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Before a Hearing Panel at Christchurch 
 
 
Under:  

the Resource Management Act 1991 and the Canterbury Earthquake 
(Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 

 
_________________________________________________________________ 
In the matter of:  

Further Submission / Statement of Evidence of  
Colin Peter Stokes (submitter number 1182) in response to 
submissions and evidence on behalf of Christchurch 
International Airport Limited. 

_________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Date: 30 January 2015 
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1. My full name is Colin Peter Stokes 
 
2. I am a self employed architectural designer and planner with 34 

years experience in residential and commercial design. I have 
been a resident of Christchurch all my life living in close 
proximity to the airport.  

 
3. Christchurch International Airport Limited (CIAL) evidence is 

that an east end crosswind runway REPA area is required on 
private land across the opposite side of State Highway 1 toward 
residential areas and Christchurch City so as to accommodate 
increased flights, simultaneous runway operations, and a longer 
(2000m) crosswind east-west runway. 

 
4. Extending to the east toward residential area’s and the City 

would have major adverse affects to CIAL’s own operations and 
financial returns.  

 
5. It would also have additional adverse affects on thousands of 

existing residential properties, and to Christchurch City.  
 
6. Aeronautical extension and increase east toward Christchurch 

City will increase the noise contours over existing properties. 
Noise contours are affected by both proximity of runways and 
increased volumes of air traffic which in turn limit or prohibit 
residential and other development. 

 
7. No Assessment of Environmental Effects appears to have been 

provided in relation to this extension and increase as required 
under the RMA. However CIAL has in the past consistently 
maintained that residential areas moving closer to the airport 
have major adverse affects on the airport. It stands then that 
the same adverse effects on the airport itself must also exist 
if the airport activities were to extend closer to residential 
areas as is proposed by CIAL. 

 
8. The adverse affects of extending aeronautical activities east 

toward residential areas and Christchurch City will impact on 
both CIAL’s aeronautical and non-aeronautical commercial 
operations as explained below. 

 
9. The logical direction that aeronautical activities should expand 

is to the west over land owned by CIAL and over rural land; not 
east toward the City over private and residential land. Previous 
planning insight identified this, as advised by current CIAL 
evidence, and land was acquired for it.  

 
10. CIAL’s desired 2000m cross wind runway and east REPA area can be 

completely contained within the existing Special Purpose Airport 
Zone and to the west as planned by previous planners. It does 
not need to expand toward the City. [See attachment].  

 
11. It appears this alternative has not been considered as CIAL’s 

evidence states that other alternatives are not possible. 
Clearly this alternative is possible and therefore the RMA 
requires it to be considered. 

 
12. CIAL evidence is that the REPA (runway end protection area) is 

for safety reasons for planes overshooting and undershooting the 
runway. Planes overshooting or undershooting onto the east REPA 
proposed by CIAL would be catastrophic; particularly given that 
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CIAL appear to be prepared to permit the private owners of this 
proposed REPA land to store full fuel storage containers on the 
REPA area (parked vehicles) and that State Highway 1 passes 
through the REPA. Clearly this is undesirable. 

 
13. Having a genuine safe REPA completely within the airport land 

west of State Highway 1 must be more effective, efficient and 
superior, including in terms of attracting additional tourist 
and cargo flights to Christchurch and the South Island. This in 
turn would also have positive affects on the non-aeronautical 
commercial operations of CIAL with more people and freight 
coming through the airport. 

 
14. Having a less effective and efficient REPA area and aeronautical 

expansion east toward Christchurch City does not provide any 
aeronautical or non-aeronautical commercial advantage at all; it 
can only be a disadvantage. 

 
15. CIAL purport this to be a roll-over of a designation “with 

modification” however the evidence is that it is a large 23.7% 
increase in area and an undesirable extension and expansion east 
over SH1 and private land toward residential areas and 
Christchurch City. 

 
16. It is submitted that any extension and expansion of aeronautical 

activities must be to the west as anticipated and provided for 
by the insight of previous planners. There is over 5 kilometres 
of CIAL owned land and rural land available out to the 
Waimakariri River to do so.  

 
17. Mr Bonis’s evidence at paragraph 147; that RMA section 7(g) has 

“considerable importance” can not be said for CIAL. RMA s7(g) is 
“any finite characteristics of natural and physical resources”. 
Over 5 kilometres to the west can not be said to be “finite” in 
terms of any CIAL long term planning requirements. 

 
18. What is a finite resource however is Christchurch City’s west 

extremity due to the airport and its diminished east extremity 
due to the earthquake red zoning. It can not be said to be an 
efficient or effective use of land* *(RMA s7(b) as purported by 
Mr Bonis) for CIAL to expand east toward Christchurch City 
residential land when there is so much land CIAL owns and rural 
land to the west. 

 
19. In response to Mr Huse’s evidence at paragraph 26 in relation to 

statutory obligations CIAL has under the Airport Authorities Act 
1966; I submit in the contrary that it is not “aspirational, 
efficient, effective, fiscally prudent, innovative, or 
competitive” to expand aeronautical activities east across State 
Highway 1, and toward and over residential Christchurch for the 
reasons outlined above. I consider it is “lazy” and “reckless” 
to do so when there is no need to and that there is a better, 
more logical and long term profitable and safer alternative 
available to the west. 

 
20. CIAL expanding east would have major adverse affects on both 

Christchurch City and its residents, and on Christchurch 
International Airport for current and future generations. 

 
Colin Stokes 
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REPA

approx. 200m

with ALTERNATIVE NOT CONSIDERED BY CIAL (created 30 Jan 2015 Colin Stokes submitter #1182)

State Highway 1

(Russley Road)

State Highway 1

(Russley Road)

No extension of aeronautical designations
east that impede on private land and
existing residential areas of Christchurch is
necessary or required.
CIAL own and control land to the west that
enable their desired crosswind runaway
extension, Safety Areas and REPA's.
There is around a further 5 to 6km of rural
land to the west before the Waimakariri
River. This allows expansion for future
generations.
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