
 Before the Independent Hearings Panel Christchurch 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

IN THE MATTER OF     the Resource Management Act 1991 and the Canterbury  

                                        Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 

                                        2014 

AND 

 

IN THE MATTER OF      Chapter 6:  General Rules and Procedures Stages 2 and 3 

 

AND                               Decision 57, the Chapter 6: General Rules and Procedures   

                                        (Part) Noise, Airport matters and Hagley Park …  

 

From                               David LAWRY Submitter 2514 and submitters Bruce    

                                        CAMPBELL (2489); Mike MARRA (2054); Vanessa PAYNE 

                                        (2191); John SUGRUE (2567) Gerrit VENEMA (2091) 

 

___________________________________________________________________ 

Memorandum of submitter group in relation t amendments to Objective 3.3.12 

proposed by Christchurch City Council 

Dated 29 November 2016 

 



 

 

MAY IT PLEASE THE PANEL 

Our Submitter group received a copy of the Memorandum of Counsel for Air New 

Zealand Limited relating to amendments to Objective 3.3.12 proposed by 

Christchurch City Council at 3.07pm on 28 November 2016 from Counsel for Air 

New Zealand Mr. Hudspith.  

This timeframe did not allow us to reply within the required time frame required 

and as a result we respectfully request leave of the panel to make the following 

response. 

Air New Zealand in paragraphs 5 and 6 of their memorandum are seeking an 

amendment to Strategic Objective 3.3.12.b.iii based on its interpretation that the 

Panel “appears to have interpreted Objective 3.3.12 as applying to both types of 

contour” engine testing and Air noise. We believe that this is far from clear and 

that this requires clarification from the panel given the wording in the decision at 

page 91 section  b iii is  “avoiding noise sensitive activities within the 50dBA Ldn 

noise contour for Christchurch International Airport, except:” 

This wording is unhelpful in identifying what 50dBA Ldn contour is being 

discussed 

Our submitter group and our acoustics expert Professor CLARKE gave evidence as 

to the unique nature of and the acoustically very low noise level of the 50dBA 

contour relating to operational takeoff and landings now known as the 50 dBA 

LdN Air noise contour.  He gave evidence that there was no acoustically sound 

reason for creating any activity exclusions rules under that very low noise level 

contour. That evidence was also supported by research that was carried out by 

Dr. Sanford FIDELL and produced as Appendix 12 to the evidence of David LAWRY 

(Review of BEL report 2003-2004.). The findings of that research are that there 

are no acoustically sound reasons to create activity exclusions, of any type, at the 

very low 50 dBA Ldn level. Professor CLARKE also gave evidence that the 



background noise in the residential areas to the East of the Airport at the 

population levels even very conservatively assessed already exceed 50dBA and 

that therefore any policy excluding activities at that level would be an absurdity.  

No evidence has been produced to refute these assertions. 

Council witness DIXON has given evidence that determined that under the 50dBA 

Ldn Air Noise Contour no noise sensitive activity exclusion rule existed.  

Yet at the very last opportunity Air New Zealand seeks the amendment based on 

an assertion that the panel appears to have interpreted Objective 3.3.12 as 

applying to both types of contours at the 50dBA LDN noise level.  

A large part of the submitter’s evidence has been on providing evidence of the 

unusually low level this noise contour is set at and that there is no acoustical 

justification for any activity exclusion rules under that contour. Such activity 

exclusions should only arise at the 55dBA LDN noise level. Therefore while Mr. 

Hudspith is correct that the Plan now contains two 50dBA Ldn noise contours, the 

50 dB Ldn Air Noise Contour and the 50dB Ldn Engine Testing Contour, it is 

unclear from the decision if the avoidance of noise sensitive activities is directed 

at the Air Noise contour or the engine testing contour or both. 

It is for the panel to provide that clarity. 

The panel is respectfully reminded that the 50dBA Ldn Air Noise Contour 

encompassed land owners Regionally not just in the Christchurch City Council 

District and that this was put up by opposing parties as a reason that the panel 

could not make decisions such as the re-evaluation of the contours in accordance 

with the Experts Agreement, as that matter was essentially Regional. If that 

argument is being accepted with regard to that matter then it should equally hold 

for this 50dBA Ldn Air noise contour  noise sensitive avoidance rule. 

 

 

Submitted by David LAWRY for submitter group 



 

 

 

 


