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1. INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW 

1.1 These legal submissions are presented on behalf of Air New Zealand 

Limited ("ANZL") in relation to the Chapter 6 - General Rules and 

Procedures provisions of the Proposed Christchurch Replacement District 

Plan ("Replacement Plan").   

1.2 ANZL submits that:   

(a) On-wing engine testing (ground running) is a necessary and 

unavoidable component of aircraft operations, as explained in 

the evidence of Mr Eric Morgan.  Logistically, it is necessary for 

some engine running to be carried out at night in order to 

maintain current flight schedules.   

(b) The Replacement Plan provisions need to enable appropriate 

levels of on-wing engine testing.  Some improvement to current 

practices are able to be achieved to mitigate effects on nearby 

residents, with future growth to be managed by CIAL and the 

operators.      

(c) While ANZL is the largest operator at Christchurch International 

Airport, ground running is not just an ANZL issue. It is an all of 

airport issue, and has implications for tourism and the wider 

region.   

(d) In broad terms, the position taken by Christchurch International 

Airport Limited ("CIAL"), that: 

(i) The constrained engine testing contours as promoted 

by CIAL
1
 be adopted as part of the proposal; and 

(ii) The engine testing rule (6.1.4.2.7 in the CCC revised 

proposal) is based on a 7 day Ldn methodology to 

calculating noise levels
2
 (with specified exemptions 

 
1
  Contained as Attachment E to Mr Chris Day's evidence for CIAL, dated 17 February 

2016.    
2
  Both the Council's revised proposal (dated 4 March 2016) and CIAL's preferred 

wording (contained in the evidence of Matt Bonis at [97]) are based on a 7 day Ldn 
methodology.  The only real difference is in terms of the exemptions from 
compliance (eg in relation to natural disasters and so on).  As recorded in Eric 
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from compliance, for example in the case of a natural 

disaster), 

will achieve an appropriate balance between enabling necessary 

engine testing activity to continue, and mitigating the noise 

effects on nearby residents.  This approach also recognises the 

importance of the airport to Christchurch and the wider 

Canterbury region. 

(e) The constrained contour and rule package will require 

immediate improvements to current ground running practices 

and may, in due course, require the construction of a ground 

running enclosure ("GRE").  But it is not appropriate (and would 

raise a serious question as to jurisdiction
3
) for the Replacement 

Plan to direct that a GRE be constructed at this time, given this 

is a technical operational decision that the airport and operators 

are best placed to make.  

(f) If the Replacement Plan were to direct that engine testing noise 

be calculated on an LAeq 15 mins basis (as proposed by Stephen 

Chiles
4
), then this would significantly constrain engine testing 

activity (and effectively preclude ground running at night).  Even 

with a GRE in place, it is not clear that compliance would be 

possible.    

(g) If engine testing were unable to occur during night hours, that in 

turn would result in: 

(i) likely reduced levels of service and disruptions to 

scheduling (and/or a need to acquire additional aircraft, 

at considerable cost); and/or 

(ii) a potential need to relocate aircraft maintenance away 

from Christchurch, meaning a significant loss of jobs, 

                                                                                                                                       
Morgan's evidence, ANZL's preference is for the Council's wording (but it also 
considers the CIAL wording would be workable). 

3
  For example significant concerns have been raised in the context of a recent High 

Court case concerning Queenstown Airport in terms of an RMA decision maker's 
ability to direct how an airport should operate (though not ultimately reflected in the 
decision: refer Queenstown Airport Corporation Limited v Queenstown Lakes District 
Council [2013] NZHC 2347). 

4
  Refer Stephen Chiles evidence for the Council, at [5.4]. 
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incomes, and activity for the Christchurch City 

economy.
5
 

2. ANZL'S ENGINE TESTING OPERATIONS  

2.1 ANZL's engine testing operations are detailed in the evidence of Mr 

Eric Morgan.
6
  It is sufficient to highlight here that: 

(a) Engine testing operations have been carried out by ANZL at 

Christchurch Airport since around 1962.   

(b) The short duration "on wing" engine testing undertaken by ANZL 

(also referred to as "ground running") is essential
7
 regular 

maintenance.
8
  It is a necessary part of aircraft operations, and 

required in order to ensure the safe operation of ANZL's fleet.
9
  

(c) ANZL conducts an average of 26 ground runs per week to 

support its own operations,
10

 plus an average of two ground 

runs on behalf of other airlines.  

(d) ANZL's maintenance and engineering operations account for 

more than 700 staff, and ANZL contributes $160 million per 

annum to Christchurch in wages.
11

 

(e) ANZL also has maintenance bases at Auckland, Hamilton and 

Nelson.  However, Auckland and Christchurch are the only 

options for comprehensive jet maintenance.
12

 

2.2 ANZL already employs a range of mitigation measures to mitigate the 

noise effects of its engine testing activity.  A number of further practices 

(detailed in Mr Morgan's evidence)
13

 are proposed going forward, to be 

 
5
  Refer Michael Copeland evidence, at [63.1 - 63.7]. 

6
  Refer Eric Morgan evidence, at [2.1] - [5.9]. 

7
  It is a manufacturer requirement that engine testing occur at regular intervals (eg 

every 400 hours or 10 days). 
8
  In contrast, "off wing" testing such as that undertaken by the Christchurch Engine 

Centre is of longer duration and occurs in a dedicated test cell. Refer Eric Morgan 
evidence at [3.6] - [3.9]. 

9
  ANZL's mixed fleet comprises Airbus 320, Aerospatiale ATR72 and Bombardier 

Q300 aircraft.  Refer Eric Morgan evidence at [3.1]. 
10

  Refer Eric Morgan evidence, at [5.1].  ANZL also carries out on average a further 
two "heavy maintenance" runs per week during daytime hours.  

11
  Refer Eric Morgan evidence, at [3.2]. 

12
  Refer Eric Morgan evidence, at [3.11]. 

13
  Refer Eric Morgan evidence at [6.6]. 
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implemented with an automated engine testing compliance regime 

("ETMS") provided by CIAL. 

3. KEY STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS  

3.1 The Council in preparing the Replacement Plan was required to 

undertake a section 32 evaluation,
14

 and the Panel is now required to 

undertake a section 32AA further evaluation with respect to any changes 

from the notified proposal.
15

  

3.2 The Replacement Plan is also required to be prepared (and considered) 

"in accordance with" Part 2 of the RMA.
16

 

3.3 In terms of the relevant statutory criteria, ANZL submits that the 

provisions it seeks:
17

 

(a) Are the "most appropriate" to achieve the relevant objectives of 

the Replacement Plan, in this case Objective 6.1.1.1,
18

 that:
19

  

Adverse noise effects on the amenity values or health of 
people and communities are managed to a level consistent 
with the anticipated outcomes of the receiving environment. 

(b) Will be effective in managing noise to the level allowed by the 

(constrained) engine testing contours.
20

 

 
14

  Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 
("Order"), Schedule 1 clause 2(b).  Refer Proposal 6 General Rules and Procedures 

- Section 32 Report publicly notified on 2 May 2015, and the Section 32 Report 
Addendum: Chapter 6 - General Rules and Procedures - Noise; Appendix 2.3 
Engine Testing Provisions. 

15
  Order, cl 14(4)(a).  

16
   Clause 2 of Schedule 1 of the Order provides for a draft proposal to be prepared that 

complies with Part 5 of the RMA.  Section 74 of the RMA (in Part 5) provides that "A 
territorial authority must prepare and change its district plan in accordance with ... 
the provisions of Part 2".  Similarly, in making decisions on provisions of the 
Replacement Plan the Panel is required to "apply sections 74 to 77D of the RMA as 
if it were the council": cl 14(4) of the Order.  

17
  Note that this package can be seen as a slight refinement to "Option 1" as 

considered in the Council's section 32 evaluation (Christchurch City Council, Section 
32 Report Addendum: Chapter 6 - General Rules and Procedures - Noise; Appendix 
2.3 Engine Testing Provisions). 

18
  As per Council's revised proposal, dated 4 March 2016. 

19
  ANZL further supports the analysis of higher order policy direction set out in Mr 

Bonis' evidence.   
20

  ANZL is confident that it will be possible for all operators to collectively manage 
engine ground running activity to achieve compliance.  Refer Eric Morgan evidence 
at [6.12]. 
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(c) Will promote efficiency, by essentially allocating the Airport an 

Ldn "noise budget", and leaving CIAL, ANZL and other 

operators to manage their activities within that limit.
21

  

(d) In terms of their costs and benefits, the constrained engine 

testing contours: 

(i) Will allow important engine testing activity to continue 

at the Airport, and thus will not reduce economic 

growth or employment (in terms of section 32(2)(a)).  In 

contrast, an Leq approach to calculating noise (or other 

restrictive approaches sought by some submitters), 

would reduce growth and substantially reduce 

employment.
22

  

(ii) Will control engine testing noise in a way that 

represents a significant reduction on what has occurred 

occasionally in the past and effectively includes no 

growth from current levels of effect / activity.
23

 

(iii) Will require a 'spreading' of ground runs across 

operational areas of the airport, and in particular will 

require a number  of the turbo prop running activities to 

occur at Runway 11 to the west of the airport, which 

will help address concerns of Bishopdale submitters 

that it is turbo-prop noise which is of the greatest 

concern.
24

 

(iv) Will be largely contained within
25

 the existing 

operational noise contours,
26

 so that additional 

planning controls (ie over and above those associated 

 
21

  As opposed to a more directive approach that would dictate exactly what had to 
occur where, or what mitigation measures (such as a ground running enclosure) had 
to be adopted, which seems to be the approach preferred by some of the submitters. 

22
  Refer Michael Copeland's evidence at [63]. 

23
  Refer Chris Day evidence for CIAL, at [119].  

24
  As raised in the course of the mediation held in December 2016, and recorded in the 

mediation report.  
25

  Refer Chris Day evidence at [119] and Attachment E.  The constrained engine 
testing 50 dB Ldn contour is entirely within the operational 50 dB Ldn contour.  The 
constrained 55 dB Ldn contour (which triggers particular requirements in Chapter 6) 
is generally within the operational 55 dB Ldn contour, except for an area to the east 
of the Airport.   

26
  The operational contours are fixed at the RPS level, so are not up for debate in this 

process:  see Glenda Dixon evidence for the Council at [4.24]. 
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with the existing operational contours) will be imposed 

on much fewer properties than would be the case 

under the notified engine testing contours.
27

   

(e) In terms of Part 2 of the RMA, will enable people and 

communities to provide for their social and economic wellbeing, 

and will promote the efficient use and development of natural 

and physical resources.  

3.4 While not directly relevant to the evaluation of the Replacement Plan, the 

section 16 RMA duty to avoid unreasonable noise has been raised in 

submissions.  Insofar as this section is useful to consider, ANZL submits 

that the constrained engine testing contours and further mitigation
28

 

constitute the best practicable option in the circumstances, and that the 

level of noise experienced beyond the Airport will not be unreasonable.
29

 

 

Dated:  14 March 2016 

 

James Gardner-Hopkins / Ezekiel Hudspith 

Counsel for the Air New Zealand Limited 

 

 

 
27

  Refer Glenda Dixon evidence for the Council, at [3.8], concluding that if the 
constrained contours are adopted then "this will mean that very little additional land 
use restriction will result from the engine testing contours".    

28
  Refer Eric Morgan evidence at [6.6]. 

29
  In this regard ANZL relies on the expert evidence of Mr Day, who concludes that 

even the current levels (and thus the constrained levels) of ground run-up noise in 
residential areas of Christchurch area reasonable.  Refer Chris Day rebuttal 
evidence at [15]-[16]. 


