.

1
1

(=4 7F |

Date

Location

Rec4

NAP Retention

Further changes requested
Feedback & rationale

ETIEATF

Date

Location
Rec4

NAP Retention

07/01/2026

No Address Details

Yes

Yes

Yes

As an affected resident | support the following....

1Accept ASA's Rec 4 to move this RNP-AR flight path 3 km east.

2 Accept the continuation of the NAP (Noise Abatement Procedure) .2 sharing between 2.00pm -8.00am.
Further to this we request a critical review be completed of the:

New RNP-AR flight path to ensure that community impact is actuaily minimised.

3 Align all aircraft to RNAV (long track) and reconfigure RN\>-AR standards to RNAV.
4 Extend RNP-AR flight path towards Lime Bay to incrcasz aircraft height.

5 BAVUR waypoint through Forcett for movement =2 north east.

07/01/2026
Primrose Sands
Yes

Yes
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Feedback & rationale To whom it may concern,
| am a resident of Primrose Sands and have had to endure the constant and regular planes that fly so low directly over the top of our home. | cannot understand why Aviation Australia allow-and continue with this fiightpath when there is clearly far better
options that would not adversely impact nearly as many residents. The current flightpath makes living in affected areas so much less enjoyable and desireable. The planes are far too low incr=dibly noisy and cause pollution to areas solely reliant on
stored water supply.
| would urge you to accept the two major recommendations to adopt the ASA's Rec 4 to move the flightpath 3 kms east that would have significantly less impact on residents as well‘as reducing the noise, allowing the planes to fly higher as well as
producing far less pollution on water supplies and resident's mental health issues.
The second recommendation | urge you to accept is the continuation of the Noise Abatement Procedure.
Surely if there are options available that would minimize residential impact then that would be the best option for so many people.
| trust that the right and ethical decision is made and both recommendations are adopted as soon as possible.

Less house holds impacted 1
Higher and less noise 1
Improves environment 1

TR Es47F |

Date 07/01/2026

Location Primrose Sands
Rec4 Yes
NAP Retention Yes
Further changes requested Yes
Feedback & rationale Good afternoon.
I've been involved in numerous community meetings with Airservices as well as politicians, ministers and industry. rzprosentatives.
This flight path needs move!!
The current health impacts to our family, friends and neighbours from the current low RNP-AR flight path is <learly unacceptable on all levels.
My feedback is as follows

1.1accept ASA's Rec 4 to move this RNP-AR flight path >3 km east.

2 1accept the continuation of the NAP (Noise Abatement Procedure) noise sharing between 2.00pm - $.00am.

Further to this | request a critical review be completed on the following:

3 New RNP-AR flight path to ensure that community impact is actually minimised.

4 Align all aircraft to RNAV (long track) and reconfigure RNP-AR standards to the RNAV.

5 Extend RNP-AR flight path towards Lime Bay to increase aircraft height.

6.BAVUR waypoint through Forcett for movement ~3km north east.

Thank you for your time at the Community Engagements in listening to my fecciack and hopefully the above flight path improvements are implemented as soon as possible.

CEEETs47F I~

Date 30/12/2025
Location Primrose Sands
Rec4 Yes

NAP Retention Yes



Feedback & rationale

Higher and less noise

RERERATF

Date

Location

Rec4

NAP Retention
Feedback & rationale

Higher and less noise

record 5 0L

Date

Location

Rec4

NAP Retention
Feedback & rationale

Higher and less noise
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Date

Location
Rec4

NAP Retention

Further changes requested

Feedback & rationale

Improves environment

record 3 S5

Date
Location
Rec 4
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To whom it may concemn

| am a long time shack owner at Primrose Sands and stay there on a regular basis for rest and relaxation in a peaceful setting.

That rest and relaxation has been seriously negatively impacted by changes to the flight path into Hobart. | understand that the airline industry must operate safely and be financially viabi, However, having a flight path over populated areas, where
aircraft are flying so low that markings on the undercarriage can be easily read from ground level, has many detrimental consequences for residents of those areas.

The preferred design option suggested by affected communities is that the RNP-AR arrival path be moved 2-3 km to the east with the goal of reducing aircraft noise over Carlton Rivar/iimrose Sands.

| welcome and endorse the speedy implementation of the preferred design option for RNP-AR to runway 30 at Hobart Airport and | am also pleased to note that the NAP will remaii i3 place. | believe that this is an excellent compromise for the industry and
impacted communities.

1

231122025

Carlton

Yes

Yes

| accept Recommendation 4.

The NAP must stay in place.

I holiday annually in Cariton River and find the noise levels of the planes are far too much.

1

- ____________________________________________

23/12/2025

Carlton

Yes

Yes

| accept recommendation for. The NAP must stay in place.

1s47F in Carlton river and | find the planes flying over head t2 be noisy and disturbing.
Best wishes and Merry Christmas.

1

-9  _______________________________________________________________|

23/12/2025

Carlton

Yes

Yes

Yes

| accept Recommendation 4 and it should be implemertcd as soon as possible. This flight path is too low, too noisy and too polluting of our rain tanks and drinking water.
The NAP must stay in place to give some relief to ceople affected by the new flight path.

Monitor the impacts of this new flight path and mov:: it further East if it does not achieve its desired outcomes.

1

% _____________________________________________________________________________________

211122025
Cariton
Yes
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NAP Retention Yes
Further changes requested Yes
Feedback & rationale Good moming

Please see below feedback on the RNP-AR flight path in southern Tasmania.

1. Accept ASA's Rec 4 to move this RNP-AR flight path 3 km east.

2. Accept the continuation of the NAP (Noise Abatement Procedure) noise sharing between 2.00pm -8.00am.
Further to this, we support our community groups request for a critical review be completed of the:

New RNP-AR flight path to ensure that community impact is actually minimised.

1. Align all aircraft to RNAV (long track) and reconfigure RNP-AR standards fo RNAV.

2. Extend RNP-AR flight path towards Lime Bay to increase aircraft height.

3. BAVUR waypoint through Forcett for movement ~3km north east.

Thanks

R <47 |

Date 20/12/2025

Location Cariton
Rec4 Yes
NAP Retention Yes
Further changes requested Yes
Feedback & rationale To Whom It May Concern ASA Community Engagement
liveas47F and have attended one of the community meetings held in Dodges Ferry.zswzii as providing feedback at the Senate committee hearing held last year in Hobart.

My main concem is that the flights are TOO LOW, TOO NOISY and far TOO POLLUTING!

The planes fly right over the wetlands in Carlton River and are disrupting the bird breeding behaviour. Low ai<.:aft flight paths can disturb birds during the breeding season, particularly as young birds fledge and take to the skies.
Bird strikes are common, especially during late summer and autumn, when young birds are more vulnerzi'e 4 collisions with planes. Disturbances can lead to reduced reproductive success, as birds may abandon their nests or territories due to aircraft
noise, affecting their ability to feed and breed effectively.

Urban noise and aircraft noise pollution can also disrupt breeding behavior, leading to decreased energy reserves and potential population declines.

Sources:

https:/Iitheconversation.com/collisions-between-planes-and-birds-follow-seasonal-pattems-anu uverlap-with-breeding-and-migration-new-research-24 1238

https:/ifai org/sites/default/files/documents/in_3-1_aircraft_effects_on_birds pdf

So not only is the new low flight paths disturbing the pleasant environment for the lozaiz who moved out here for peace and quiet, the new flight paths are destroying our precious wetlands and upsetting the wildlife.

| therefore support the following:

Accept ASA’s Rec 4 to move this RNP-AR flight path 3 km east.

Accept the continuation of the NAP (Noise Abatement Procedure) noise sharing between 2.00pm -8.00am.

Further to this we request a critical review be completed of the:

New RNP-AR flight path to ensure that community impact is actually m'nimised.

Align all aircraft to RNAV (long track) and reconfigure RNP-AR ctandards to RNAV.

Extend RNP-AR flight path towards Lime Bay to increase aircraft height.

BAVUR waypoint through Forcett for movement ~3km north east.

In reality low flying aircraft should be nowhere near urhan and wetland environments.

Improves environment 1

ecord o OGRS

Date 20/12/2025
Location Forcett



Rec4

NAP Retention

Further changes requested
Feedback & rationale

Improves environment
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Yes

Yes

Yes

lamthes47F and as | do not have a computer or a smart phone my submission is being done orS47F  computer and with§  assistance.

I reside in the Forcett area and after 6 years of fighting to have this too low, too noisy, polluting path directly over our homes relocated, | fully support the moving of RNP-AR 3kms: to the: east and maintaining the NAP both over Connelly's Marsh and
Primrose Sands.

After 6 months of the RNP-AR relocation | am requesting ASA to carry out a critical review to ensure that community impact is minimised and that this relocation is benefiting the: community. Consideration must be also given to align all aircraft to the
RNAV and reconfigure RNP-AR standards to RNAV. Consideration should also be given to extending the RNP-AR flight path towards Lime Bay to increase aircraft heighi ar.d reduce noise impact.

As ASA has totally ignored providing Forcett residents, particularly those in the immediate vicinity of BAVUR, with any relief consideration must be given to relocating ¢xis-waypoint 3km to the north east.

ASA should also impose new restrictions on pilots to prevent them flying 3km either side of the new RNP-AR and back over Primrose Sands. This is totally unace2ptavle.

1

(4 7F

Date

Location

Rec 4

NAP Retention

Further changes requested
Feedback & rationale

Improves environment

record 53 043

Date

Location

Rec 4

NAP Retention

Further changes requested
Feedback & rationale

20/12/2025

Primrose Sands

Yes

Yes

Yes

I've been involved in the community meetings and also the Senate hearing, making a submission based on the significart hzalth and wellbeing impacts of the current flight path, which is clearly unacceptable on all levels.
My formal feedback to this stage of the process supports the community group's assessment and conclusions, includina the below:

1. I fully support/accept ASA’s 'Recommendation 4' to move this RNP-AR flight path 3 km to the east.

2.1 also support/accept the continuation of the NAP (Noise Abatement Procedure) noise sharing between 2.00pr: - 3.00am.

Further to the above, | support the call in requesting a critical review to be completed of the following:

+» New RNP-AR flight path to ensure that community impact is actually minimised.

+ Align all aircraft to RNAV (long frack) and reconfigure RNP-AR standards to RNAV.

+ Extend RNP-AR flight path towards Lime Bay to increase aircraft height.

» BAVUR waypoint through Forcett for movement ~3km north east.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my feedback and strong determinations in regard te ensaring the health and well being of our community.

X
16/12/2025
No Address Details
Yes
Yes
Yes

| support the proposed relocation of RNP-AR runwiay. 50 flight path that is currently directly over Primrose Sands and Carlton River, 2-3kms to the east,
keeping the NAP both for Connelly’s Marsh and Primrose Sands, permanently close the current RNP-AR path and prohibit pilots from accessing this old path within the 2-3km corridor they are permitted to fly. Also we require ASA to review the current
flight paths affecting Forcett and residents immiciately residing in the vicinity of BAVUR and finding relief for these residents.

47 |

Date
Location
Rec 4

15/12/2025
Cariton
Yes



NAP Retention
Feedback & rationale

Higher and less noise
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Yes

Hs47F  and Team

Thank you for taking the time to visit Hobart recently to discuss Recommendation 4 and share the latest Fact Sheet with residents from south east communities.

Unfortunately | was unable to attend the meeting at Dodges Ferry but | would like to provide the following feedback.

| support the Recommendation 4 Preferred Design Option that is to move the current RNP-AR 2-3 kilometres to the east, placing the path primarily over vacant land.

The NAP for the flight path into runway 30 provides significant relief for residents living directly under the current RNP-AR and it is good news to hear the NAP will remain in place snould the preferred design option be implemented.
Communities of Carlton, Cariton River and Primrose Sands have been experiencing aircraft noise for over 6 years now and we look forward to a favourable preferred design assessment outcome in 2026.

In the meantime best wishes for a happy Christmas and enjoyable holiday period.

1

4 7F |

Date

Location

Rec 4

NAP Retention
Feedback & rationale

Higher and less noise

15/12/2025
Primrose Sands
Yes

Yes

| am a resident of Primrose Sands and am happy with Recommendation 4 in that it meets with all my needs regarding noise abatementiand pollution. | look forward to its implementation in the new year.
1

eodss S S

Date

Location

Rec4

NAP Retention
Feedback & rationale

record 723

Date

Location

Rec 4

NAP Retention

Further changes requested

1511212025

Primrose Sands

Yes

Yes

| fully support the implementation of the Rec 4 without change, including the continuation of the current NAP for this runway.
'

03112/2025 (

Carlton

Yes

Yes

Yes



Feedback & rationale

Improves environment
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Dear ASA

| am writing to provide my feedback on the Above Information Sheet.

| want to reiterate my concems communicated to you in previous correspondence that the current flight path over my place at Riviera Drive Carlton is too low, too noisy and most importaiifty 4 polluting for an area that relies on water tanks for our
drinking water.

In relation to the proposal my feedback is as follows:

1Accept ASA's Rec 4 to move this RNP-AR flight path 3 km east.

2 Accept the continuation of the NAP (Noise Abatement Procedure) noise sharing between 2.00pm -8.00am.

Further to this | request a critical review be completed of the:

3.New RNP-AR flight path to ensure that community impact is actually minimised on east Primrose Sands, Susan’s Bay and Connelly’s Marsh.
odlign all aircraft to RNAV (long frack) and reconfigure RNP-AR standards to RNAV

oExtend RNP-AR flight path towards Lime Bay not shortcutting Susan’s Bay

4 BAVUR waypoint through Forcett for movement =3km north east.

5 Ensure that all aircraft have noise abatement technology as a minimum requirement similar to that required in the UK.

1

Recordc3 oo O |

Date

Location

Rec 4

NAP Retention
Feedback & rationale

2711112025

Primrose Sands

Yes

Yes

| support the implementation of recommendation 4 and the continuation of the current nap.

RecodcoSoyiomm .o |

Date

Location

Rec4

NAP Retention

Further changes requested
Feedback & rationale

Higher and less noise
Improves environment

06/01/2026

Primrose Sands

Yes

Yes

Yes

To Whom It Concems

We wish to make a number of comments regarding the changes to Hobart Airpo:t fi gt paths proposed by Air Services Australia.

The current flight path which directs incoming flights directly over Cariton Bluti Xoad, Primrose Sands where we live, is an unfolding community health disaster due to the EXTREMELY LOW height of the planes. This results in excessive noise over our
house being measured at up to 92 decibels and the toxic aviation pollutico that is released and falling on our home. The pollution particles are being washed directly off our roof and into our water tanks, which is our drinking water.
Action is required by Air Services Australia to move these low flying ailc/z ft away from built up areas especially Primrose Sands

See below for more information...but you need to act...you need tc.vaice your opinion!!.

Based on the information provided by Air Services Australia, wé stipport the following:

1Accept ASA's Rec 4 to move this RNP-AR flight path 3 ki ¢ast.

2 Accept the continuation of the NAP (Noise Abatement Pt cedure) noise sharing between 2.00pm - 8.00am.

Further to this we request a critical review be comzlete of the:

«INew RNP-AR flight path to ensure that community impact is actually minimised.

«Align all aircraft to RNAV (long track) and reccnigure RNP-AR standards to RNAV.

Extend RNP-AR flight path towards Lime Bay to increase aircraft height.

*BAVUR waypoint through Forcett for rnovement ~3km north east.
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Date

Location

Rec 4

NAP Retention

Further changes requested

Feedback & rationale
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Rec 4

NAP Retention
Feedback & rationale
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Date

Location

Rec4

NAP Retention
Feedback & rationale
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o\
05/01/2026

Cariton

Yes

Yes

Yes

As residents we support the following....

1Accept ASA’s Rec 4 to move this RNP-AR flight path 3 km east.

2 Accept the continuation of the NAP (Noise Abatement Procedure) noise sharing between 2.00pm -8.00am.
Further to this we request a critical review be completed of the:

New RNP-AR flight path to ensure that community impact is actually minimised.

3 Align all aircraft to RNAV (long track) and reconfigure RNP-AR standards to RNAV.

4 Extend RNP-AR flight path towards Lime Bay to increase aircraft height.

5BAVUR waypoint through Forcett for movement ~3km north east.

v |
.

05/01/2026

Forcett

Yes

Yes

| support Recommendation 4 with added provisions:

Align all aircraft to the RNAV and reconfigure RNP-AR standards to RNAV. Consideration should also be giv::n fo extending the RNP-AR flight path towards Lime Bay to increase aircraft height and reduce noise impact.

As ASA has not provided Forcett residents, particularly those in the immediate area of waypoint BAVUR wih any relief, consideration must be given to relocating this waypoint 3km to the north east.

In supporting Recommendation 4 | demand/request that:

1. the current RNP-AR must be permanently closed and not permitted to be reopened

2. the current NAP regulations must be maintained over Primrose Sands and Connelly’s Marsl

3. Pilots must be prohibited from flying over Primrose Sands in the 2- 3 km corridor currerlv permitted and severe penalties imposed if breached

4. Currently the area for relocation is experiencing high levels of "ad hoc” flights partic‘ar.y in the Forcett area and these need to be examined and deterred

5. Afurther review must be undertaken into the relocation of waypoint BAVUR ove: *acant land to provide much required relief to the residents of Forcett who for 6 years have had no relief from the 3 flight paths or the NAP.

6. A 6 month review after the RNP-AR is relocated must be initiated to ensure that vxis relocation is not defrimental to surrounding communities.

02/01/2026

Primrose Sands

Yes

Yes

Hi,

I would like to:

Accept Air Services Australia Recommeéndation 4 to move the RNP-AR flight path 3 km east of Primrose Sands
And

Accept the continuation of the Noise Abatement Procedure noise sharing between 2.00pm — 8.00am.

2 ____________________________________________________________________________________|
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NAP Retention
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Higher and less noise
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Date

Location

Rec4

NAP Retention

Further changes requested
Feedback & rationale
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2711112025, 26/11/2025, 12/08/2025

Cariton

Yes

Yes

His47F | would like to submit the following comments in support of Option 4. “Move current flight path RNPAR arrivals into HBA Airport, 2-3 kms to the East’. Given the :dexisive investigation by Air Services on this option and the significant
reduction of noise etc on a considerably reduced number of residence, and increased altitude when being overflown, | am very much in favour of this option being progressed. | would also be strongly in favour of continuing the current NAP and it being
carried over to Option 4. as this would significantly enhance the benefits of option 4., and provides welcomed relief for those residents who will be negatively affected under Gption 4. and for the residents who will continue to be affected, (2-3 kilometres is
not that far so noise will still be an issue. However, that distance and increased altitude will, as ASA have determined will reduce noise to some extent and this will be mgsiwelcomed). Donna & Tim, you have both been very helpful and understanding of
the issues we face and | sincerely apologise to you both for the irreverence and rudeness of some of our community members! My kindest regards Glen Ransley

I would like to inform you that | am 100% in favour of Recommendation 4: Preferred Design Option for HBA APT RWY 30, 2-3kms to the East.

His47F

I would like to advise my absolute backing to move the current RNP-AR RWY 30 into Hobart Airport, 2-3 kms to the East and to retain the current \'AP.

It is imperative that the NAP follows the new RNP-AR RWY 30 flight path into Hobart Airport as this will provide a major noise relief from those aftec'ed by the changes.
Thank you both for your great work and for listening to affected communities.

20/12/2025, 26/11/2025
Forcett

Yes

Yes

Yes

s47F and | Accept ASA's Rec 4 to move this RNP-AR flight patis 3 km east. Accept the continuation of the NAP (Noise Abatement Procedure) noise sharing between 2.00pm -8.00am. Further to this we request a critical
review be completed of the: New RNP-AR flight path to ensure that community impact is actually minimised. Align all aircraft to RNAV (long track) and reconfigure RNP-AR standards to RNAV. Extend RNP-AR flight path towards Lime Bay to increase
aircraft height. BAVUR waypoint through Forcett for movement ~3km north east.

Good aftermoonS47

s47F I have emailed backwards ‘i iurwards toS4 @ ASA Who | believe is trying to help The community of Forcett, Cariton and Primrose Sands

Get some relief from the noise and pollution that we are all receiving (WE NEED ACTION).

on a personal note 'm orS47F when the Jets were put directly overS47 F itis totally unacceptable for big organizations like ASA to do this kind of thing to the

general public.! and to make it worse there was no notification that tais was going to occur... many have been affected and | am in total agreeance with everything that is written below...
Kind regards
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Feedback & rationale continued S47F

Feedback & rationale continued

Record 6 13

Date

Location

Rec4

NAP Retention
Feedback & rationale

EZHEATF

Date

Location

Rec 4

NAP Retention
Feedback & rationale

Record 78 ST8

Date
Location
Rec4

Good momingS47F

another horrible weekend of air traffic at homeS4 7 F
(When Are the Jets moving.?)
The engagement will focus on the proposal to shift the RNP-AR (short approach) 2 to 3km to the east.
Please help the people of my community its been too much for too long...
We are in desperate need now.!

, did you realise people are selling there houses because they think there's no hope of getting relief from ASA.?

Good morning,

I'm a resident of Forcett Tasmania and I've been going to meetings with my local community since the flight paths were changed, I'm absolutely disgusted with the !ack uf changes to Air traffic over Forcett and surrounding neighbourhoods, the mental
health of locals is diminishing and change is needed NOW.!

Our community health needs to be properly addressed...

MOVE THE JETS AWAY ..

| understand that air services still need to provide the service to Tasmania...but not at the cost of the people directly below existing paths. The flight path= need to be moved now - they need to be moved to the east of the existing flight path.

It doesn't require much digging or surveys to understand the unhappiness and relentless impacts of the current paths over Forcett and surroundinq residential areas, you can simply follow the community Facebook page:

https:/www facebook.com/share/g/19gdmyAQpi/?mibextid=wwXIfr and remain informed.

URGENT, URGENT, URGENT"

HOW LONG DO WE HAVE TO ENDUR THIS CRAP?7?7?

Please send these jets out to the EAST of FORCETT.

COMPLETELY OVERIT................ affecting health, water, birds, sleep, our peace, which we are entitied too................

slz?iA:ﬁF CARF_WF ARF SO STRFSSED BECAUSE THEY ARE SO LOW AND IMPACTING OUR WAY OF LIFE. DG SOMETHING, DO SOMETHING, DO SOMETHING. € & @

nd | Accept ASA’s Rec 4 to move this RNP-AR flight path 3 km east. Accept the continuation of the NAP (Noise Abatement Procedure) noise sharing between 2.00pm -8.00am. Further to this we request a critical
review be completed of the: New RNP-AR flight path to ensure that community impact is actually minimised. A'ign all aircraft to RNAV (long track) and reconfigure RNP-AR standards to RNAV. Extend RNP-AR flight path towards Lime Bay to increase
aircraft height. BAVUR waypoint through Forcett for movement ~3km north east.

»
(

1211212025

Primrose Sands

No preference stated
No preference stated

We boughtS47F  close with fiight paths not over our are, you are moving them this affects our property value, will you compensate. We gave feedback that wasn't listened too last round, you already made decisions as community feedback was all
negative suggesting it approaches via Orford coastiine.

26/11/2025

Carlton

Yes

No preference stated

I would like to inform you that | am 100% infaour of Recommendation 4: Preferred Design Option for HBA APT RWY 30, 2-3kms to the East.

20/11/2025
Cariton
Yes
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NAP Retention No preference stated

Feedback & rationale As a resident of Carlton, Tasmania, | strongly support the preferred design option recommendation to shift the runway east over less populated areas. The factsheet outlines many reasons sunye.ting the viability and feasibility of the recommendation.
Less house holds impacted 1

Higher and less noise 1

CEEsA7F | S

Date 20/11/2025

Location Primrose Sands

Rec 4 No preference stated

NAP Retention No preference stated

Feedback & rationale Hello, On the fact sheet re: Recommendation 4 Preferred Design it states that we can access a short video, however, the link does not take the user to the tide.0. Please could you provide a direct link to the video. Thank you

recora SRl S

Date 11/01/2026

Location Marion Bay

Rec 4 No

NAP Retention No

Further changes requested Yes

Feedback & rationale | am opposed to the implementation of Option 4: Move RNP-AR flight path 2-3 km further to the east, as we are already ¢oirg more than our fair amount of noise sharing.
I have lived ats47F ,lamas47F

Our communities have never previously been overflown prior to 2017 as per ANO report, Apnil 2018.

Stop using our area as a dumping ground for “unwanted noise” from other communities.

We already have the 18-hour NAP implemented (PIR recommended option 5) and arrivals AND departures, w.ich have been dumped on us in 2019, once again without any community consultation.

All the PIR recommended options are assessed in isolation.

Option 4 is moving flights closer to our area and lower. This will add to our noise exposure even more in a2dition o the NAP, plus there is no management strategy in place for the NAP, no curfew at Hobart Airport, freight planes operate at night, bigger
jets are used to service increasing passenger numbers, more routes/flights have been added, intematicnal flights are being planned.

We have genuinely worked with ASA over the last 9 years, but we have not been heard.

There should be some concessions for our communities in lieu of Option 5 and 4 (if impleni=iife2); Option 6 should not be considered a concession as this option was previously already rejected on sound grounds. Concessions could include: moving
departures away from us, forcing airlines to invest in quieter aircraft or modifications to re3uu2 noise (this should be a standard requirement for any airline operating out of Hobart Airport anyway), less NAP hours.

Over the last few months we have been hammered by aircraft noise. It is not fair to burden us with even more by implementing option 4.

Reduces Noise sharing 1
Cumulative impacts - 1
concentrates flight paths and

noise

Brings planes closer and lower 1

Iz 47F . S

Date 11/01/2026
Location Marion Bay
Rec4 No

NAP Retention No
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Feedback & rationale | am opposed to the implementation of Option 4: Move RNP-AR flight path 2-3 km further to the east, as we are already doing more than our fair amount of noise sharing.
I have lived at Marion Bay all my life and have seen the area being immensely degraded with the infroduction of the new flight paths in 2017, to communities that have never previously beer-avar.own.
If Option 4 is implemented in addition to the NAP, our community should get some sort of "benefit” in exchange. It is unreasonable to evaluate all options individually as this distorts the cumuiatve noise impact on our community. The 18-hour NAP by itself

is enough noise sharing.
s47F

Reduces Noise sharing 1

Cumulative impacts - 1

concentrates flight paths and

noise

Date 11/01/2026

Location Marion Bay
Rec4 No
NAP Retention No
Further changes requested Yes
Feedback & rationale | am opposed to the implementation of Option 4: Move RNP-AR flight path 2-3 km further to the east.
-l lived with my family atS47F Our communities have never previously been overflown

prior to 2017 as per ANO report, April 2018.

-Stop using our area as a dumping ground for “unwanted noise” from other communities; We are already doing more h.an our fair share with the 18 hour NAP (implemented PIR recommended option 5), arrivals AND departures, which have once again
just been dumped on us without ANY community consultation at the time. This ought to be sufficient. Other cominunities can share as well. It might be the easiest and cheapest solution for ASA to dump it all on us, but if a fair approach would sincerely be
considered and consistently be applied, other communities should noise share as well. These could even be zreas that never before have been overflown, similar to what has happened to our area.

-All the PIR recommended options are assessed in isolation. They need to be assessed together to show:tl'z bigger picture and the accumulated impact of all the recommended options on our community. Option 7 — 10, New Zealand departure and arrival
routes, yet to come.

-Option 4 is moving flights closer to our area and lower. This will add to our noise exposure even more and the already added 18-hour NAP impact. The following also needs to be considered in regard to the NAP: There is no management strategy in
place for the NAP, no curfew at Hobart Airport, freight planes operate at night, bigger jets are used 1u'service increasing passenger numbers, more routes/flights have been added, intemational flights are being planned.

-We have genuinely engaged with ASA over the last 9 years, but we have not been heard.-1e‘e should be some concessions for our communities in lieu of Option 5 and 4 (if implemented); Option 6 should not be considered a concession as this option
was previously already rejected on sound grounds. Concessions could include: moving deraiiures away from us (this would be the preferred concession), forcing airlines to invest in quieter aircraft or modifications to reduce noise (this should be a
standard requirement for any airline operating out of Hobart Airport anyway), less NA™ rours.

-ASA has immensely negatively impacted our area since 2017, and our once tranauiiiourism gem has been hugely degraded due to the initial infroduction of SIDS and STARS and ongoing dumping of noise from other communities on our area. This
needs to stop as we are doing more than our fair amount of noise sharing alreaay. .ASA is destroying a once unique tourist destination and isS47 F

In the last few months we have been hammered by aircraft noise, being the stmmer months/peak season and the introduction of extra flight routes and bigger noisier aircraft, the noise seems endless and is affecting our health and lifestyle immensely.
We do not need any more! STOP HERE AND NOW!

Reduces Noise sharing 1
Cumulative impacts - 1
concentrates flight paths and

noise

Brings planes closer and lower 1

is47F “
Record 83 O\

Date 20/11/2025
Location Primrose Sands



Rec4
NAP Retention
Feedback & rationale
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No preference stated
No preference stated
Hello, On the fact sheet re: Recommendation 4 Preferred Design it states that we can access a short video, however, the link does not take the user to the video. Please could you provice a dgirect link to the video. Thank you

=47 -

Date

Location

Rec4

NAP Retention

Further changes requested
Feedback & rationale

record 5 S

Date

Location

Rec4

NAP Retention

Further changes requested
Feedback & rationale

Higher and less noise
Improves environment

11/01/2026

No Address Details

Yes

Yes

Yes

Hello, | would like to give my feedback on Recommendation 4. 1. | agree with ASA’s Rec 4 to move this RNP-AR flight path 3 km east. 2. | agree with the ‘~ontinuation of the NAP (Noise Abatement Procedure) noise sharing between 2.00pm - 8.00am. In
addition, | request a critical review be completed of the: 3. New RNP-AR flight path to ensure that community impact is actually minimised on east Primz)se 3ands, Susan’s Bay and Connelly’s Marsh. - Align all aircraft to RNAV (long track) andreconfigure
RNP-AR standards to RNAV - Extend RNP-AR flight path towards Lime Bay not shortcutting Susan’s Bay - BAVUR waypoint through Forcett for moverient 3km north east. Thank you

07/01/2026

No Address Details

Yes

Yes

Yes

The current flight path is far TOO LOW, TOO LOW TO NOISY and are detrimental to our health & wellbeing in addiiicn w0 our tank water As property owners under the current flight path we support the following.... 1. Accept ASA’s Rec 4 to move this RNP-
AR flight path 3 km east. 2. Accept the continuation of the NAP (Noise Abatement Procedure) noise sharing betwe=r 2.00pm -8.00am. Further to this we request a critical review be completed of the: 1. New RNP-AR flight path to ensure that community
impact is actually minimised. 2. Align all aircraft to RNAV (long track) and reconfigure RNP-AR standards to NAV. 3. Extend RNP-AR flight path towards Lime Bay to increase aircraft height. 4. BAVUR waypoint through Forcett for movement ~3km north
east.

1
1

T =47F |

Date

Location

Rec 4

NAP Retention

Further changes requested
Feedback & rationale

20/12/2025

Primrose Sands

Yes

Yes

Yes

| accept ASA's Rec 4 to move this RNP-AR flight path 3 km east ! accept the continuation of the NAP (Noise Abatement Procedure) noise sharing between 2.00pm -8.00am. Further to this | request a critical review be completed of the: New RNP-AR flight
path to ensure that community impact is actually minimised -Align all aircraft to RNAV (long track) and reconfigure RNP-AR standards to RNAV. Extend RNP-AR flight path towards Lime Bay to increase aircraft height. BAVUR waypoint through Forcett for
movement =3km north east.

recoas7 COGRI ——

Date

Location

Rec 4

NAP Retention

15/12/2025
Carlton
Yes

Yes



Feedback & rationale

Higher and less noise
Improves environment

EIs47F

Date

Location

Rec4

NAP Retention

Further changes requested
Feedback & rationale
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Dear Airservices Australia, Thank you for your work on recommendation 4 - moving the current flight path RNP- AR a distance of approx. 3km East fo sit over vacant land between Susan's Bav-anc Connelly’s Marsh. | understand that this would increase
the height of the aircraft and reduce the negative impact on the majority of the currently affected communities. | support and accept the ASA's recommendation 4 to move this RNP-AR flight path “km east and support and accept the continuation of the
Noise Abatement Procedure (NAP) noise sharing. Implementation of the Noise Abatement Procedure (NAP) in July 2024 brought significant relief to my household. | live on Carlton Beac’: Ro=d directly under a flight path. Aircraft such as the older B738s
operated by VA generate extremely high noise levels, and the NAP has meaningfully reduced my exposure to these operations. | am pleased to see PIR Recommendation 4 progressing. In combination with the NAP, this represents the least impactful
option in terms of both aircraft noise and the protection of eagle habitats. It is a balanced solution that supports safety, environmental considerations and community well-being. | am concemed, however, that some opposition to the NAP is coming from
individuals who do not live under the RNP-AR or RNAV flight paths and therefore do not experience the concentrated noise burden that communities like mine endure. Noise moi*uiing data clearly shows that the impact is not evenly distributed. Those
directly affected should be prioritised in the decision-making process, consistent with the principles of fairmess and evidence-based planning. | encourage Airservices Australia fo continue relying on objective noise data, environmental assessments and
the lived experience of communities that are most directly exposed to aircraft operations. These voices should carry particular weight in determining the long-term flight pzn aesign. Thank you again for your ongoing work and for the opportunity to provide
feedback.

1
1

01/01/2026

Primrose Sands

Yes

Yes

Yes

Hello, | would like to provide my feedback, | accept and support: - ASA's recommendation 4 to move the flight path 3km {:i0* Zzkm as the recommendation states 2-3km). - the continuation of NAP noise sharing between 2pm and 8am. In addition, | request

the new RNP-AR flight path: - Align all aircraft to RNAV (long track) and reconfigure RNP-AR standards to RNAV - Extend RNP-AR flight path towards Lime Bay not shortcutting Susan’s Bay - BAVUR waypoint through Forcett for movement ~3km north
east. Thank you

=47F

Date

Location

Rec4

NAP Retention

Further changes requested
Feedback & rationale

30/11/2025

Cariton

Yes

Yes

Yes

Flight path RNAPR 1. Accept ASA's Rec 4 to move this RNP-AR flight path 3 km ezt 2 Accept the continuation of the NAP (Noise Abatement Procedure) noise sharing between 2.00pm -8.00am. Further fo this we request a critical review be completed

of the: New RNP-AR flight path to ensure that community impact is actually minimis>d. 1. Align all aircraft to RNAV (long track) and reconfigure RNP-AR standards to RNAV. 2. Extend RNP-AR fiight path towards Lime Bay to increase aircraft height. 3.
BAVUR waypoint through Forcett for movement =3km north east.

R E=47F | <

Date

Location

Rec4

NAP Retention
Feedback & rationale

05/12/2025

Cariton

Yes

Yes

NAP Breach at 9:34pm over Carlton River. Move this flight path ASAP> Implement Recommendation 4 and keep the NAP in place. Make pilots adhere o it.





