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The Chair 
 
Please find below my submission to this Inquiry 
 
Introduction 

My submission is addressed primarily to Term of Reference 1 (d) (i), viz ”the extent of any 

environmental impact as a result of trialling drone delivery technology on: 

o (i) residents within the trial area;” 

As the Terms of Reference seem to be mainly concerned with the likely economic benefits of 

drones, and regulatory aspects, there does not seem to be a lot of priority accorded to the views 

of ordinary Canberrans.  I am assuming that ‘environmental’ in this Term of Reference can be 

interpreted quite widely. I am also assuming that because one does not reside in the trial area, a 

resident of Canberra is not precluded from commenting on the likely environmental impact 

given that the trial may turn into a permanent and Canberra-wide arrangement. 

I would also point out by way of introduction that the legal situation in respect of the impact of 

drones on air space may be somewhat fraught. I am not a lawyer myself, but understand that 

there has been litigation overseas over nuisance and compensation regarding effects of noise 

etc from low flying aircraft. I would suggest that such issues, and relevant legislation and 

litigation, not just in Australia but in comparable jurisdictions, should be carefully examined as a 

matter of prudence before any final approvals are forthcoming. 

Term of Reference 1 (d)(i) 

There is a presumption of the quiet enjoyment of one’s property. This may not be absolute, but 

it is a keystone to our system of democratic rights. Where an initiative may be deleterious to 

that right of quiet enjoyment, there would need to be a strong countervailing reason for 

proceeding. The interests of a private company as such would not appear sufficient. 



In the case of drones, the environmental impact on residents appear to be potentially significant 

in terms of noise, possible accident, loss of privacy, and pollution. 

There is no doubt that drones are disturbing to that quiet enjoyment of one’s property that I 

have mentioned. They are a nuisance. They will potentially impact on health through noise and 

irritation, through a fairly gross invasion of privacy, by concern over safety and accidents, by 

their disturbing impact on children and pets. They will potentially elevate feelings of stress and 

anxiety. Further, they will be alienating in that ordinary citizens will feel that their rights are 

lesser than private commercial interests. 

Conclusion 

I must admit that I am surprised this proposal has got as far as it has. I believe that a common 

sense approach would deem drones as inappropriate in residential areas.  

It does appear to me that the effect on residents overall will be significantly detrimental. I 

suggest that either the further trial not go ahead (my preferred option), or that if it does go 

ahead it be restricted to non-residential areas (industrial, perhaps commercial). 

Lastly, the current fetish for innovation in Canberra is not an unqualified good. At times it 

verges on the naive. The rapid growth of Canberra is creating many problems, and may be 

reaching its sustainable limits. The ACT does not need this particular innovation, with its 

attendant risks and problems, and very many residents would be glad if it were not to proceed. 

G Marks 

2 February 2019 

   

 

 

 

 
 




