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REBUTTAL EVIDENCE OF MICHAEL CAMPBELL COPELAND 

1 My full name is Michael Campbell Copeland. 

2 My qualifications and experience are set out in my Evidence in Chief 
dated 17 February 2016. 

3 I have read the Evidence in Chief of: 

3.1 Mr David Lawry;  

3.2 Mr Mike Marra;  

3.3 Ms Vanessa Payne; 

3.4 Mr Bruce Campbell; 

3.5 Mr Gerrit Venema; and 

3.6 Mr John Sugrue. 

4 I wish to provide brief rebuttal to some matters raised in this 
evidence.  

5 I reconfirm my compliance with the code of conduct for expert 
witnesses contained in the Environment Court Practice Note (2014) 
and also as set out in my 17 February 2016 evidence in chief.  

REBUTTAL 

6 In my rebuttal I respond mainly to Mr Lawry’s evidence.  However I 
note that there are several other submitters raising similar issues.1  
I consider that broadly these statements of evidence all address a 
similar theme, which is that rather than the imposition of land use 
controls within the airport noise contours and engine testing 
contours, adverse noise effects should be mitigated “at source”. 

7 I respond to the aspects of this evidence in so far as it relates to 
economics below.  

8 At paragraph 1.13 of his evidence, Mr Lawry appears to be 
suggesting that rather than the imposition of land use controls 
within the airport noise contours and engine testing contours, CIAL 
and users of the airport should be forced to mitigate adverse noise 
effects at source. Mr Lawry also mentions in this paragraph of his 
evidence that airport operational curfews are common around the 

                                            
1 Evidence of Mr Marra, sections 6 and 10; Evidence of Mr Venema, at [3.5] and 

[5.4]; Evidence of Ms Payne at [10.2]; Evidence of Mr Sugrue, section 15; and 
Evidence of Mr Campbell, section 9. 
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world to drive improved corporate behaviour. In response I would 
like to make following points: 

9 Firstly, as is set out in my EIC and also the EIC of Mr Rhys Boswell 
and Mr Eric Morgan, CIAL, Air New Zealand and other airline 
operators are proposing various “at source” mitigation measures to 
reduce noise effects from engine testing and this has enabled CIAL 
to propose a constrained 50 dB Ldn engine testing noise contour so 
that it falls entirely within the 50dB Ldn airport noise contour. Air 
New Zealand and other airline operators will adopt a range of new 
management processes to accomplish the proposed tighter controls 
on the noise levels of their aircraft engine testing.  

10 Secondly, it is the evidence of CIAL that any additional measures 
requiring greater at source mitigation would prove to be either of 
questionable effectiveness and/or extremely costly for CIAL, users 
of Christchurch International Airport (CIA) and the wider 
Christchurch City economy. They would place the recovery of the 
Christchurch City visitor economy at risk. This has been covered in 
CIAL’s EIC. 

11 Thirdly, despite operational curfews being imposed at other airports 
in New Zealand and elsewhere around the world, to impose an 
operational curfew at CIA, would impose significant additional 
economic costs on the residents and businesses of Christchurch 
City, the South Island and indeed New Zealand. These additional 
economic costs would include: 

11.1 Reduced economic activity, employment and incomes for 
Christchurch City; 

11.2 Higher charges set by CIAL to its customers; 

11.3 Reduced flexibility and certainty for airlines using CIA; 

11.4 Increased costs for passengers having to divert to alternative 
flight times, aircraft types or modes; 

11.5 Reduced service levels as a consequence of reduced flight 
frequency and convenience; 

11.6 Greater likelihood of incompatible connections with 
consequent additional time and other costs (e.g. in/out costs 
and accommodation costs);  

11.7 Suppressed travel costs;2 

                                            
2I.e. the loss in economic benefit from deciding not to make a journey as a 

consequence of higher costs or reduced service levels. 
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11.8 Increased transit times for perishable cargoes; 

11.9 Reduced ability for airlines to redirect or reposition aircraft 
during or subsequent to weather or other disruptions; and 

11.10 Christchurch losing its position as the South Island hub for 
courier freight and mail. (Palmerston North is the lower North 
Island hub due to Wellington airport being curfewed). 

12 Fourthly, as an economist I disagree with Mr Lawry that mitigation 
at source of adverse noise effects should take precedence over land 
use controls within the airport and engine testing noise contours. 
For significant infrastructure (e.g. Transpower’s national grid, sea 
ports and airports) there are substantial economic benefits from 
enabling that infrastructure to be developed and operated safely and 
efficiently. Whilst there are economic costs associated with land use 
controls, I set out in my EIC why in my view the costs arising from 
land use controls within the airport and engine testing noise 
contours sought by CIAL are limited from a Christchurch City 
perspective (see paragraph 73 of my EIC).    

13 I consider the relief sought by CIAL will result in substantial 
economic benefits, which are of much greater magnitude than any 
economic costs. It will also greatly assist the Christchurch recovery. 

 

 

Dated: 25 February 2016 

 
 
Michael Campbell Copeland 
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