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Before the Christchurch Replacement District Plan Independent Hearings 
Panel 
 
 

Hearing on: Resource Management Act 1991 and the Canterbury 
Earthquake Recovery (Christchurch Replacement 
District Plan) Order 2014 

 
 

In the Matter:  Chapter 6 General Rules and Procedures Proposal 
Stage 2, now dealt with in Stage 3. Specifically 6.1 
Noise.  

 
 
 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
 

MEMORANDUM OF SUBMITTER GROUP INPUT TO DRAFTING EXERCISE FOR 
COUNCIL’S 17 Aug 2016 REVISED AIRPORT NOISE PROVISIONS 

 
19 August 2016 

 

_______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Submitter Group: David Bastin(2078) , Bruce Campbell(2489), David Lawry(2514), Mike Marra(2054), 

Vanessa Payne(2191), John Sugrue(2567), Gerrit Venema(2091). 

 

Please note: Submitter David Lawry(2514) will also be providing a  further supplement for this 

technical drafting phase. 
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May it please the Panel - 
 
 

 

Submitter Group input to Council’s Provision  

 

Introduction: 

 

The Submitter Group still advocate the content of our submitted proposed plan provisions at closing 

dated 8 July 2016 (submitted by Gerrit Venema 2091 on behalf of ‘The submitter group’), which 

compares the Council’s 29 June 2016 provision.  But we hope to assist at any point and thus provide 

the following drafting and content guidance.  

We are finding that this process is now getting quite complicated to keep up with. It is has also been 

somewhat difficult to verify specified Plan content when large chunks of the Rule parts are under 

consideration but not others. Our position as resident submitters we feel is clearly presented in our 

submissions and hearing presentations individually and collectively.  So to prevent further 

complications we have simply listed some key areas of concern rather than to provide a whole new 

track changes version. Under the circumstances, we hope this may be acceptable to the panel in our 

desire to be of assistance where possible.  

 

 

Key areas of concern: 

 

1.   6.1.1 (specifically 6.1.1.1.2 & 6.1.1.1.5). Looking back on the Council’s closing comparison 

provision 27/7/16, there appeared to still be quite a few wording issues in these Objectives and 

Policy statements.  They don’t appear in this drafting phase.  We have submitted on theses clauses 

and see them as necessary and inspirational for dealing with noise at CIA.  We would encourage the 

wording of these to be address as per our submitted provision of 8 July 2016. 

 

2.  6.1.3.3 Measuring Noise. The latest provision now at least quotes NZS 6801:2008 and NZS 

6802:2008, which we welcome. However the clause is flimsy in that it allows for anything non-

conforming.     The Panel desired a Standards based outcome for this drafting session.  Our provision 

detail conforms to outcomes from acoustic expert conferencing which in turn conforms to the 

knowledge of these standards in particularly our table 5. (discussed in 4. & 5.).   

 

3.  6.1.4.2.7 a.  

The terms “On-Wing” & engines on the “wing of aircraft” need to be replaced in favour of 

statements that are easier to understand and not subject to local or technical jargon. 

Reason: Not all airliners have engines fitted to wings (727, MD88, Tristar, DC10 and most private jets 

to name some). The future designs of aircraft are likely to have engines not on the wing of the 

aircraft. 

Suggested: “Testing of engines fitted to an aircraft at CIA….” 
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4.  6.1.4.2.7 a.  Table 5.  The base limits: The Council needs to come to grips with the fact that the 

Ldn 7day metric from our friend Mr Day is not supportable.   

Firstly it is not a measure qualified in NZ standards and in particular the acoustic expert agreed NZS 

6801:2008; an Ldn 7day metric is nowhere to be found.   

Ldn 7day is not the appropriate metric for industrial noise…Laeq (t) is. Our expert Prof Clarke and Mr 

Day can agree on Laeq (1hr), which is the absolute maximum we should accept as residents. 

However we are of course willing to accept the Council’s expert Dr Chile’s Laeq (15min).   

The use of the Laeq (t) metric for base noise limit measurement is required to bring it into 

conformity with NZS6801 and NZS6802.  There is no, we underline no acoustical argument to the 

contrary. 

Ldn 7day is not used elsewhere in the world for engine testing noise.  AKL’s airport scenario is 

decidedly different to CHC in that engine testing is nowhere near the residents, and not surprising 

the metric is the product of the same author! Ldn is exactly that: day/night = a 24hr period …not 

7days. 

Ldn 7day is a sham pioneered primarily by the polluter’s requirements to allow large industrial sites 

broader spectrum immunity to compliance/complaint issues for localised excessive noise to their 

own cost benefit, affording the receiver a reduced and more complex protection system.  

 

5.  6.1.4.2.7 a.  Table 5.  Excessive noise: this brings us nicely to the pyramid of maximum allowable 

events (agreed to by all three acoustic experts). Let’s go to RMA Section 326 on this.   

In this Act, the term excessive noise means any noise that is under human control and of such a 

nature as to unreasonably interfere with peace, comfort and convenience of any person but does 

not include any noise emitted by…refer to the ACT for the exemption details and here is the one that 

specifies aircraft: 

(a) aircraft being operated during, or immediately before or after flight;… 

However, we do not see any exemption for “aircraft engine testing”, “On-wing engine testing” or 

“testing of engines fitted to aircraft” in this legislation. 

So we require this controlled and drafted in a manner that suits the receivers (per the focus of S326) 

and that it is expert evidence based.  Any attempt to classify Engine testing as part of normal Airport 

operational noise will still not exempt it from the RMA’s excessive noise criteria.  Much like the car 

and the train scenario presented, engine testing is neither part of the journey nor part of the 

strategic ‘gateway’.  

Please consider our table 5. below for the correct approach for a clearly Standards and acoustic 

expertises based approach for  Rule part 6.1.4.2.7.  We are sure the Panel will want an RMA proof 

solution, not something open to Court appeals.  

Also of note: it is the general opinion of the Submitter Group members that Part 6.1.4.2.7.  b. ii.  

Five minutes testing at high power for turbo-props in the middle of the night is excessive noise 

causing harmful sleep disturbance when carried out 2km closer to the larger CHC residential area 

Harewood/Bishopdale. [Refer also the Council’s own acoustic expert’s opinion on this matter]. 

We would also seek clarity on the application of table 5. in that we request that it be applied to both 

rural and residential types of zoning. 
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Our table with some drafting enhancement: 

 

Table 5: - Engine Testing Noise Limits  

[To be verified at Engine testing monitoring points ETMPs shown on Figure 2. map] 

 

Base Noise Limit Time Zones (Day/night) 

55 dB LAeq(1hr)   [8  ETMPs] 2200 hrs to  0700hrs 

60 dB LAeq(1hr)   [8  ETMPs at 65dB] 0700hrs  to  2200hrs 

  

Maximum Allowable 
Exceedance on Base Limit 

Events Per Calendar Month 

71 to 75 dB LAFmax 1 Event 

66 to 70 dB LAFmax 3 Events 

60 to 65 dB LAFmax 10 Events 

Less than 60 dB LAFmax Unlimited events 

75 dB LAFmax Absolute Max limit for any event 

 

 

6.  6.1.4.2.7.  c. iii. Exclusions: Exclusion iii. to be removed. 
“The testing of turbo prop engines on the wing of an aircraft is exempted from Standard ii.B when 

Runway 11/29 is in use.” 

A totally unnecessary Rule part.  Normal organisational planning and logistics of the airport should 

not become a Rule part exemption.  It’s like saying because there wasn’t a park available the instant 

I arrived at the airport, it’s now OK to park my car in the foyer because that will be convenient for 

me?   

The bulk of Turbo prop testing is done at night (see MDA’s figures of ANZL’s turbo-prop testing). 

Then we ask the question: Is the 11/29 runway capable of regular night time use and is it regularly 

used for a steady stream of nose to tail flights at night? No is the answer.  Testers of engines have to 

call airport Ops to give their intentions and movements anyway, no matter where they’re going.  

Of course you can’t place an aircraft in the path of the operations of another aircraft on an 

airport…that’s what they have controllers for…and operators can’t move around the airport without 

getting clearance!  So this is a very improbable exemption.   

However we as submitters can also see that this as just another one of those clauses capable of 

dodging compliance (we already suffer from the ones in the old By-law now) that allows CIAL and its 
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tenants an easy option, and hard for the Receiver to prove otherwise, to test turbo-props where it is 

more convenient for them…on their and our back door step.   

Just like any other operator of aircraft on the airfield they just need to book in a slot for a take-off, a 

landing, or an engine test, or a taxi to another destination…it’s that easy; it’s simply business as 

usual.  Sometimes they might have to wait 5 or 10 minutes; don’t we all.  An unfounded exemption 

that degenerates the residential noise receivers’ chances of a peaceful night’s sleep. 

 

Or the Airport Operator could manage it in a much superior manner by just getting a Ground run-up 

enclosure (GRE) built.   

 

7.  6.1.4.2.7.  d. ii.  Compliance and Monitoring needs to be way more concise. 

For a start 6 months doesn’t cover seasonal changes, and so is inappropriate for initial verification.   

    -This needs to be a 12 month period, minimum.   

Council has not specified how many measurements are to be taken? Needs clarity:  

    - Actual measurements are to be taken a minimum of each month for a 24 hr period. 

Council requires only four ETCMPs verified? Where, which ones? What’s the point of having x16 

ETCMPs if you only verify four of them? 

   - All x8 ETCMPs in the 55dB and the all x8 in the 65dB allocated zones need to be 

    verified whenever verification is undertaken. 

[This is not hard with modern technology, Wi-Fi and cell sites etc.  There seems to be a large amount 

of resistance with on-the-ground testing at CIA?  We’re left wondering whatever the issue could be?] 

 

8.  Part 6.1.4.2.7 needs a clause to effect the requirement to review of the engine testing noise 

contours ea 10 years iaw NZS6801:2008. 

 

9.  6.1.4.2.8.1 Airport Noise Liaison Committee 

a. vi. E. Who’s paying for the resident reps? a. i “Administration, advisory support and annual 

budgetary support for the Committee…” didn’t seem to spell out ‘remuneration’. Philanthropic 

committee relationships are not going to cut the mustard for the pollution receiving residents.  We 

need dedicated quality input. The two representatives need to be paid for their time and effort. It 

shouldn’t be the rate payers issue that CIAL can’t seem to comply and “fit” into a standard noise 

control regime. 

 

10.  6.1.4.2.8.2 Airport Noise Management Plan and Acoustic Treatment 

We support that the Noise Management Plan detail can be re-drafted into the Plan Rule part. 

We support that time frames are required to ensure this set-up phase is expedited efficiently. 

12 months from operative, however, does seem a long time to come up with one NMP when CIAL 

have already got one currently running? 6 months would seem more concurrent with the Liaison 

Committee’s work. 

 

However acoustic treatment needs to be dealt with separately…as it will highly likely disappear/be 

unnecessary when the Ground Run-up Enclosure (GRE) is built. 
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11.  6.1.4.2.8.2 a. iii. II. We struggle to find where there is a continuous improvement / inspirational 

aspect.  

We recommend the NMP contain in our closing proposed provision dated 29Jun16 (in its entirety). 

But for the area of improvements specifically: 

a. iii. II. 

Outline ongoing investigations, methods, processes and resources that CIAL will put in place 

to provide for continuous improvement in : 

 The reduction of noise levels from all aspects of Aircraft Operations including engine 

testing; and 

 Alternative methods of noise management and mitigation to achieve the reduction 

of these noise levels 

 An Aircraft Noise Mitigation Fund [An important component to facilitate continuous 

improvement with noise issues in the surrounding community] 

 

12.  Further item of note. 

We note that the Special Purposes Airport Zone (SPAZ) still does not seem to have been drafted into 

the Plan Rules for controlling the noise that amenity users and workers will be subjected to from 

activities in this zone.  We believe this leaves the zone rather unprotected from potential harm, 

especially from engine testing noise. Or does this mean NZS 6801:2008 and NZS 6802:2008 per 

6.1.3.3 would simply apply? We would encourage the Panel to make directions concerning this area. 

 

 

 

Circulated to and approved by:  

Bruce Campbell(2489), David Lawry(2514), Mike Marra(2054),  

Vanessa Payne(2191), John Sugrue(2567), Gerrit Venema(2091), 

David Bastin(2078)  

 

19 August 2016 

 

 

 

 

 

 

On behalf of Submitter Group listed. 


