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Introduction . 

My name is Bruce Ronald Campbell domiciled at 542 Yaldhurst Rd. Yaldhurst. 

I live at, and operate an Organic Export Apple Orchard from this site. 

I have lived at this location for the last 11 years. When I built on this property 

in 2005 I was under the 50 dBA flight contour. At some stage without my 

awareness our property came under the 55dBA contour. How this was justified 

when there was no change in noise levels I do not know.  

Previous to this I was a Vice President of ABB NZ  responsible for the 

management, performance and compliance of major maintenance long term 

contracts of  electrical and industrial businesses throughout NZ.  In this 

position I was responsible for and championed the implementation of 

compliance programmes and plans, namely:  Health and Safety standard  

18001  Environmental compliance to ISO 14001  Quality standard ISO 9001.  

I am a part of a group of submitters who have similar issues and I support their 

evidence and remedial actions. 

M   Marra                 2054  

G    Venema             2091 

V    Payne                 2191 
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D   Lawry                 2514  

J    Sugrue                2567  

 

 

 

 

I also support the Expert Evidence of Professor John-Paul Clarke in its entirety. 

I also support the Expert Evidence of Dr. Stephen Chiles in it’s entirety and in 

particular section 5 
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The Evidence  I am providing is to support my submission that:  

 

Clause 6.1.1.1.1 (a) iii be removed  

                              (b) remove the following words “ and the 55 dbLn engine 

testing noise contour line  for sensitive activities’ 

                                (c) remove completely 

 

Noise created by on wing engine testing should be mitigated and minimised 

at source as per best practice. 

Engine testing noise contours should not be imposed.  There is no reason for 

unnecessary noise to be inflicted on the airport’s neighbours, and which, 

under certain conditions, pollute a large section of Christchurch city.  

“ Engine Testing noise Contours”  if the proposed Engine testing Contours are 

permitted, it legalises noise pollution in perpetuity and puts additional 

restrictions on  resident’s  rights . The noise propagated is also detrimental to 

the health and well-being of citizens and amenity values..  

As air travel has become more extensive there is the desire for airports to be 

near the population they serve. This brings conflict with the communities that 

are in close proximity to the airports. 

This conflict can be defused by  airports adopting world best practices for the 

reduction of noise both of aircraft movements and Engine maintenance and 

with enlightened forward planning. 
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Evidence. 

1. Benefits of noise generation at source. 

Christchurch is currently in a renewal phase and is looking at options to 

improve the liveability of the city. To implement engine testing noise 

contours now, is to lock noise pollution into place for the long term and 

would detract from the pleasantness of Christchurch as a place in which to 

live. Over the last decade the clean air legislation has brought a major 

improvement to the pollution levels of the cities air and with it 

corresponding health benefits. The reduction of noise pollution is a similar 

issue and would bring similar benefits to Christchurch. Mitigation of noise 

at source is a requirement of the RMA. Section 16 . Implementation of 

mitigation at source, will  decrease sound levels in the immediate  vicinity 

and limit the level of noise propagated across the city of Christchurch.  

Sleep is the final arbitrator of whether noise is excessive or not. Not 

financial considerations 

2.  

ON Wing Engine Testing Noise.  

 On Wing Engine Testing Noise. cannot be compared with operational 

flight noise as is the given opinion of Marshall Day Acoustics. 

See section 5.2 (Christchurch District Plan Review Christchurch 

International Airport On Wing Engine Testing Noise.) By Marshall Day 

acoustics.  

In this they are wrong.  Ref. Clarke and Chiles 

Engine testing noise is of variable pitch and intensity and varies from low 

to full power settings which continue for  indeterminable  times.  During 

the early hours of the morning I have experienced times in excess of 1 

hour. An aggravating feature of these tests is that many are performed, 

usually between 1 am and 4 am. 

 (See Engine tests by time of day. Appendix C engine testing Summary 

Data  Marshall Day Acoustics) (Christchurch District Plan Review 

Christchurch International Airport On Wing Engine Testing Noise.) 
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 I have lived in reasonably close proximity to CIA for 10 years and have 

not been annoyed by aircraft flight movements, but have been badly 

affected by unnecessary  unmitigated engine testing noise.  ON Wing 

Engine Testing Noise  is propagated across a wide area depending on 

various factors and conditions and a great number of people outside the 

proposed engine testing noise contours  also suffer from this 

unmitigated noise generated. 

I believe my experience in this matter is greater than that of Marshall 

Day Acoustics as I have long term first-hand experience of this 

phenomenon as I live reasonably close to the airport. I respectfully 

request the Panel to take this in to  consideration.  

I have polled various members of the local community and all concur 

that engine testing noise is of far greater annoyance than aircraft 

flight noise. This differs from Marshall Day’s opinion. 

3. Best Practice for dealing with ON Wing Engine Testing Noise. 

CIAL in their Environmental Compliance and Monitoring Programme state 

that: 

(CIAL will continue to review  our Environmental Policies to ensure the 

airport operates as a “good corporate citizen” using up to date best practice 

procedures. ) 

Best Practice is mitigating at source by the use of sound attenuation 

techniques and structures. This would also meet the requirement of the 

Resource Management Act. 

 In many places around the world, developed countries attenuate on wing 

engine testing noise at source. Even at Nelson airport a sound attenuating 

structure has been constructed for this purpose. It has been commented on 

by Marshal Day that this structure is used only for Turbo prop aircraft.  I 

now refer to the Marshall Day’s Christchurch District Plan Review 

Christchurch International Airport On Wing Engine Testing Noise. Appendix 

C tests by Aircraft Type on Run-up Pad. 
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 This documents the greatest number of aircraft type tested on wing at CIA 

are Turbo props 

A typical engine test run up enclosure can be seen by looking at the 

evidence of John Sugrue. Submitter no. 2567 

    

CIAL have not in the past entertained this solution, based primarily on cost. 

It is easier and less costly for them to get land planning restrictions in place 

than to spend the capital required to mitigate at source.  This cost is born 

by the neighbouring community rather than by the polluter.    CIAL are a 

highly profitable company as stated in Rhys Boswell’s evidence to the IHP 

on his submission on Chapter 17 

Therefore  affordability is not an issue to CIAL meeting best practice which 

is on site mitigation  

If aircraft servicing is the business CIAL are in, that is what they should be 

investing in first, before investing in commercial property. A private 

business would be forced to meet stringent compliance standards. 

CIAL appear to use the authority given to them, as an airport for furthering 

their commercial holdings portfolio.  

----- 

 

 

4.   CIAL’s Non-Compliance with their own,  By-Law and policy 

statements.                        

CIAL are in breach of their own By-Law.  “Christchurch International  Airport 

By-Laws Approval Order1989” section 52. 2 and 3 The intent of this is that 

on wing engine testing is of limited duration with only urgent scheduled 

flight engine tests run at night and only with the prior written approval of 

the airport manager. This has not been complied with.   Example. I can 

specifically remember an aircraft test being carried out between 1am and 

3am.  The test had been running for approximately an hour when I got in 
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my car at 3am in the morning and drove to see what plane was making such 

a racquet. It was a white Boeing 737 with no airline markings. It took off 

while I was at the airport in the early hours of the morning. No way was it 

an urgent scheduled flight. Another time after testing went on for an 

extended period I laid a complaint with CIAL who acknowledged the receipt 

of my complaint but did not come back to me as promised. A complete 

waste of time.  ( Who monitors CIAL behaviour?) 

CIAL do not comply with their own “Environmental Compliance and 

Monitoring Programme”  See Page 2 item 4. Which state “ Lease 

agreements are progressively updated to include compliance with specific 

requirements of the Resource Management Act and CIAL’s environmental 

responsibilities.” 

Page 3 Bullet point 7 “a plan to ensure that environmental impacts of any 

new development or activity comply with the relevant legislation, resource 

consents, policy requirements and codes of practice”.  

Page 3 Quote : What’s in store for the future?    As Christchurch City 

Council and Canterbury Regional Council continue their efforts to protect 

the city’s air and water resources, CIAL will continue to review our 

environmental policies to ensure the airport operates as a “good corporate 

citizen” using up to date best practice procedures. 

If CIAL believed in these policies they would not just leave them as policies 

but comply with them. How can these claims be made when they have not 

investigated sound attenuation methods and prefer to use their position of 

authority and request land controls over neighbour’s properties?  

5. CIAL NOISE PLAN.   

The CIAL Noise Management Plan ver.10    

This is a very immature plan .                                                              

Nowhere in the plan is there any aspiration to minimise airport noise 

pollution. There are no reduction targets, there are no incentives for 

quieter planes or disincentives for older planes.  
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Airports that operate best practice noise implementation have plans with 

improvement targets. 

Whether this is noise contour reduction, incentives for modern planes and 

noise reduction plans. Compensation for land limitation use and 

communication with affected neighbours. No penalties for breaches. 

 A few examples are; Sydney Airport, Vancouver Airport, Frankfurt Airport, 

Heathrow Airport. East Midlands Airport. 

The plan is a lot about measurements to justify boundaries of existing 

operational noise with the main aim of justifying land use controls on 

others. 

Rhys Boswell in his Evidence to the IHP chapter -17 rural stage 2 proposal  

section 18 states:    

 “Of fundamental importance, I note that the airport has a competitive edge 

over other airports in New Zealand and in the southern hemisphere as it 

operates uncurfewed and unrestricted as to the type of aircraft that can use 

it.”   

 This is an admission that Christchurch International Airport is the only 

airport in New Zealand and the Southern Hemisphere that can operate 

without any form of restriction or oversight by a regulatory authority. It  is 

akin to saying third world countries are easier to do business with because 

work place conditions are non- existent. It shows no corporate 

responsibility or focus on mitigation best practice. Nowhere in the western 

world would this lack of control be tolerated. 

6.  CHRISTCHCHURH CITY COUNSIL’s Responsibility. 

CCC is the elected representatives of the citizens of Christchurch. In the 

Proposed LTP there appear to be  no lay submissions (people orientated) 

included in any of the updated versions while those of the CIAL and larger 

organisations which are business based have been included. CCC are the local 

authority charged with implementing the Resource Management Act. There is 

no evidence that CCC have ever involved themselves with the compliance of 

CIAL to meet the requirements the RMA. In the CIAL Airport Noise 
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Management Plan (28March 2014 ver.10) It states in section 6 “ The 

mechanism for the amendment and implementation of the NMP will involve 

the CIAL and the CCC as the representative public body” 

 Any dealings between the CIAL and the CCC appear to be more of a 

notification than an application as is normal between a regulatory authority 

and a business. 

I give for example this current pDP. All of CIAL’s submissions seem to be 

accepted regardless of the impact on the ratepayers.. 

As an example the 50 dBA new noise sensitive activity restriction rule. This 

beggars belief. 

Nowhere in the world does an airport have a 50 dB flight contour line and here 

CIAL also want restrictions within this 50 dBA contour the same as for the 

55dBA  contour. If this is accepted it would be a massive land grab by CIAL of a 

large area of land to the west of the city. I cite this only as an example of the 

lack of objectivity between the Shareholder and the CIAL.  

Another example is the retrospective approval from the council for the 

buildings that were built at Dakota Park  that were not airport related. 

Another example is the manner in which CIAL and the CCC  worked together on 

PC 84. I refer to D Lawry’s submission on these matters. 

Another example is that CIAL, block private enterprise from undertakings that 

they themselves undertake. (Backpackers accommodation.)  

CIAL act as a wall on  the western side of the city from Rolleston to Kiapoi 

  

7.  UNEQUAL POWERS OF SUBMITTERS. 

The larger financial organisations, many with unlimited funds can buy the 

expert opinions to influence favourable outcomes. These outcomes are usually 

financial for the benefit of shareholders and not for the benefit of  the 

community. Lay submitters do not have the same financial resources and 

therefore cannot bring to the IHP the same bought expert opinions, even if 

their submission is more relevant and less self seeking. Lay submitters do not 
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have the resources to research and keep up with all the twists and turns of this 

planning process or the skill set to do so. The City Council as the ratepayers 

representative should be assisting Lay Submitters with,  independent experts 

to bring more equality to the process.   

It is fortunate that The Honourable Sir John Hansen instructed that the CCC 

appoint a separate acoustic expert other than the one that CIAL use. This has 

brought more balance to the process.  

I respectfully ask the IHP to take into consideration the difficulty  a Layperson  

has to make a worthwhile contribution to the process and to be lenient if the 

submission does not meet the strict interpretation of the law and/or not 

expressed in the usual manner.  

8.  PROPERTY OWNERSHIP RIGHTS. The curtailment of a person’s property 

rights is a serious matter. The implementation of contour lines that 

curtail a property owners free use of their property should only be 

considered when all other possibilities  have been explored. An owner 

should be compensated for any loss of value or enjoyment of their 

property.  This is natural  fairness. Most injustices in the world are 

committed by authorities that claim they are doing things for the 

common good. No one would deny that CIAL are a strategic asset to  

Canterbury and the country. This submission and evidence is not about 

‘NOT In My Backyard’ it is about requesting that a powerful neighbour 

acts as a good responsible corporate citizen. Imposed contour line 

restrictions means CIAL are co users of the land under those contours at 

no cost to CIAL and without compensation for the use of the land.  

CIAL are keen to get the words minimised changed to manage noise effects 

. This allows them to manage the problem on other people’s property. 

 

   

50 dBA new rule avoiding noise sensitive activity restriction rule. 

The proposed rolling over of the 55dBA level total avoidance of new noise 

sensitive activities, rule into the 50 dBA contour is at the policy level fatally 
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flawed. The policy does not take into account that noise activity restrictions 

at the 50 dBA level will have no impact on the level of complaints 

originating from people living under the 50 dBA. 

This is because noise is not causational to motivating complaints, at this 

very low noise level, other identified factors actually motivate complaint 

activity. 

While this may be counterintuitive it is conclusively established by CLARKES 

evidence and the findings of the Bel report (refer CLARKE and Review of Bel 

report2003-04 Fidell)  The direct result of this is that the new rule aimed at 

reducing new noise sensitive activities will have no causational impact on 

complaint levels, and therefore on curfew risk reduction the intended policy 

and rule outcome.  The proposed rule at the 50 dBA is therefore utterly 

ineffective and totally inefficient in both practice and RMA terms. Safe 

desirable land is being restricted from recovery development based on 

incorrect assumptions.  

 

9. REMEDY SOUGHT . 

 

The proposed Engine testing contours are not approved  

Mitigation of Engine testing noise to be on site and preferably with a 

sound attenuating enclosure. 

Auckland International Airport Noise management plan should be used as 

a model by CCC. 

That sleep disruption is  considered in the plan to be of more importance 

than amenity values 

Bruce Campbell. 

17/02/2016 
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