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CLOSING STATEMENT 

CHRISTCHURCH REPLACEMENT DISTRICT PLAN 

 HEARINGS ON Chapter 6 - Stage 2/3, General Rules and Procedures 

STATEMENT IN SUPPORT OF Vanessa Payne - Submitter # 2191 

DATE 4 July 2016 

Introduction: 

 I will only very briefly highlight those points on which I think need extra emphasis. I think 

 this has been a lengthy and expensive exercise for Submitters and I am very pleased a  

 decision, what ever way it goes, is imminent.  

1.0 Engine Testing Contours are unnecessary.  The proposed ‘revised contours’ are clearly  of 

 benefit to my neighbours and myself as they remove from our properties any proposed  

 contour lines, this is great, and something I hope is adopted at the very least.  However I 

 believe this can go further as there is no need for  seperate Engine Testing Contours.    

 There are Operational Contours in place already; which I have learnt through this process 

 are not ideal and the 50dB especially has land use restriction far more reaching that what 

 is required.    

2.0 Engine Testing noise is different to operational aircraft noise, and vehicle noise.  I  

 believe it is a large issue that CIALs expert cannot acknowledge there is a different in  the 

 noise produced by engine testing to that of other noise, such as operational airport  

 noise and road noise, even though both other experts present Professor Clarke and Dr  

 Chiles note that Engine Testing noise is different.  Somehow, in the face of two other  

 experts and those of us with ears, not computer generated data, noting that the noise  

 Engine Testing produces is NOT like other noises, still Mr Days opinion seems to be the  one 

 deferred to.   All the data compilation in the world cannot make these noises actually, in 

 reality, sound the same.    I also need to note here that Dr Chiles is the Councils own  

 expert however they still seem to refer to Mrs Days data as that of being correct and we 

 are left trying to prove this is not so.  I believe that mr Days data is incorrect, assumptions 

 are incorrect and his outcomes are incorrect.  The 7day metric  is not appropriate, the  LAeq 

 metric is far better.  This noise is industrial in nature and must be treated as such, noise 

at  the receiver is key.  This noise is being produced by a private company for profit, it should 
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 comply as all other industries must.   

 

 

4.0 C130 exclusion.  This is possibly my biggest shock/disappointment through out this  

 process.  Late in the proceedings, the last expert ‘hottubbing’ it was suggested that  

 C130s are excluded from these rules.  This is in my opinion totally unacceptable.  C130s 

 produce the most unreasonable, excessive in decibel levels, duration and  nuisance 

 than any other engine tests occurring.   I understand that they will not be able to comply 

 with any version of the rules for this chapter, however excluding them is NOT the answer.   

 They MUST, in my opinion, have rules.  Examples of rules I would set for the C130 tests are 

 a limit on the number of tests allowed each Antarctic season.  A limit on the length of 

each  test… 3 hours for example at a VERY LOUD decibel level is not ideal [I cannot give you  

 details on this, I asked for data on date, time, length of test and  decibel levels for each 

 test for the past season however was advised that this was impossible.  I believe that  

 unless this data is seen by the Panel, a considered informed decision cannot be made.  I 

 was also advised that as these are US military aircraft however I have seen with my own 

 eyes NZ C130s parked up also].  I also recommend placing rules around when tests can be 

 carried out, for example NOT during 9am-3pm Monday to Friday, as within 800 meters of 

 the testing is a school.   I also suggest no testing on Saturday mornings, or Tuesday  

 evenings when Nunweek park is swarming with children playing touch rugby and the  

 beginning of the winter sport season later in the Antarctic Season.   I also suggest that  

 resident in the area are informed of when these tests are to occur so they can plan to not 

 be outside during this time, where possible.  I’d also like to add that posting a notice on an 

 obscure website that residents wont know to check is NOT good enough.  I have given in 

 my evidence examples of how obtrusive these test are but I’d like to reiterate this with 

 another example.  My son was at soccer training at the fields at Bishopdales ‘Elephant  

 Park’ on a Saturday morning around 10am.  The noise from a C130 test was so excessive, in 

 this park in Bishopdale, that the kids could not hear the coach.  Training was a complete 

 farce.  This noise is not reasonable and it is so unacceptable to me that it is excluded that 

 it leaves me feeling totally disheartened.  

5.0  Complaints.  Thankfully CCC are once again taking complaints, as they should, through 

 noise control, on aircraft testing noise.  I hope this continues and real data can be  

 compiled. CIAL have proven that they do not take complaints with any gravity to the point 

 that data was not being even recored.   
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6.0      Gerrit Venema has submitted on behalf of myself a document, being  "our" submitter  

 group's' unified effort to present in one package the combined and remaining differences/

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

  This is a direct comparison similar to the approach used at mediation but with substantial 

 subsequent upgrades to meet the requirement to detail only changes to  that of the  

 Council's current 29 June 16 proposed version. 

 I have read this and fully support these changes. 

 To prevent duplication this Word document has been submitted by Gerrit Venema # 2091 

 and is titled: "Chptr 6 Noise-Panel Rqst Post Medtn Approach-Show Changes CCC(29Jun16) 

 vs Submtr Grp” 

 
Signed:   Vanessa Payne 

 

Date: 11 June 2016 


