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My name is Bruce Ronald Campbell, submitter no. 2489 and I am a party 

to   the submitter group that has given evidence to IHP on Chapter 6 

General Rules  of the Christchurch Replacement District Plan. Namely : 

Mike Marra  submitter no.2054, John Sugrue submitter no. 2567, 5 

Vanessa Payne submitter no. 2191, Gerrit Venema submitter no. 2091, 

David Lawry submitter no. 2514 

 I am in full support of the submitter groups final version of Chapter 6  

General Rules which is being submitted on behalf of the submitter group 

by Gerrit Venema and is part of this submission. To my best knowledge it 10 

is evidentially based and a reasonable solution for all parties. 

 The submitter group went to great lengths and expense to provide the 

best “Airport Acoustic Expert” they could find. 

 Professor Clarke is a global expert in acoustics. He at all times gave an 

uninfluenced balance opinion based on his extensive background and 15 

experience.  May I respectfully ask the panel to remind themselves of 

Professor Clarke’s qualifications and expertise in the propagation of 

noise pollution as stated in his evidence in chief. 

 

 Submissions presented by the submitter group, concern the effects of 20 

engine testing noise and the need for mitigation of this noise at source. 

Mitigation at source would negate any need for noise planning contours.  

There have been no submissions from the submitter group on, 

“operational aircraft noise” and no request for CIAL to take any action 

that would cause interruption to the operation of the CIA. We are 25 

seeking a just and reasonable redress for a problem that has persisted 

for many years.  

The talk of curfews, the risk of airlines deciding not to fly into 

Christchurch, Health and Safety concerns  and the detrimental effects to 
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the economy of the South Island that CIAL and ANZ have put forward,  30 

all because residents are asking for mitigation at source of a severe form 

of pollution, is misleading and not factual.   

This engine testing noise affects large parts of Christchurch and needs to 

be mitigated at source to make Christchurch a more desirable city in 

which to live. This is in line with the ambition of Regenerate  35 

Christchurch to make Christchurch a more liveable city.   

I question the independence and opinions of some of the expert 

witnesses on behalf of CIAL.  

Mr Copeland’s Evidence and cross examination.  

How can an economics expert acting as an independent witness not 40 

weigh both options or have considered the Best Practical Option. He was 

not  been able to come up with a means of costing the effect, on the 

value of  properties, that  engine testing noise contours would have on 

those properties.  Mr Copeland’s economic evidence on behalf of CIAL 

and ANZ was just a regurgitation from CIAL’s Hymn sheet. There was no 45 

substance to his evidence for an economic case against mitigation of 

engine testing noise. 

Mr Day acoustic expert witness. 

Mr Day at the conference of experts agreed on a certain noise measure 

and table of noise levels and then changed his opinion when Air New 50 

Zealand and CIAL did not like the outcome. This resulted in ANZ’s 

counsel approaching the panel   with the aim of discrediting the Expert 

Conferencing Statement.  

Professor Clarke and Dr Chiles are highly qualified in acoustics and have 

global experience. Their opinions cannot be lightly disregarded. Refer to 55 

Professor Clarke’s global recognition in noise propagation modelling.  

One has to ask why is Mr Day’s opinions at variance to the other highly 

qualified experts in the acoustic field and always in alignment with his 

clients wishes. 
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 With due respect, Mr Day is not so qualified in acoustics or the theory of 60 

the propagation of sound. 

 

Mr Day has tried to link Engine Testing Noise with Operational Noise. 

“On wing Engine testing noise” has totally different characteristics, from 

aircraft operational noise. See Professor Clarkes evidence. page 10/40  65 

Also (hot tubbing transcript) page 1502 -10  

 I assert the best qualified people to have an opinion on this are the 

people subjected to the noise. ie the local residents. 

Expert Conferencing Statement 11/04/2016 

At 4.1. The Three experts agreed that NZS 6801:2008  was the 70 

appropriate standard to use. 

At 4.2. The three acoustic experts all agreed that LAeq was an 

appropriate noise metric.   

At 4.4 Clarke/ Day agreed to LAeq 1 hr Dr Chiles wanted LAeq 15 min. 

At 5.2 The three experts all agreed that a base criteria should be 75 

specified and a pyramid of allowances should be used.  

At 4.6  Mr Day considers the Clarke/ Day noise limits tabled at 5.2 to be 

reasonable for the closest residential zone. 

  Professor Clarke and Dr Chiles agreed that residential limits should also 

apply to the rural zones. Mr Day did not. 80 

To move away from the agreed position of all the experts, of what is 

reasonable, implies that any other measure is unreasonable. That is Ldn 

7 days would be unreasonable. 

Table 5 that the submitter group has produced in the submitter’s group 

version of Ch 6 General Rules is based on agreement as per 4.1, 4.2 .4.4 85 

Clarke /Day agreement and 5.2 of the Expert conferencing Statement. 

This is the only measure that should be used as it was agreed by the 

three experts attending that conference.  
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After signing the Expert Conferencing Statement Mr Day, has now done 

a flip flop and is seeking to get the Ldn 7 day as the metric. 90 

From a receivers point of view Ldn 7days gives no protection against 

individual events. Averaging noise over 7 days is meaningless as regards 

sleep protection. 

Also see Professor Clarkes evidence in chief page 11 /45  where he states 

that “the time period used for noise ordinance compliance is usually in 95 

the range of 15 minutes to 1 hour, capturing just the run-up noise and 

not averaging the run-up noise over 24 hours or greater with a night 

penalty” 

Mr Day is the only exponent of an Ldn 7day metric. 

 Professor Clarke in his evidence in Chief page 11/44 Speaking about the 100 

7 day rolling average says. “There is no basis for this metric in  acoustic 

literature, and thus no way for anyone to judge a priori whether 

ground run-up noise that satisfies the proposed limit will be 

acceptable. In fact it would be unwise for any entity, especially a public 

entity, to utilize a metric for which there is no basis in the scientific 105 

literature”. 

Back tracking to Ldn 7days is unacceptable and unjustifiable. 

Dr Chiles (see transcript of mediation   05/2016) still says his preference 

is for an LAeq measurement. 

Mr Days new opinion to use an Ldn 7days is against the agreed experts 110 

statement and should be ignored.  

The CCC. in their last update of Chapter 6 General rules 29th May, are  

also now proposing an Ldn 7 day metric. This is against the opinion of 

their own independent acoustic expert Dr Chiles who believes an LAeq 

metric to be the most appropriate. 115 

The Honourable Judge Sir John Hansen at the prehearing of Chapter 6 

directed CCC to hire an independent acoustic expert different from the 

CIAL to avoid any conflict of interest.  
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The CCC have now gone back to use the opinion of Mr Day who was the 

expert that the Honourable Judge ruled out from representing CCC   120 

CCC  has ignored the advice of their highly qualified independent expert 

witness and by this action have shown a bias toward their own company 

CIAL.  

Residential Rural. 

Expert Conferencing Statement 125 

At  5.2. Professor Clarke and Mr Day agreed on noise limits for 

residential areas. 

While Dr Chiles limits were more restrictive on the noise producer and 

more beneficial for the receiving environment. 

At 4.6 Professor Clarke and Dr Chiles both agree that the noise limits 130 

applying to residential areas should also apply to rural areas. 

  Transcript of Hot Tubbing Session CH 6. 11/04/2016  Page 1501 410 

and 1502 -10. 

Professor Clarke is firmly of the opinion that rural areas should expect as 

a minimum the same noise limits that applies to residential. 135 

It should be noted that a large area adjoining the CIA is zoned Rural 

Urban. Surely this area is considered residential in nature and entitled to 

the same protection as residential. There should also be ETMCP points 

to cover all surrounding areas of the airport and in particular a point in 

the southeast where there is no monitoring point proposed by CIAL or 140 

CCC. 

This has now become important and necessary as the high powered 

engine tests are proposed to be carried out in the middle of the airfield. 

To leave this southeast quadrant uncovered, would throw doubt on the 

veracity of the proposed engine testing air noise boundaries. 145 

The use of engine testing contours to allow the generation of 

unreasonable industrial noise when it is feasibly and technically possible 

to mitigate the noise, is an abuse of privilege.  Not only is the land 
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occupier subjected to unnecessary noise pollution but also the 

devaluation of their property and the curtailment of the full use of their 150 

property.  

We as a submitter group are against engine testing contours as 

unnecessary and an infringement of our right to the quiet enjoyment of 

our lives when there is another option available. 

A Ground Run Up Enclosure.  155 

Section 16 RMA First duty is to avoid unreasonable noise, or then 

minimise the noise, which for all practical purposes means containing 

the noise as much as possible within the boundary of CIAL’s  property. 

CIAL’s proposed land restrictive rules in the proposed replacement plan 

are for the stated aim of future proofing their operation. 160 

 The best way CIAL can futureproof their operation is by the installation 

of a GRE.  If ANZ/CIAL want to be in the engine testing business then do 

it properly and not at the expense of their neighbours. Buy the 

appropriate gear. 

Both CIAL and ANZ are profit driven companies and are exceptionally 165 

profitable. This can be seen by their profit declarations. Like all 

companies they should have an obligation to provide the facilities that 

are necessary for the proper continuation of their business. 

CIAL use the definition ‘strategic infrastructure” to demand rules that 

are advantageous to them for the furtherance of their commercial 170 

landholding division. 

They build many structures for commercial leasing but are reluctant to 

build a GRE structure to legitimise the engine testing business. The 

company profits should not be at the expense of land use restrictions on 

adjacent land holders.  175 

A Ground Run-up Enclosure is recommended by both Professor Clarke 

and Dr Chiles as world’s best practice and is technically feasible as under 

best practical option definition.  S 2 RMA.  
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Mr Day has worked very hard to discredit the effectiveness of a GRE. 

 180 

 

 

Land use restrictions 

Professor Clarke  in his evidence in chief  showed that studies on airport 

noise,  using a 50 dba contour for land planning use was acoustically 185 

unsound. 

 ( Professor Clarke’s Evidence in chief ,  page 10 /41 ). He states that 

50ldn is the most restrictive land use limit in the world. 

Now it is proposed by CIAL and the CCC that land use restrictions be 

imposed for those properties under the 50 dba contour. The area that 190 

CIAL are proposing to control under the 50dba contour is of 131sq km in 

area greater than  over which land use controls apply under the 55dba 

and 65 dba contours combined. There is no evidential grounds for this 

proposal and it greatly penalises property owners who have had the 

misfortune to have an arbitrary boundary placed over their property.   195 

Christchurch is the only airport in the world that has a 50dba contour. To 

have a 50dba operational contour is bad enough but to have land use 

controls under this contour is an abuse of authority both by CCC and 

CIAL. 

What makes it worse is CIAL have no restrictions on their land use but 200 

use their strategic importance to block others from carrying out the 

same commercial activities that they themselves invest in.   

 

Remedies sought. 

1.  No Engine testing contours and land use restrictions for engine 205 

testing noise. 
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2.   The use of noise limits as per the table 5 in the submitters General  

Rules submission and as signed off by the experts to the Expert 

Conferencing Statement of the 11/04/2016  

 3.    Ldn 7day be deleted from the document regarding engine testing 210 

noise. 

4.    Rural zones and residential zones be treated the same regarding 

engine testing noise limits. 

5.    ETMCPs placed to cover all zones surrounding the airport and do not 

leave an arc of greater than 90degrees unmonitored in the south east 215 

airport region.  

6.   No land use restrictions within the 50dba aircraft operational 

contour as this is unjustifiable and an abuse of the land owners living 

under this contour. 

 220 

Respectfully submitted  

Bruce Campbell  

 

 


