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 IN THE MATTER OF   the Resource Management Act 1991  

AND  

IN THE MATTER OF  Proposed Plan Changes 82A&B, 88A-J, 109, 115, 136, 143, 144, 145, 
147 & 148 - Urban and Services, as Adopted for notification by 
Whangarei District Council on 18 April 2019.  

 
 
 

STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE BY STEPHEN L WESTGATE (Submitter No. 196) 

 

 

QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE 

 

1. I have set out my qualifications and experience in my statement of evidence relating to 

Norsand’s submission, no. 262. I won’t repeat them here. 

 

2.  DEFINITIONS (Whangarei District Plan) 

 It is perhaps appropriate at the outset to refer to the definitions of the key terms relevant to this 

matter of airport noise control. The operative Whangarei District Plan defines: 

Airnoise Boundary 
Air Noise Boundary defines the area around Whangarei Airport within which the 24 hour daily 
aircraft noise exposure will be sufficiently high as to require appropriate landuse controls or other 
measures to avoid, remedy or mitigate any adverse effect on the environment, including effects 
on community health and amenity values, whilst recognising the need to operate an airport 
efficiently. The average night-weighted sound exposure over a 24 hour period at the Air Noise 
Boundary shall not exceed 65Ldn. The Air Noise Boundary shall be established in accordance 
with NZS6805:1992. 
 
Outer Control Boundary 
defines an area outside the Air Noise Boundary within which there shall be no further incompatible 
land uses. The predicted 3 month average night-weighted sound exposure at or outside, the outer 

control boundary shall not exceed 55 dB Ldn. 
 
Air Noise Margin 

means the area of land that lies between the Air Noise Boundary and the Outer Control boundary, 
as identified on Planning Map 46. 

The first two terms are usually referred to within this report by their acronyms – ANB and 

OCB.  

To avoid possible confusion, I should point out that the s.42A report incorrectly defines the 

terms as follow: 

the Air Noise Margin (ANM) and the OCB. The ANM defines an area within which high 

levels of aircraft noise (65Ldn and above) are generated. The OCB is further away from 

the Airport and defines and area of moderate levels of aircraft noise (55Ldn to 65Ldn). 

 

Planning Map 46R is shown in Figure 1A with an enlarged section of the locality to which I 

shall be primarily referring shown in Figure 1B. 
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SUMMARY OF SUBMISSION 

3. My original submission, in summary form, was: 

(i) This submission relates specifically to my dwelling and other residential properties lying 

within the Outer Control Boundary (‘OCB’) at the western end of the airport runway in 

the Beach Road, Mistral Place, Johnson Street area (see Figures 1B and 4). 

(ii) The Outer Control Boundary is the predicted position of the dB55Ldn airport noise 

contour in 2027 as predicted in 2002, based on aircraft movements at the time and 

predicted growth in such movements. 

(iii) The location of the Outer Control Boundary as shown on proposed Resource Area Map 

76R (see Figure 2) was flawed at the outset in 2002 and currently bears no relationship to 

the actual noise levels as monitored by acoustic consultants (see Figures 3A & 3B). 

(iv) It is estimated that approximately 75 dwellings lie within the OCB at the western end of 

the runway. Of these, only about 9 lie within the actual dB55Ldn boundary as reported in 

2009 and 2014.  

(v) As a consequence, residents within the OCB who wish to undertake construction of a new 

dwelling or alterations to an existing dwelling which they may have happily occupied for 

over 30 years with no concern regarding aircraft noise, are faced with unnecessary 

resource consent process costs amounting to thousands of dollars, along with construction 

delays that result from the consent processing time.  

(vi) The assessment of environmental effects that has to accompany such a resource consent 

application is required to address a specific aircraft noise effect that has never existed, 

does not exist and is unlikely to ever exist in the future. 

(vii) The position of the Outer Control Boundary needs to be re-assessed and redrawn to 

reflect the current reality and future predictions based on the current situation. It should 

bear some relation to the current location of the dB55Ldn contour, which has retreated 

markedly since 2002, in order to avoid unnecessary compliance costs, and hence inflated 

building costs. 

 

S.42A RESPONSE TO SUBMISSION 

4. The s.42A Report (the ‘Report’) notes that the author (Mr Badham) sought comment from an 

acoustic consultant, not being one who has previously been involved in acoustic monitoring 

at the airport and who would have perhaps been better qualified to comment on my 

statements. This consultant advised, as referred by Mr Badham in the Report (paras. 39 & 

40), that: 

any re-assessment of the OCB would require a more detailed understanding of the future 

operations of the airport over the next ten to twenty years and that additional information 

to that provided by the submitters would be required to understand whether or not there 

is a need to amend the OCB. Mr Styles further indicates that in his opinion, the additional 

information required to make this assessment would include;  

• Predicted growth (or decline) of the airport operations generally;  

• Predicted growth of flight numbers;  

• The type of aircraft that are likely to use the airport; and  

• Whether flights at night time might be necessary.  



 3 

 

Based on the advice received from Mr Styles that insufficient technical information has been 

provided to understand the effects of the relief sought, I recommend that these submission 

points be rejected.  

Mr Styles did significantly acknowledge that: “We agree that the OCB should encompass no 

more land than is necessary to provide for the future of the airport.” However, it is noted 

that any consideration of this significant sentence has been omitted by Mr Badham from the 

body of the s.42A Report and can only be found in Mr Styles’ Attachment (Attachment 6) to 

the Report. 

5. Mr Badham also states that (para 38): “It appears that the submitters are seeking that the area 

mapped as being within the OCB be reduced to better align with the Db55Ldn contour, which 

they consider has retreated markedly since 2002.” Paragraph 3(vii) above states quite clearly 

the outcome that I and other submitters seek; and we don’t just “consider” that the dBL55 

contour has retreated markedly. The retreat has been clearly shown in acoustic monitoring 

reports to the Council that I have quoted, viz:  

It is noted that these 2008 noise contours are smaller in extent than the 2006 contours on 

centreline. This is largely due to a reduction in aircraft activity at the airport. (Marshall 

Day, 2008). and  

It is noted that these 2012 noise contours are generally smaller in extent than the 2008 

noise compliance contours on centreline. This is largely due to a reduction in aircraft 

activity at the airport. (Marshall Day, 2014). 

6. My brief response to the advice from Mr Styles regarding additional information is that 

Council has commissioned numerous reports over the years, including from their acoustic 

consultants (Marshall Day and Beca), which essentially provide the bulk of that information 

considered by Mr Styles to be necessary. The reports of which I am aware are listed below.  

7. By referring to relevant extracts from these reports, and making predictions based on similar 

assumptions as was done in 2002, I shall endeavour to provide the more detailed information 

as requested by Mr Styles. I believe that this information will be sufficient to warrant WDC 

undertaking a review of the current locations of the OCB and ANB. 

 

LIST OF REPORTS REFERRED TO BELOW AND IN ORIGINAL SUBMISSION 

 

8. List of Reports Received by WDC on Airport and its Operations 

Beca 2003 Airport Planning Review: Discussion Report. Beca Planning, (2003). 

 

WDC 2005 Whangarei Airport Noise Management Plan 2005. 

 

Marshall Day 2008 Whangarei District Airport – 2008 Noise Compliance Contours, Marshall 

Day Acoustics, Nov 2008. 

 

Sustainable Futures 2010 Sustainable Futures 30/50 Whangarei Airport, C. Andries, March 2010 

 

Marshall Day 2014 Whangarei Airport – 2012 Noise Compliance Contours, Marshall Day 

Acoustics, Jan 2014 

 

Beca 2014 Whangarei District Airport Strategic Review, Beca Ltd, Dec 2014. 
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BACKGROUND TO SUBMISSION 

9. I am aware of four property owners in my locality, including myself, who have encountered  

Outer Control Boundary ‘issues’ with the Whangarei District Council (the ‘Council’ or 

‘WDC’) in the past 2 years. Earlier this year, at the insistence of Council, I had to prepare an 

Assessment of Environmental Effects for a neighbour marginally within the OCB. Because of 

a line drawn on a map in 2002, I had to address adverse effects that have never existed, do not 

exist, and are highly unlikely to ever exist. I regarded this as nothing more than an exercise in 

futility that cost the applicant thousands of dollars in consent and significant delays in 

construction.  

10. I do not dispute that Council should draw up an airport noise control programme to protect the 

integrity and viability of the present and future airport operation. Whangarei’s airport at 

Onerahi is a key piece of the area’s transport infrastructure. I do not dispute that the Council 

should establish an ‘Air Noise Margin’ that lies between the Air Noise Boundary and the 

Outer Control Boundary (the ‘OCB’), and that some measure of control may be appropriate 

within the Air Noise Margin to prevent reverse sensitivity effects compromising the airport’s 

operations. This approach is consistent with that taken by many other airports around the 

country.  

11. What does concern me is the setting of an unrealistic set of standards that property owners 

have to adhere to, costing them time and money.  

12. What is the actual airport noise level at my property at 290 Beach Road? How does it relate to 

the predicted 55dBLdn? The location of the actual 55dBLdn in 2012 was approximately 120 

metres from the centre line of the airport runway (see Figures 3A & 3B). My property is twice 

that distance away from the centre line and in addition, it is well below the runway level. 

Hence the airport noise level at my property in 2012 was one-quarter of 55dB, i.e. 49dB, and 

that is without any allowance for acoustic screening. Noise emissions from the airport have 

decreased further since that time due to less frequent aircraft movements and quieter aircraft so 

no subsequent compliance reports have been prepared since 2012. However, noise levels 

would have to increase more than 4-fold (e.g. more than 4 times as many flights) above the 

2012 levels for the actual 55dBLdn contour to reach my property. 

13. What does 49dB equate to? “Ambient background noise in metropolitan, urbanized areas 

typically varies from 60 to 70 dB and can be as high as 80 dB or greater; quiet suburban 
neighborhoods experience ambient noise levels of approximately 45-50 dB (U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency 1978).” 

14. So my neighbours and I are faced with the prospect of consent compliance costs when the 

airport noise level that we experienced in 2012 was comparable to that of a quiet suburban 

neighbourhood. The airport noise level in 2019 is expected to be even less than it was in 2012 

because aircraft movements have reduced and quieter planes are now flying. 

 

WHAT DO OTHER AIRPORT AUTHORITIES DO? 

15. It is pertinent to note that at Christchurch airport, the authorities, in setting the OCB, are 

required to: 

 (i) “verify the calculated noise contours based on actual aircraft movement data provided 

by Airways NZ, site noise monitoring will be carried out on an irregular basis at a series of 

relevant sites,” 

(ii) “the contours should be calculated based on the busiest three month period of the 

preceding year as being the worst case” 
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(iii) Where differences are found in the noise measurements and the calculated noise levels, 

these will be reported in the noise monitoring report discussed in s5. Possible outcomes 

from any such discrepancy include ‘mitigation and review of the noise control lines’ as 

suggested in the Decision[C166/2005]” 

16. The Christchurch Airport Fact Sheet states that Christchurch airport has recently done what I 

have been asking this Council to do: 

CHRISTCHURCH AIRPORT’S UPDATED NOISE CONTOURS 

Christchurch Airport’s noise contours have recently been recalculated to incorporate:   

• The introduction of quieter aircraft – primarily B737 200’s replaced with B737 300’s 

and A320’s  

• An anticipated increase in daily aircraft movement numbers  

• Technological advances in air traffic control systems  

• The need to use both runways simultaneously during peak periods, due to the 

expected increase in demand.  

The contours were reviewed taking into account all of the above using the latest version of the 

US Federal Aviation Authority’s Integrated Noise Model, which is a best practice industry 

standard. 

For consistency of approach between district and regional planning authorities, CIAL has 

requested that the updated noise contours also be included in the Canterbury Regional Policy 

Statement, which at present is being reviewed. 

17. Compare this with the position taken by Whangarei District Council which has not undertaken 

a “review of the noise control lines” for 17 years, even though monitoring has shown a 

marked retraction of the actual OCB and NCB because of reduced flights, quieter aircraft, etc. 

In addition, the latest INM version is not used.  

 

CONSIDERATION OF TOPOGRAPHIC SCREENING 

18. Mr Styles has not addressed the matter of topographic acoustic screening which I have raised 

and which is highly significant for properties lying below the level of the runway. The 

properties in my neighbourhood are in an acoustic shadow. I have referred to this in regard to 

the location of the OCB appearing to be fundamentally flawed. The OCB appears to be simply 

a fairly straight line drawn at approximately 240 metres from the centreline of the runway on 

the northern side (see Figure 1B). Dwellings on Handforth Street which are in line-of-sight 

with the runway are excluded from the OCB while dwellings on Johnson Street and Beach 

Road which barely discern noise from aircraft on the runway are included within the boundary. 

19. The Whangarei Airport Noise Management Plan (section 5.5) states:  

Method of Calculation 

The method utilised to establish the Bi-annual Aircraft Noise Contours shall be 

consistent with the recommendations of New Zealand Standard (NZS) 6805 (or any 

amendment to that standard) or other such recognized standard that replaced NZS 

6805. Specifically, unless NZS 6805 expressly recommends a different methodology, an 

Integrated Noise Model that utilises calculation procedures using an energy averaging 

technique to calculate noise exposure in terms of Ldn. 

In order to ensure that the noise contours are appropriate for the Whangarei Airport at 

Onerahi, the data shall be adjusted appropriately to take account of topography. Input 

data will be derived from the Whangarei Airport Noise Monitoring Database that 
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records flight movements for the purposes of the “Count and Calculate” noise 

monitoring method detailed in Section 7.1 (below). 

The Airport Noise Rule (Rule 45.3) sets out the noise emission standards for aircraft 

movements (including taxiing, take-off and landing). 

20. However, the Biannual Acoustic Reports provided by Marshall Day Acoustics in 2008 and 

2014 both note that: “INM v6.1 has the ability to include terrain effects. This is 
particularly helpful for airports such as Whangarei where there are significant 
topographical features in close proximity. In summary, the effects of terrain are the 
change in distance between aircraft noise sources and receivers on the ground. 

However, no account of the screening effects of topographical features is included in 
the calculation algorithms.” 

21. This leads me to conclude that topographical effects have not been allowed for, although they 

are specified in the Airport Noise Management Plan. I should note that I have not been able to 

locate an original report which might confirm this. However, it would seem that for the sake of 

consistency, the perceived initial flaw has been perpetuated. 

22. No ground-truthing (verification) of the predicted measurements has ever been carried out or 

reported as far as I can see. 

23. It is perhaps significant that Rule NAV7.2 of the District Plan states: “When assessing 

discretionary applications pursuant to section NAV.6.6, the assessment shall include (but is 

not limited to): e. The effect of topographical characteristics of the land in relation to 

shielding of airport noise.” Hence topographical screening is recognised within the District 

Plan as a key factor.  

24. In view of these observations, I consider it valid to describe the location of the OCB as shown 

in planning maps to apparently be “fundamentally flawed.” While this may not affect many 

Whangarei residents, it is significant to those property owners who are faced with unnecessary 

consenting costs amounting to thousands of dollars. 

25. Successive governments have expressed concern about building and compliance costs 

associated with dwelling construction. This Outer Control Boundary is a classic instance of 

unnecessary and unjustified costs being imposed when the facts do not support the 

bureaucratic requirement. 

 

ROLE OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

26. The Local Government Act 2002 requires as follows: 

14 Principles relating to local authorities 

(1)  (h) in taking a sustainable development approach, a local authority should take into 

account— 

(i) the social, economic, and cultural interests of people and communities;   

27. In my experience, the application of a district plan rule based on outdated, incorrect data that 

results in added construction costs and delays, does not take into account the social and 

economic interest of the affected community. 
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INFORMATION REQUESTED BY MR STYLES 

1. Predicted Growth (or decline) of the airport operations generally 

 

28. Air New Zealand currently operates 4 return flights per day to Auckland, Mondays to Fridays, 

and 3 on Saturdays and Sundays, utilising Dash 8 Q300, 50-seat aircraft. This is one flight less 

than in 2014. 

29. If Air New Zealand were to increase their flight frequency of Q300s above the present level, it 

is probable that this would necessitate increased, more-expensive Airport Rescue Fire Fighting 

capability at Whangarei (Beca 2014), so any business case for increased flights would need to 

take this additional cost into account. 

30. Sunair, a small regional airline based in Tauranga, operates 14 departures a week from 

Whangarei to Great Barrier (twice weekly), Tauranga (daily, Mon-Fri) and Hamilton (daily, 

Mon-Fri), using small, twin-engined Piper Aztec aircraft (4-6 seats capacity), so has a 

minimal, niche market share compared to Air New Zealand. It is also understood to operate 

occasional charter flights to Kaitaia for the Northland District Health Board. 

31. Currently then, the number of commercial scheduled aircraft movements at Whangarei is 

approximately 4200 p.a.  

32. When the Airport Noise Management plan was written in 2003, aircraft movements were 

clearly expected to increase: Physical Works: The Whangarei Airport Authority, will as 

aircraft movements and noise emissions increase, investigate the use of appropriate physical 

noise attenuation options, including landscaping, tree planting or the use of noise absorption 

materials. 

33. In 2002, three predictions of growth in aircraft movements were based on possible annual 

increases of zero, 3% and 6%. The predicted numbers are set out below: 

“Sustainable Futures 2010” refers to tables in Beca Planning, (2003): Airport Planning 

Review: Discussion Report.  

 

Table 1 -  Air Transport Annual Aircraft Activity Forecasts1  

 

Year            Low Forecast   Medium Forecast  High Forecast    Actual 

    0% growth      3% growth  6% growth 

2002 – Current  6,400  6,400   6,400  

2007 – 5 year horizon   6,400  7,400  8,400  

2012 – 10 year horizon 6,400  8,400  10,300   

2014 (extrapolated)     (6400) (8800) (11100) 3328 (Beca 2014) 

2019   (extrapolated)    (6400) (9600) (12700) 4200 (scheduled) 

2027 – 25 year horizon  6,400  11,300  16,100 (6200 revised estimate: slw) 
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Table 3:  General Aviation Activity Forecasts 2 

Year    Low Forecast  Medium Forecast High Forecast   Actual 

        6% growth  10% growth    17% growth 

2002 - current  5600    5600    5600  

2007 : 5 year horizon  7,300    8,400    10,400  

2012 : 10 year horizon  9,000    11,200   15,100  

2014           Minimal* 

2027 : 25 year horizon  14,000   19,600   29,400  

1 Air Transport activities denote commercial activities.  
2 General aviation activities comprise private and club flights, microlight activities and 

helicopter flights. 
*“Current annual GA activity at the airport is “minimal” and the current Air New Zealand schedule 
generates 3,328 annual aircraft movements.” (Beca 2014)” 

 

34. What we can see from the above data is that air transport traffic has in fact declined at an 

equivalent linear rate of -2.5% p.a., due mainly to the introduction of larger capacity (more 

economic) aircraft. Current scheduled flights are approximately two-thirds of the zero (low) 

growth forecast in 2002 and one-third of the 6% (high) growth forecast. 

35. General aviation traffic has fallen right away with the closure of the local aero club. 

Helicopters still fly and there is some micro-light flying. In 2014, Beca regarded this GA 

traffic as “minimal.” 

36. If we were to assume a “high forecast” of 6% for Air Transport flights from 2019 as was 

previously done in 2002, that would equate to an additional 252 movements p.a. By 2027, we 

would then predict 6200 movements p.a., which is approaching the zero growth forecast made 

in 2002.  

37. There would seem to be little prospect of a local aero club being re-established, so general 

aviation flights would be expected to remain fairly constant, and at a low level.  

 

INFORMATION REQUESTED BY MR STYLES 

2. Type of Aircraft likely to use the Airport 

 

38. Air New Zealand, like other commercial airlines world-wide, is progressively moving to larger 

capacity, more economic, quieter aircraft. We have seen this in Whangarei with the 

progression from:- 

• the 17-seat Bandeirante (69 flights per week) up to about 2001-02;  

• then the 19-seat Beechcraft 1900D from 2002-2014;  

• followed by the much larger, 50-seat capacity Dash 8-Q300s from 2014 (maximum 4 

flights per day, 26 flights per week, or 1300 seat capacity). 

39. Air New Zealand’s planes are, and will continue to be, much quieter than those flying in 2002. 

The USA has legislated against noisier planes so aircraft manufacturers are focussing their 

production on quieter planes. 

40. Beca 2014 notes:  “Given the average age of the Dash 8–Q300 (7.7 years) fleet it is 

anticipated that these aircraft will continue to be operated by Air New Zealand for the next 10-
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15 years” when they are expected to be phased out. The larger, 68-seat aircraft operated by Air 

NZ (the ATR-72s) will not be able to use the runway. Currently, Air New Zealand has no other 

planes in its fleet that could land at Whangarei. 

41. Beca 2014 continues: 

“It is also important to note that there is currently no aircraft being manufactured similar 

in size to the Beech 1900/19 seat type. Major aircraft manufacturers are instead 

concentrating on the 60-99 seat turboprop market for which their research indicates 

globally there will be far greater future demand. 

This includes consideration of new 90 seat turboprop types which Air New Zealand has is 

displaying a strong interest in.”  

“This projected fleet plan was discussed with Air New Zealand whom for obvious 

commercial reasons would neither confirm nor deny its accuracy. However they did 

indicate that this scenario is a not unrealistic view of their future regional fleet 

development. 

Regional Airport facilities in New Zealand therefore risk losing scheduled passenger 

services from Air New Zealand if they cannot cater for an ATR-72 sized turboprop 

aircraft in the medium term (10-15 years), when it is anticipated that the Dash 8-Q300 

fleet is phased out, and possibly an even larger turboprop type beyond that time frame. 

The existing runway length at Whangarei is considered too short to support current ATR-

72 operations and larger, more economical, future turboprop aircraft types. 

It is also considered unlikely that the entrance of a new regional carrier into the market, 

that may only be able to operate older, smaller, less efficient aircraft, will be able to 

provide a competitive service to Air New Zealand from the current runway length.” 

 

42. From the above, it is reasonable to conclude that in the near future (now 5-10 years), Air New 

Zealand will continue to operate Q300 aircraft out of Whangarei. Beyond that, the future is 

uncertain. The cost of extending the runway at Onerahi to accommodate the larger ATR-72 has 

been estimated at around $140 million, which is not considered to be practicable. 

43. Sunair could be expected to continue to operate its fleet of small, twin-engined Piper Aztec 

aircraft (4-6 seats capacity). 

44. General aviation flights are made mostly by micro-lights and helicopters. 

45. Beyond the 10-15 year timeframe measured from 2014 (i.e. from 2024-2029), Whangarei is 

likely to need a new airport to service commercial flights. The WDC has commissioned reports 

into the investigation of alternative sites (Beca 2014). 

 

INFORMATION REQUESTED BY MR STYLES 

3. Whether flights at night time might be necessary 

  

46. Air New Zealand’s first flight out of Whangarei has typically taken off just prior to 7 a.m. 

Currently, the first scheduled departure time is 6.40 a.m. which puts it into the 10 p.m. to 7 

a.m. night-time category with a consequent noise level weighting. The last flight into 

Whangarei each day lands at about 7.30 p.m. In winter months, both the early departure and 

the late arrival occur during darkness. 

47. In my 50 years of living in the immediate locality of my present dwelling, I am not aware of 

Air New Zealand or any smaller airline having ever operated scheduled flights outside of these 

approximate times.  
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48. The Airport Noise Management Plan (WDC 2005) specifically refers to discouragement of 

night flying, viz: 

“The overall focus of the education program [for pilots, aircraft users and operators] 

will be on courteous and considerate flying, and in particular: 

• · Showing consideration to residential land uses around the Whangarei Airport 

• Identifying and adopting procedures that can reduce the noise impact on the 

surrounding community 

• Being considerate to all other users and the neighbourhood by exhibiting a 

professional attitude and a high level of airmanship 

• Avoiding, un-necessary flying during “anti-social” hours such as very early in the 

morning or late at night.” 

49. Given the infrequency of present commercial flights, it seems highly unlikely that there would 

ever be a commercial demand for any later or earlier flights. 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

50. Mr Styles, the consultant to the Council, has acknowledged “that the OCB should encompass 

no more land than is necessary to provide for the future of the airport.” 

51. The information that Mr Styles has advised as being necessary to consider reviewing the 

location of the OCB is largely contained within reports received by Council over the past 10-

15 years or so. 

52. Similar methodology to that applied to predictions in 2002 can now be re-applied using current 

data. 

53. There have been highly significant changes to airport operations since 2002 but no revision of 

the position of the OCB (and ANB) as shown on planning maps has been undertaken. 

54. I suggest that the Council has a responsibility under the RMA to take into account the social 

and economic interests of property owners within the Air Noise Margin by avoiding the 

imposition of unnecessary and unwarranted consenting costs on those property owners wishing 

to build on their properties or extend their dwellings. 

55. The Council can achieve this by undertaking a review of the location of the Outer Noise 

Control Boundary as shown on proposed Planning Map 76R, having regard to current and 

predicted flight movements and taking into account the topographical effects as specified in 

the Airport Noise Management Plan.  

 

  

 

Stephen L Westgate 

 

24/11/2019
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Figure 1A. Planning Map 46R 
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Figure 1B. Enlarged section of Planning Map 46R 

290 Beach Road 

Line approx. 240m from centre of runway 
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Figure 2. Proposed Resource Areas Map 76R 
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Figure 3A. 2012 Noise Compliance Contours (Marshall Day 2014) 
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Figure 3B. 2012 Noise Compliance Contours (Marshall Day 2014)- enlarged western end. 

290 Beach Road 
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       Approximate location of Outer Control Boundary 

Figure 4. Photo of Properties in the Beach Road/Johnson Street/Mistral Place locality. 

Approximate Airport Runway Level 


