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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
 

1.1 My full name is Jon Farren.  My qualifications and experience are set out in 

paragraphs 1.2 and 1.3 of my evidence in chief dated 26 August 2015 

(EIC). 

1.2 I re-confirm that I have read the ‘Code of Conduct' for expert witnesses 

contained in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014.  My evidence has 

been prepared in compliance with that Code.  In particular, unless I state 

otherwise, this evidence is within my sphere of expertise and I have not 

omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or detract 

from the opinions I express.   

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 My rebuttal evidence is provided in response to the following evidence in 

chief filed by Memorial Avenue Investments Limited (MAIL) on 26 August 

2015 and by submitters on 3 September 2015: 

 

(a) Dr Stephen Chiles for Memorial Avenue Investments Ltd (MAIL); 

(b) Mr Matthew Bonis for Christchurch International Airport Ltd 

(CIAL); and 

(c) Dr Jeremy Trevathan for Commodore Airport Hotel Ltd (CAHL). 

 

2.2 As part of my discussion of Dr Chiles’ evidence, I have also provided an 

update on the wording agreed with him on the appropriate protection of 

noise sensitive activities. 

 

3. MAIL - STEPHEN CHILES  

 

3.1 I have reviewed the evidence in chief prepared by Dr Stephen Chiles dated 

26 August 2015 and have no additional comments to make. 

 

3.2 However, in Paragraph 4.2 of my EIC, I noted that Dr Chiles and I had not 

been able to agree specific wording that provides an appropriate level of 

sound insulation for noise sensitive activities. 
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3.3 Dr Chiles and I have spoken further and agree that noise mitigation for 

noise sensitive activities can be achieved through reference to Rule 

6.1.5.2(a)(ii), provided that the requirements for road traffic noise are also 

applied to all building elements exposed to industrial noise which complies 

with the permitted noise standards set out in Rule 6.1.4.1.1 Table 1 for 

Industrial General Areas. 

 

3.4 I am satisfied that the development of a rule along these lines will provide 

an equivalent level of amenity to that sought in paragraph 4.2 of my EIC. 

 

4. CIAL - MATTHEW BONIS 

 

4.1 Mr. Bonis addresses a number of noise related issues that I would like to 

comment on. 

 

Guest Accommodation 
 

4.2 In paragraph 91, Mr Bonis notes that the provision seeking “no outdoor 

amenity” is too broad.  As Mr Bonis points out, this could extend to 

“outdoor landscape areas” which are not particularly noise sensitive in my 

opinion.  Within the table in paragraph 92, Mr Bonis proposes a range of 

activities that he proposes become restricted discretionary, with Council’s 

discretion limited to reverse sensitivity effects on Christchurch International 

Airport and effects on visitor amenity.   

 

4.3 However, the area proposed for guest accommodation will also be subject 

to noise from road traffic and industry at levels that will potentially be 

higher than aircraft noise.  Therefore, any provisions allowing outdoor 

amenity should be made in the context of the overall noise environment at 

the site.  By way of example, I envisage that landscaped garden areas with 

a bench seat would be appropriate, but numerous restaurant tables and 

chairs in an outdoor area would not be appropriate.  I consider that the 

wording of Mr Bonis’ proposed provision in paragraph 92 providing for 

outdoor amenity will require further refinement before it is acceptable. 
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4.4 In relation to Rule 16.4.7.1.1 (P3)(b) (which I believe should read 

16.4.7.1.1 (P1)(b)), I am comfortable with the proposed replacement of the 

words “any bedroom” with “Guest Accommodation” as I agree that this 

better suits the application of Rule 6.1.5.2(a)(ii) to both bedrooms and 

habitable spaces. 

 

Health Care Facilities 
 
 

4.1 In Paragraphs 94 to 99.1, Mr Bonis outlines his view that overnight 

accommodation within health care facilities should be avoided within the 

50 dB Ldn aircraft noise contour.  This is based on his Definitions (Part 2) 

evidence for the Panel and on the advice of Mr Christopher Day. 

 

4.2 From my discussions with the Council, I understand that there is broad 

agreement that heath care facilities without overnight accommodation is 

feasible in a policy context.  If this is the case, the application of the rule I 

have outlined in Paragraph 3.3 will result in acceptable indoor amenity. 

 

5. CAHL - DR JEREMY TREVATHAN 

 

5.1 In Paragraphs 3.1 to 3.6 Dr Trevathan discusses the proposed 20 metre 

set back and observes that heavy vehicles operating within the setback 

could inadvertently exceed the applicable noise limits at the Commodore 

site. 

 

5.2 Whilst I agree this is a valid concern, I note the Council has attempted to 

address the potential for a noise maker to overlook the noise rules in the 

Replacement District Plan, by including guidance entitled “How to use the 

rules” (Rule 6.1.2).   

 

5.3 Specifically Rule 6.1.2.1 (b)(v) directs the noise maker to review the 

permitted standards for all receiving sites. I consider that this approach will 

reduce the risk of an inadvertent breach of noise limits. 

 

5.4 In Paragraphs 4.1 and 4.2, Dr Trevathan discusses noise affecting the 

proposed guest accommodation facilities within the 55 dB Ldn aircraft 

engine testing contour in the north-west corner of the site as indicated in 
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Christchurch Planning Map 23 (Stage 2).  I understand that the engine 

testing noise contours have not undergone the full assessment under the 

planning process and therefore cannot be considered to be finalised.  

 

5.5 In any event, I envisage that road traffic and industrial noise received by 

this part of the site will be higher than the engine testing noise indicated by 

the current form of the contours.  As I have stated, the application of Rule 

6.1.5.2 that is proposed in Paragraph 3.3 above will adequately address 

noise from all these sources. 

 

5.6 I agree with Dr Trevathan’s concerns relating to traffic noise intrusion, 

ventilation and noise in “outdoor living areas” and I have addressed these 

issues in my evidence.  I consider the issue of noise within bedrooms and 

the provision of mechanical ventilation raised by Dr Trevathan in his 

paragraphs 4.3 to 4.6 will be adequately addressed by the application of 

Rule 6.1.5.2.   

 

 

 

 

 

Jon Farren 

8 September 2015 

http://marshallday.com/profile/Jon-Farren-

