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16 DECEMBER 20.5

EXPERT CONFERENCING

Acoustics Experts

1.1 E>(pert conferencing was held on 16 December 2015 and was
facilitated

PARTICIPANTS

Name

Stephen Gordon Chiles

Christopher William Day

Stephen Jack Peakall

Jeremy Trevathan

John-Pau! Clarke

Organisation

Christchurch City Council

Christchurch International Airport Limited

Christchurch International Airport Limited

Isaac Conservation and Wildlife Trust

Gerrit Venema, David Lawry, John Sugrue, Vanessa Payne,

Bruce Campbell, David Bastin
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TOPIC OF CONFERENCING

3.1 The topic of this conferencing session is the aircraft engine testing

and aircraft noise contours

3.2 Professor Clarke was present from 0900h to It 30h and did not take

part in discussions on helicopter noise or Peacock Springs

POSITION OF THE NOISE CONTOURS

4. , It is a legal/planning question as to whether the noise contours can be

adjusted through the current process. As we understand there is riot

scope for any change we have not discussed the location of the

operational aircraft noise contours or whether the 50 or 55 dB Ld,

contour should be used for land-use planning controls

Apart from section 8, the following comments relate to noise received

by people rather than wildlife

4.2

ENGINE TESTING MITIGATION

5.1 Dr Chiles considers that, on the basis of the data presented by

Marshall Day Acoustics, existing engine testing noise at night could

be unreasonable and mitigation options should be investigated

5.2 Professor Clarke considers that existing engine testing noise is

borderline as to whether it is reasonable, and that mitigation options

should be investigated

5.3 Mr Day and Mr Peakall consider that, in the context of the existing

established airport noise environment, and the intermittent nature of

the source, that engine testing noise is reasonable

5.4 Mr Day and Mr Peakall consider that Ld, is the appropriate noise

metric to be used for the measurement and assessment of engine

testing noise in this case. They consider Ld, has been found to be

relevant for assessment of short duration intermittent noise sources
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and is widely used in the field of aircraft noise. For practical purposes

they consider that engine testing noise should be assessed

separately to operational noise, and the cumulative effect is not a

discernib!e subjective effect

5.5 Professor Clarke has not determined which metric is appropriate, but

considers engine testing should be treated as a general industrial

source. He considers that if Ld, is used it should be for the cumulative

level of the engine testing noise and the operational noise, because

that is the level the receivers experience. If the panel deems that is

not practical, then the engine testing contours must be contained

within the operational contours.

5.6 Dr Chiles considers that engine testing noise should be assessed

using the LA. all5ini") and LAFm. ". He considers that engine testing does

not have the same characteristics as operational aircraft noise, and

should be treated the same as other industrial sites.

TOLERANCE ON OPERATIONAL AIRPORT NOISE

6.1 Dr Chiles and Professor Clarke agree that I dB tolerance on the

operational noise contours for the main runway (02/20) is appropriate.

Mr Day is of the opinion that a 2 to 3 dB tolerance should generally be

used for occasional nori-compliance for the reasons given below.

6.2 The contours for the crosswind runway (, 1/29) have been determined

based on historic meteorological records. If there was a substantially

greater proportion of north-west winds than allowed for in the

modelling, then conceivably the crosswind contours could temporarily

expand by more than I dB. This issue should be addressed in the

drafting of the rule to account for unforeseen meteorological

conditions.

6.3 Mr Day considers there are also other factors that could temporarily

increase the size of the crosswind runway contour, which should be

allowed for in the rules. Dr Chiles is not aware of other factors, other

than such as extreme natural disasters, that would require greater

tolerance in the noise contours.
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6.4 Professor Clarke considers that, for a controllable source such as

engine testing, a I dB tolerance is appropriate for a seven day

average Ld, . Mr Day and Mr Peakall consider the tolerance should be

3 dB, as a 2 to 3 dB change would riot be discernible. Dr Chiles

considers that tolerance for LA. wits ,m) and LAF, ., noise limits for

engine testing should be addressed using the standard provisions in
NZS 6802: 2008.

HELICOPTER NOISE

7.1 Mr Day and Mr Peakall consider appropriate controls for helicopters

depend on the relative mix of fixed wing and helicopter operations at

that airport. They have not considered what controls are appropriate

for Christchurch because helicopters were not included in the "expert

panel" operational contours.

7.2 Dr Chiles considers that helicopter noise should be included in the

operational noise controls, but acknowledges this would require the

contours to be adjusted.

EFFECTS ON PEACOCK SPRINGS

8.1 Engine testing noise events should cause similar sound levels and

rise times to operational aircraft noise. However, if engine testing was

moved to a location much closer to Peacock Springs then some form

of control might be needed - for example implementation of a

minimum setback distance, or an LAF, ., noise limit.
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We confirm that this Expert Conferencing Statement is a true and accurate record

of the conferencing session held on 16 December 20.5 and we have complied

with the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses.

Signed:

Name

Stephen Gordon Chiles

Christopher William Day

Stephen Jack Peakall

Jeremy Trevathan

John-Paul Clarke

Signature
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