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FINAL VERSION: Quiet Sky Waiheke response to Planning Committee Report
findings and options report to Waiheke Local Board entitled: “Helicopter
Activity — Compliance and Monitoring: findings and options (file no.
CP2023/01723)” — Item 14, Meeting Agenda for 22 March 2023

We welcome the recommendations in this report and the Helicopter Compliance Project Update
report (Attachment B). We observe that the executive summary in the report is highly selective, thus
misleading, and go into our own further commentary and analysis in our Appendix A.

We respond to the options presented as follows:
We reject Option 1 as inadequate, and we recognise that Option 4 is more difficult to achieve.

We support both Option 2 and Option 3, but not in an either/or sense as they are presented. Rather,
both should be followed concurrently. Option 2, so that some relief may be granted immediately.
Option 3, so that the law of the land may be upheld without further undue delay.

With regard to Option 3, we do not believe that Council has the luxury or liberty to choose to delay a
plan change process further and we further believe that Council is in contravention of its obligations
under the RMA by not having given effect to the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement already. We

address this point in detail in our Appendix B and will not discuss Option 3 any further here.

With regard to Option 2, we strongly support the urgent implementation of National Planning
Standard 15 (Noise and Vibration Metrics Standard). As recognised in the planning committee report,
paragraph 39, NPS15 states that section 4.3 of New Zealand Standard 6807:1994 must not be used
for consent processing. Section 4.3 is the part of the standard which covers averaging of noise.

We note that the required change would be from averaging noise over three days to instead
averaging noise over one day. Helicopter noise is still expressed in NZS 6807:1994 in terms of ‘Ldn
dBA’ (level of average day-night sound). We note that ‘Lmax dBA" (maximum noise level) is more
commonly used for other noise activities, so adopting NPS15 would bring only limited relief,
compared to the adoption of a reasonable maximum noise level. Nonetheless, the change would be
of appreciable value; is required of council; and there is no reason to delay it, given the procedural
nature of the change, without public consultation. Indeed, there is every reason to expedite it, given
the adverse impacts accruing due to the ongoing delay of a full plan change process.

We further note that we disagree with Council’s Climate Impact Statement and have addressed this
in Appendix C.

In summary:

Options 2 and 3 must both be pursued.
Option 3 must be pursued, to give long-overdue effect to the NZCPS.
Option 2 should be pursued with haste, and not be delayed by the pursuit of Option 3.

Quiet Sky Waiheke, 21 March 2023, info@quietskywaiheke.nz

This document is submitted in support of the public forum appearance, in the Waiheke Local Board meeting of
22 March 2023, by Kim Whitaker, on behalf of Quiet Sky Waiheke.
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Appendix A: Quiet Sky Waiheke commentary on the compliance and planning
reports, with supplementary data analysis

QSW welcome and thank Council for the compliance investigation and report. We understand thatit
took a huge amount of time to obtain and analyse the records. Without diminishing the effort or
value of it, we offer some commentary and further analysis of the data:

The observation that helipad consent holders are largely operating within their consent
conditions is useful. The main conclusion which can be drawn is that the issues which are
being experienced on Waiheke result from too many helipads with conditions which are
too generous. Put simply, there’s no need to breach consent conditions if your consent
allows such a large number of flights. It shows that further compliance action is unlikely to
resolve the issues. Changes to the consenting rules and to the airspace management will be
required.

Having said that, we observe that it is unspoken in the report that one of the Waiheke
helipads was not included in the assessment and report, specifically because of along
history of non-compliance and litigation between the property owner and council. The
report should at least flag this exclusion of a known non-complying site, before stating that
the sites assessed were compliant.

Landings at sites without consents have also been occurring for some time, and these,
arguably more serious, non-compliance issues, are not picked up by this assessment.

We observe that most flights over Waiheke can now be tracked by ADSB, whereas until this
year, there were as many as 50 percent which were not. This will have impacted the results
of the assessment, as of course will many other factors, such as COVID-related border
closures and travel restrictions, unseasonably poor weather during the summer period, a
high-profile helicopter crash in the news, also during the peak period, etc. The data as
obtained and presented is undoubtedly useful, but it is not complete.

We observe that the report itself does identify many of these issues as potentially affecting
the validity and reliability of the data, which is of credit to the Helicopter Compliance Project
Update (Appendix B) report authors (the compliance team). The executive summary in the
Helicopter Activity — Compliance and Monitoring: findings and options report does not
convey the limitations of the data, uncertainty of the conclusions, or significant seasonal
variation.

The executive summary by the planning team represents a highly-selective reading and
reporting of the findings by the compliance team. The compliance report states:

A comparison of Waiheke to urban Auckland focused on busy holiday penods of 2022 (refer
Figures 5, 6 and 7) - identifies that for Labour weekend Waiheke receives 30% of all activity
compared to urban Auckland which receives 63% (the remaining 6% overflies Waiheke); For
May, Waiheke receives 20% and urban Auckland receives 72% (the remaining 8% overflies
Waiheke);. For January, Waiheke and urban Auckland have the same level of activity, with
both registering 45% of activity (the remaining 10% overflies Waiheke).
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It supports this with graphs:

During the peak season, there were more helicopter flights to and over Waiheke than
there were over the rest of Auckland:

January Flight Movements

11%

\

® Walheke ® Urban Akl = Walheke Overflights

During labour weekend 36% of all flights landed on Waiheke, or flew over Waiheke:

Labour Weekend Flight movements

\

» Waiheke = Urban AKL = Waiheke Overflight

During winter, 28% of all flights landed on Waiheke, or fleaw over Waiheke:

May Flight movements

\

® Waiheke ® Urban AKL = Waiheke Overflights

But that information is not highlighted by the planning report. It doesn’t even appear in it.
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Nor does the planning report highlight that there was a 38% increase in helicopter activity
over the study period, which is possibly evidence of a rapidly increasing problem.

Instead, the planning report focussed on another quite different analysis, which says that
only 2% of helicopter activity is associated with Waiheke (item 46 of the compliance report).
It can’t be correct that both the previous data (showing between 28% and 55% of all
helicopter activity is associated with Waiheke, most of it landing) can be true at the same
time as only 2% of helicopter activity being associated with Waiheke.

The explanation for this discrepancy is that the measure used in the latter case is actually a
(highly imperfect) measure of the locations which are en-route to somewhere else. The
following note inthe report explains somewhat:

Figure 8. Comparisons of the Urban areas which had flights travelling overhead for both time periods.

MNote: Detemmining the urban area affecied was subjective as flights often flew over several parts of the city in one flight
movement. For the purposes of this data, the area that the helicopter spent the longest time travelling over was recorded.

Figure 8 is headed “viag locations for flights between 20 December and 10 January”. It means
that if a helicopter flies over the North Shore on the way to landing at Waiheke, it's going to
be counted in the North Shore traffic and not in the Waiheke traffic. Any location which had
a lot of helicopters arriving over the sea and setting down at a coastal location (i.e. exactly
what happens a lot on Waiheke) would get a low percentage score on this measure.
Whereas any location where helicopters were flying past, high overhead (and so creating
fewer adverse impacts) but actually going somewhere else, would get a high percentage
score!

One could hypothesise that such an analysis would result in a distorted but largely inverse
measure of helicopter impacts. But of course, one doesn’t have to just hypothesise, because
the other data, already mentioned, shows the high number of landings on Waiheke as a
proportion of all traffic.

We conclude that the planners focussed on a strange measure which showed a 2% rate,
rather than on the more straightforward data which showed rates of 55% at peak times,
because it either fitted their beliefs and expectations, or suited their arguments.

Actually, the graphsin Figure 8 don’t even show a 2% rate, they show 8% and 3%
respectively, but that's of little importance, given the lack of any obvious utility for the data
from that strange analysis. Likewise, the mistakes in the proportional percentage figures in
figures 6 and 7 are of little importance, except to raise concerns about the quality of the data
analysis. The figures in item 34 also don’t correspond with any of the others and need more
explanation.

The number of complaints is presented as evidence that there is no greater problem over
Waiheke than elsewhere, but on a per-capita basis there are vastly more complaints from
Waiheke (this is covered further below). It is normal to compare data such as these on a per-
capita basis.

We note that it would be possible to write an executive summary, using extracted data like
the points above, which gives an entirely different veneer to the compliance team’s report
and guides the reader to entirely different conclusions.
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Developing procedures to collect further data, with less demand on council resources, would
be a valuable output to the process. We offer to assist with this process, with a view to more
efficiently obtaining valid, reliable and unbiased data in the future.

We note that the greater use of ADSB tracking, combined with greater awareness from
operators that council has undertaken compliance investigations, will likely mean that there
will be fewer issues in the future from landings at unconsented sites. We note there have
already been five or six consent applications over the past year from properties which
already have operational helipads, but which had never felt the need to obtain consent
before.

We estimate that around ten helipads on the island meet the CAA definition of a heliport. As
such, they should have (but haven’t) applied to the CAA under Part 157 of the Civil Aviation
Rules: https://wwuwv.aviation.govt.nz/rules/rule-part/show/157. During this process, the CAA
evaluates the heliports from a quality/safety perspective and issues operational
requirements. We understand that the CAA (who have no data of their own) will be writing
to council to request information about flight frequency. The trigger which obliges a Part 157
application is for there to be eight or more flights within any thirty-day period, ever. We urge
council to cooperate closely with the CAA in this matter and provide them with a list of
helipads which need to apply under Part 157, asit is a safety matter.

The CAA are reported as having reviewed aircraft movements. To be clear, they have not
conducted any formal assessment. We know, from a meeting we had with them on 14
February 2023, that: 1) They have looked at Flightradar24 occasionally/informally; 2) They do
not have direct access to flight data from Airways; 3) They obtained some Airways data for a
short period, some time ago, but it was during a period of COVID lockdowns, so is not
representative; 4) They have not got any comparative numbers between Waiheke and an
area they believe is busier (Queenstown/Wanaka), nor can they say how many flights they
consider would be problematic; 5) They have met with some heliport operators in Auckland
(who fly to Waiheke) and with the Helicopter Association; 6) They have never designed or
conducted any formal airspace study. We understand the limitations (legal and especially
budgetary) under which they operate, and provide this not as criticism, but to clarify the
context of the statement “The CAA have reviewed aircraft movements and do not have any
specific concerns with regards to flight safety”.

The complaints registry is both unreliable and unrepresentative of public mood and
experience. It underestimates the level of opposition to and dissatisfaction with helicopter
activities. Sometimes council advises people not to complain to them, but to complain to the
CAA (and the CAA advise people they aren’t responsible for the issues they are complaining
about). Many complaints that are made simply don’t get through to the right place to be
logged. There's documentary evidence of complaints being recorded and reported on by
council, and then being forgotten about by council and not reported on a later occasion.
Once a complainant has realised that neither council nor the CAA are able or willing to
respond, they don’t bother complaining again. Were complaints resolved successfully, there
would be more of them. Quiet Sky Waiheke and Quiet Sky Watemata both collected
thousands of signatures, which show that there are latent complaints. A survey by council of
public opinion would be a far better way to get information about public opinion.

Quiet Sky Waiheke receives many more complaints than Auckland Council about helicopter
flights. Presumably the complainants think we will be more effective in abating the issues
they are experiencing...by advocating for changes to the consenting process and for airspace
controls.
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