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INTRODUCTION 

 

As part of the submitters group, my closing submission is based on the document submitted by 

Gerrit Venema #2091 entitled: 

Chapter 6 Noise – Panel request post-mediation approach – show changes CCC 29 June 2016  

V Submitter Group. 

 This document is the submitters group's unified effort to present one package showing the 

remaining differences/issues between the Council's position and that of the submitter group. 

 

ELEMENTS OF TRUST AND EXPECTATIONS 

 

When I and other submitters joined this process we had a common view that, the issue of engine-

testing noise in the proposed new District Plan would get the hearing it deserved.  Like any of New 

Zealand's judicial systems, the Independent Hearings Panel listens to the facts and evidence, weighs 

up the differing perspectives and makes a decision.  

 

In order for this to happen, I submitted in my Summary of Evidence that the Christchurch 

International Airport Limited had to have a more collaborative approach with the local residents.  

Unfortunately, I have not seen any indication that the Christchurch International Airport Limited has 

changed its business culture, attitude and behaviour.  

 

Instead of Christchurch International Airport Limited evidence, we have Christchurch International 

Airport Limited arrogance.  There is, it seems no tolerance of an opposing view.   

 

 

EVIDENCE VERSUS UNSUBSTANTIATED DATA 

 

From the outset the IHP has emphasized the need to justify any statements, any documentation or 

any data presented with evidence. 

 

Therefore decisions made by the IHP will be evidence based. 

 

Judge Hassan in the IHP Minute of 18th March 2016 re further expert witness conferencing stated:  

 

30  On the testing of evidence, we are not satisfied that we have before us 

all relevant planning options for addressing engine testing noise in 

order that we can complete our obligations under sections 32 and 

32AA. 

 

40    Specifically we are not satisfied that the proposed provisions, including 

those proposed by the Council, the Airport and Air New Zealand, will 

firstly, ensure appropriate receiving environment outcomes for 

residents, and secondly, provide appropriately for the protection of the 

airport as a strategic asset for the interests of the greater community. 

45 
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The evidence indicates that the proposals before us have suffered from 

time pressures on preparation. For instance, that is revealed in the 

relatively late modifications proposed to engine testing regimes and 

related to that, modifications to noise contours proposed by the airport 

5  and supported by Air New Zealand. 

 

Central to that is the question of whether or not that proposed regime 

will ensure unreasonable noise impacts do not occur in the receiving 

environment. 

 

10  What is or is not unreasonable clearly is a question involving 

contextual judgement and the noise experts rightly acknowledge the 

role of the Panel in making that judgement. 

 

15   The context includes both the nature of the receiving environment and 

its proximity to the airport as regionally, and indeed, nationally 

important strategic infrastructure. 
 

 

At the expert conferencing on 11 April 2016, where all these issues were debated, an LAeq metric 

table was agreed to by all three experts, with certain qualifications. 

 

Despite this expert conferencing, plus further cross examination and mediation, the engine testing 

noise metric we are now addressing is the unsubstantiated data from Document CA003 R02 Marshal 

Day Acoustics to IHP, 22 May 2016.  

 

This document CA 003 data presented by Mr Day without notice, purported to show Dr Chiles' 

numbers as being unable to be complied with – whilst Mr Day demonstrated general agreement 

with Professor Clarke's figures.  Ldn data was not even represented in the CA003 document.  The 

CA003 data was unverified and unvalidated yet the default position reverted to Ldn without 

agreement. 

 

How then can this be accepted as evidence? 

 

The request for the comparative data of Ldn versus LAeq that Mr Lawry asked of the IHP on behalf of 

Professor Clarke  may have been "inappropriate" in form but the actual question was not 

inappropriate.  

 

Mr Lawry subsequently asked the Christchurch International Airport Limited direct, for the 

comparative data, which was ignored. 

 

The submitters asked again at Mediation but it was again ignored. 
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This CA003 data that has been supplanted over the experts' advice must therefore be peer 

reviewed and shown to be better than the experts' advice - or rejected.    

 

A DISTRICT PLAN IS A 10 YEAR PLAN 

 

Bad legislation is the result of bad planning.   

It is no different from a bad landing in an aircraft which, when analysed with hindsight, inevitably 

was the outcome of bad preparation before the approach was commenced. 

 

The IHP does not want legislation that is not robust and will result in appeals and court action. 

 

I am therefore disappointed that the Christchurch City Council did not support a request to have this 

CA003 data verified before they too based their revised Chapter 6 on that data. 

 

ATTITUDE OF THE PARTIES 

 

In front of the IHP we, the submitters, felt we had a fair hearing.  But once in mediation, despite 

having a Facilitator the submitters were in the eyes of Christchurch International Airport Limited - 

just a nuisance.   

 

More than once, we were derogatorily referred to as just the Submitters!  If I was to call the 

passengers in my Air NZ aircraft similarly as "just the passengers" then Air NZ would have shortened 

my career in a dramatic fashion.  This is not the culture we expect of professionals in 2016 in any 

commercial environment and it is indicative that the Christchurch International Airport Limited has 

not changed its attitude and it was most disappointing to encounter this.   

 

Again, it is of real concern that the Christchurch City Council, representing the City and its residents, 

did not support a policy of equality. 

 

Embarrassingly, in evidence, Mr Day submitted that in all likelihood residents' hearing engine testing 

noise just coincided with the 7-8 times everybody wakes up every single night.  This is arrogantly 

NOT evidence; this is an opinion that shows Mr Day does not believe noise is a serious issue. 

 

COMPLAINTS:  WHY SO FEW? 

 

Ms Dawson asked why I had not complained about being woken 2-3 times per week.  Like other 

residents I tolerated the noise and like other residents did not know of any complaints procedure.  

Once the Christchurch International Airport Limited/Christchurch City Council proposed that the 

noise would increase, then a threshold had been crossed. It has also been made clear in evidence 

that any complaints under the current procedure were ignored. 

 

It is my hope that by mitigation of noise at source, local residents will not have to lodge 

complaints, but in the event, then a robust complaints system as detailed in our version of Chapter 

6, will be a requirement. 
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NOISE MITIGATION AT SOURCE 

 

Much has been said about mitigating noise at source but there has been a deliberate policy not to 

engage in furthering the discussion.  Apart from some Air New Zealand management procedures 

supposedly reducing the frequency of engine testing and moving the engine testing from Point A to 

Point B, the noise is going to be the same.   

 

Noise generation may be shifted but it will affect someone else equally.  The debate over a Ground 

Run up Enclosure from the Christchurch International Airport Limited and the Christchurch City 

Council's perspective was apparently over when in the Marshall Day report RP001 R04 of 20.10.15, 

Mr Day says he has no evidence of a Ground Run up Enclosure being effective.  Yet the evidence of 

Professor Clarke and best practice at other airports around the world is conclusive that GREs are 

effective.   

 

What is particularly galling is that Marshall Day purports to have built into their software a model of 

Ground Run up Enclosure effectiveness.  Nowhere is there any information on the software 

parameters.  Mr Day refers to the software in his CA 003 data document but again we must take the 

data at face value only.  This is not evidence.  I suspect this software was designed to ensure the 

Ground Runup Enclosure data failed to produce the manufacturer's advertised reductions. 

 

I am immensely disappointed that the CCC have not checked the software, indeed have been almost 

silent on the GRE proposal. 

 

A Ground Runup Enclosed (GRE) would eliminate the need for;  

- Engine testing contours 

- Exemptions for Antarctic operations engine testing 

- Exemptions for night time engine-testing on turbo props over 5 minutes 

- Exemptions for three unplanned jet engine testing over 3 months 

-  

A GRE would thus meet the demands for a 10-year Christchurch City District Plan. 

 

PROPOSED ACOUSTIC TREATMENT AS MITIGATION 

 

In my primary evidence I submitted that the Auckland Unitary Plan contained a framework for 

acoustic treatment of dwellings where the receiving environment noise exceeded applicable limits.  

But this acoustic treatment was secondary to mitigating noise at source and would be needed only if 

a GRE was not part of the best practicable option.  (BPO)  The BPO in Christchurch is a GRE.  The 

proposed acoustic treatment is a patch-up like the multitude of exemptions. 

 

In the CCC proposed Chapter 6, leaving schools and preschools out of the acoustic treatment 

programme is non-sensical.  The Harewood Primary School on the 65 dB contour may not be 

exposed to night time testing but would be exposed to all other allowed high powered testing 

including Antarctic Operations engine-testing.  Are we to see the pupils issued with ear muffs as 

would be required in the adjacent industrial buildings? 
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WHERE ARE PEACOCK SPRINGS? 

 

It was embarrassing to see the expert ornithologist from Brisbane being grilled by the Isaac Trust's 

Counsel and admitting he didn't know where Peacock Springs were.  On a similar vein, no 

representative from the Christchurch International Airport Limited and only one of the Christchurch 

City Council representatives have ever bothered to listen to the engine testing noise at 2.00-3.00 am.  

It is all very well for Mr Day to refer to the submitters as "just lay submitters".  But what would any 

of the Christchurch International Airport Limited group know about engine testing noise if they have 

never experienced it.  There is a credibility gap here. 

 

LIASON GROUP 

 

I fully support the establishment of a formal Liaison Group, as submitted by ALL parties.  The only 

difference with the submitters' group proposal is that the residents should have representation and 

that the Community Board representatives are drawn from all the airport districts.   

 

NOISE MITIGATION FUND 

 

The proposal in my evidence and in the submitters' Chapter 6 for a Noise Mitigation Fund, has its 

framework in the Auckland Unitary Plan, i.e. 

"The aircraft Noise Mitigation Fund is designed to ensure that adverse effects of aircraft 

noise on the external environment which cannot be mitigated by physical means can at least 

be partially offset by providing positive effects in the form of enhanced cultural, recreational 

and other opportunities and facilities to affected residents.  Those opportunities and facilities 

may be provided outside the affected areas but should be readily available to affected 

residents. 

 

The establishment of a Noise Mitigation Fund would obligate the Christchurch International 

Airport Limited to be a good neighbour in a positive fashion rather than just reacting to noise 

complaints. 

 

 

 

 


