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STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF MATT BONIS 

INTRODUCTION 

1 My full name is Matthew William Bonis.   

2 I am an Associate at Planz Consultants in Christchurch.  I have held 

this position since 2009.  

3 I hold a Bachelor of Regional Planning degree, and have been 

employed in the practise of Planning and Resource Management for 

some 14 years. I am a full member of the New Zealand Planning 

Institute. 

4 I am familiar with Christchurch Airport, the designation and zoned 

areas, and surrounds. 

5 I am presenting evidence on behalf of Christchurch International 

Airport Limited (‘CIAL’). I have previously presented evidence to this 

Panel on behalf of CIAL with regard to the Strategic Directions 

Chapter of the proposed District Plan (‘pDPR’). 

6 My resource management experience relating to Regionally 

Significant Infrastructure includes:  

6.1 drafting provisions, hearing evidence and hearing support for 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement Chapter 5 ‘Land Use 

and Infrastructure’ and Chapter 16 ‘Energy’;  

6.2 assisting both Environment Canterbury and CIAL with regard 

to urban growth plan changes and noise contours; and 

6.3 I have assisted Lyttelton Port of Christchurch with its draft 

proposed Recovery Plan. 

7 In preparing my evidence I have relied on the evidence of: 

7.1 Rhys Boswell (CIAL) – relating to the interests of 

Christchurch International Airport; and 

7.2 Don Huse - relating to airport corporate development and 

responsibility 

I have also referred to evidence from Philip Osborne (Property 

Economics Ltd) – Senior Economist. His evidence was commissioned 

by CIAL for the Strategic Directions Chapter. 

8 Terms and coding used in the evidence include: 
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8.1 CIAL – Christchurch International Airport Limited 

8.2 CCC – Christchurch City Council 

8.3 CRC – Canterbury Regional Council 

8.4 pDPR – Proposed District Plan Review 

8.5 CRPS – Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 

8.6 CER Act 2011 – Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011 

8.7 PC84 – Plan Change 84 (Special Purpose (Airport) Zone Plan 

Change heard in August 2014. 

8.8 REPA – Runway End Protection Areas 

8.9 RESA – Runway End Safety Area 

8.10 SPAZ – Special Purpose (Airport) Zone 

8.11 02/20 Runway. Main runway (3,288m in length, 45m wide). 

8.12 11/29 Runway. Cross wind runway (1,741m in length, 45m 

wide). 

9 Although this is a Council hearing, in preparing my evidence I have 

reviewed the code of conduct for expert witnesses contained in 

Environment Court Practice Note (2014).  I have complied with it in 

preparing my evidence. I confirm that the issues addressed in this 

statement of evidence are within my area of expertise. I have not 

omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or 

detract from the opinions expressed. 

 

SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE 

10 The evidence from Mr Osborne, Mr Boswell and Mr Huse outlines 

the strategic importance and evolving role of Christchurch 

International Airport (Airport) to the City and wider Canterbury 

Region.  

11 The infrastructural value for the asset is to a large extent predicated 

on the certainty of operations at the Airport continuing to meet 

demand and cater to growth.  

12 The economic significance of the Airport to New Zealand, the 

Canterbury region and Christchurch City (and the surrounding 
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Waimakariri and Selwyn Districts) has been confirmed in previous 

Court hearings. It was also outlined in the Strategic Directions 

evidence produced by Mr Osborne. 

13 Airport objectives consist of both: 

13.1 realising Airport land and infrastructure value as a commercial 

undertaking; and  

13.2 ensuring core operations can be taken in a safe and efficient 

manner.  

14 The former requires generally enabling provisions; the latter may 

well impose seek to impose constraints on the use of land such that 

it does not inhibit the safe and efficient, use and operation of the 

Airport in the interests of wider community benefits.    

15 Certainty in infrastructure provision through land use regulation 

provides for continued investment. Operational certainty is 

dependent on the extent by which the existing land use planning 

controls recognise and provide for this regionally strategic asset. 

16 The required designation is for the benefit of CIAL. The land within 

the boundaries of the designation is to be used for ‘airport 

purposes’. Under s176 (RMA) the effect of the designation is that: 

16.1 section 9(3) does not apply to work undertaken by CIAL 

under the designation; and 

16.2 no person may, without the prior written consent of CIAL, do 

anything in relation to land that would prevent or hinder 

‘airport purposes’ including: 

(a) undertaking the use of the land; 

(b) subdividing the land; and 

(c) changing the character, intensity, or scale of the use 

of the land. 

17 The RMA planning context for Airport activities was set out in my 

Strategic Directions evidence for CIAL. The Airport activities (and 

protection) are provided for through a matrix of provisions, 

including: 

17.1 policies in the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (2013) 

that provide for the continued safe, efficient and effective use 



  5 

 

 

100101339/622752.2 

of regionally significant infrastructure1; the provision for 

efficient and effectively functioning infrastructure2; and that 

seek to ensure that land use activities3 and new development4 

are appropriately managed (including avoiding activities that 

have the potential to limit the efficient and effective, 

‘provision, operation, maintenance or upgrade or strategic 

infrastructure and freight hubs’).  

17.2 objectives and policies in the operative City Plan5, and PC846 

that emphasise the infrastructural importance of the Airport, 

and provide for the efficient use and development of the land, 

infrastructure and operational facilities at the Airport7. 

17.3 the area being zoned as Special Purpose (Airport) Zone – 

noting that this does not completely align with the existing 

designation. Attachment A identifies the operative Plan 

boundaries for the designation and zone. Development 

prospects within the zone are also currently subject to the 

operative plan provisions, and those objectives and policies 

introduced in proposed plan change 84. A decision on the land 

use provisions of PC84 is imminent; and 

17.4 wider district plan land use provisions that also control land 

use to further Airport efficiency and safety. Airport related 

provisions include subdivision controls on rural zoned land8, 

management and avoidance of noise sensitive activities9, and 

airport protection surfaces, runway end protection areas and 

approach slopes10. All of these matters are subject to Stage 2 

of the pDPR. 

                                            
1 CRPS. Objective 5.2.1(2)(g). Definitions: Regionally Significant Infrastructure 
includes Christchurch International Airport. 

2 CRPS. Policy 6.3.5(3). 

3 CRPS. Policy 6.3.5(5). 

4 CRPS. Policy 6.3.5(4). Definitions: Strategic Infrastructure includes Christchurch 
International Airport. 

5 Primarily Objective 7.8 and Policy 7.8.1 (Transport), Objective 13.3 and Policy 
13.3.1 (Rural).  

Note: pDPR Stage 1 has notified provisions replacing the Operative Transport 
Provisions. Stage 2 of the pDPR which is yet to be notified will contain the Rural 
provisions.    

6 Plan Change 84 provides provisions for activities within the Special Purpose 
(Airport) Zone. The Hearing was held in August 2014. No decision has been released. 

7 Proposed Objective 12.12, Policy 12.12.1 

8 Operative District Plan Vol 3, Chapter 14 Subdivision. 

9 Operative District Plan Vol 3, Chapter 4 Rural. 

10 Operative District Plan Vol 3, Chapter 9 General Provisions. 
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18 In addition, higher order statutory documents, such the Land Use 

Recovery Plan, Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (2013), and 

the Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch not only set a 

statutory framework around land use development, but also provide 

recognition of the Airport within that context, and as recognised 

strategic infrastructure. The RMA Plan and Policy context has a 10 

year planning horizon. 

19 The Airport undertakes strategic planning for the development of its 

land over a longer term planning horizon (30 - 50 years).  

20 The existing Airport designation extends back some years. The 1974 

Paparua Scheme identified the ‘Designated’ Airport (‘Attachment 

B) with an underlying Rural Zone.  

21 The 1985 Paparua Scheme retained the designation, with the 

purpose for the ‘Operation of an International Airport’. The 

underlying zoning was ‘Airport’ and provided for a broad range of 

activities based around the Airport Master Plan (1985). 

22 The Airport was approved as a requiring authority pursuant to s167 

and 420(6) of the RMA by gazette notice in 1994. The notice 

(Attachment C) gives CIAL the authority to notify requirements for 

designations: “for the operation of the Christchurch International 

Airport…” 

23 The operative designation in the Christchurch City Plan (1999) 

covers some 912 hectares. The purpose of the designation is for 

‘airport purposes’.  

24 CIAL has requested that the designation be rolled over, with 

modifications. These modifications relate to the spatial extension of 

the designation to incorporate a total land area of 1128 hectares.  

25 Mr Boswell and Mr Huse have outlined that the purpose of the 

designation for ‘airport purposes’, while broad is considered 

appropriate given: 

25.1 the need to retain flexibility particularly for temporary uses. 

The 1985 and 2006 Airport Master Plans contained a fairly 

high level of generality in demarcating areas of activity within 

the airport; 

25.2 rapid changes in the regulatory and environmental framework 

facing the aviation industry. A number of these changes are 

initiated by CIAL as a part of its own ongoing review and 

improvement in its facilities and efficiencies; and 
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25.3 the ability of the designation to manage land uses in areas 

not owned by CIAL but which promote safe and efficient 

aviation operations. In particular, these relate to matters such 

as the Runway End Protection Areas and birdstrike. 

26 To this end, the designation request is both permissive, in that it 

seeks to provide for Airport operations that may not otherwise be 

enabled by the zone provisions; and protective in that secures 

specific areas against development that might otherwise 

compromise aviation activities.  

27 Section 171 of the RMA sets out the key considerations for the 

designation request. These include: 

27.1 Disregarding trade competition (s171(1A)); 

27.2 Subject to Part 2, considering the effects on the environment 

of the requirement, having particular regard to: 

(a) any relevant provisions of a national policy statement 

(s171(1)(a)(i)), a regional policy statement or 

proposed regional policy statement (s171(1)(a)(iii)), 

and a plan or proposed plan (s171(a)(iv)); 

(b) whether consideration has been given to alternative 

sites, routes or methods if: the requiring authority 

does not have an interest in the land sufficient for 

undertaking the work (s171)(1)(b)(i); or it is likely 

that the work will have a significant adverse effect on 

the environment (s171)(1)(b)(ii); (underlined 

emphasis) 

(c) whether the work and designation are ‘reasonably 

necessary’ (s171)(1)(c); and 

(d) any other matter considered necessary (s171)(1)(d). 

28 Additional statutory requirements related to the LURP, CCRP and the 

Statement of Expectations (Schedule 4) in the Canterbury 

Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan)Order11 (OiC) 

also have bearing in considering the request. Specifically these 

include: 

28.1 the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act, and resultant 

Recovery Plans including a requirement to be not being 

inconsistent with: 

                                            
11 Clause 14(5) of the OiC. The LURP prevails over the Statement of Expectations. 
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 The Canterbury Recovery Strategy (2012)12 

 The Central City Recovery Plan (2012)13 

 The Land Use Recovery Plan (2013)14 

 

and 

28.2 an additional requirement to have particular regard (s.6) to 

the Statement of Expectations (Schedule 4) within the OiC. 

Clause 14(2)(a) and 14(3) of the OiC provide additional 

duties to the relevant considerations in making decisions on 

the requirement (s3 Interpretation ‘proposal’). 

 

29 I consider that, on balance, the designation request is appropriate 

and reasonably necessary. Much of the area being designated is 

within ownership of CIAL (an interest for the purposes of 

s171(1)(a)(i)), or would unlikely give rise to significant adverse 

effects on the environment where land is owned by another party.  

30 The ‘modification' as associated with the residual (non REPA 

notated) land to the south of Runway 02/20 is finely balanced in 

terms of being ‘reasonably necessary’ pursuant to s171(1)(c). Based 

on the information currently available, I consider this land falls 

below that threshold. The requirement as it relates to these 

properties achieves s171(1)(a)(i) and s171(1)(b)(ii) given the 

statutory importance of the Airport and the unlikely event of 

significant environmental effects being generated respectively. 

Nevertheless there are no submissions opposing the requirement on 

these properties. The timeframes in providing this evidence have 

limited the ability to further ascertain the importance of this balance 

land within the spectrum of being desirable on one hand to being 

essential; I consider ‘reasonably necessary’ being located 

somewhere in that continuum. 

31 I note that within the limited number of submitters there has been a 

suggestion of further specificity as to the ‘purpose’ of the 

designation. However, as considered in the body of this evidence, 

such an approach reduces certainty to CIAL without yielding relative 

benefits to the community.  

32 In this regard I note that there are two groupings of submitters 

opposed to the application of the designation to specific land 

parcels. These are identified in Attachment D and relate to: 

                                            
12 S15(2) Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011. Councils not to act 

inconsistently with Recovery Plan. 
13 Section 23(1) Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011. Councils not to act 

inconsistently with Recovery Plan. 
14 Section 23(1) Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011. Councils not to act 

inconsistently with Recovery Plan. 
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32.1 Land currently owned by CIAL: 

(a) Isaac (Submission# 704) – The submitter opposes 

the extended designation where it adjoins McLean’s 

Island Road. The requested designation does not 

apply to the Isaac land (as located north of McLean’s 

Road. The stated reason for opposition is the lack of 

specificity in the designation purpose and potential 

for reverse sensitivity on any potential future quarry 

operations undertaken on the Isaac land.   

I consider the designation in this location is ‘reasonably 

necessary’ in terms of both the REPA and RESA - and in 

providing a cohesive boundary as associated with the Pound 

Road realignment. The land in question is, with one small 

exception, in CIAL interests through ownership, and would 

unlikely create significant adverse effects on the operations 

of the operative Open Space (3D) zone.   

32.2 Land owned by a third party to the east of Russley Road 

(REPA): 

(a)  McVicar (Submission# 55). As located at 540 

Avonhead Road. The stated opposition is: the lack of 

specificity of the designation in respect of the McVicar 

land; there are more appropriate alternatives (to 

designation); and that the need for the designation is 

not justified. I note that this site is now subject to a 

recently notified Plan Change to enable the Memorial 

Business Park Zone; 

(a)  MAIL (Submission# 917). This property similarly is 

now the subject of a recently notified Variation to 

enable an Industrial Park (Memorial Avenue) zone. 

Paragraph 21 of the submissions states: that “MAIL 

seeks that the designation not have adverse 

implications for the rezoning of the MBP site and that 

land which will fall under the REPA can be utilised for 

at-grade carparking. Subject to that, MAIL does not 

oppose the modification to the designation sought”; 

(b)  John Booth (Submission# 798). The site is located at 

549 Avonhead Road, and zoned Rural. The submitter 

states opposition on the basis that the designation 

application to the submitter property is unjustified; 

and 

(c)  Errol Smith (Submission# 777). The site is located at 

302 Russley Road, and zoned Rural. The submitter 
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states opposition in respect of the Smith land in that 

the purpose of the designation is too broadly worded 

and goes beyond what is required in respect of the 

REPA objectives. 

I support the designation as it relates to these properties, 

specifically in terms of desirability as associated with the 

REPA. CIAL have previously considered, applied for, and have 

had declined alternative district plan rule restrictions as 

applied to these sites through Plan Change 16. 

The MAIL Plan Change identifies how the designation can be 

confirmed without curtailing the reasonable use of the land as 

rezoned to accommodate urban uses. The designation would 

not foreclose reasonable use of these properties nor result in 

significant effects.   

32.3 No party has objected to the application of the designation to 

land owned by third party at the southern end of the 02/20 

runway. 

 

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

33 In my evidence I will address: 

33.1 Christchurch International Airport’s as ‘infrastructure’ and the 

necessity and purpose for designation; 

33.2 the relevant policy framework; 

33.3 the basis of the requirement, statutory tests and 

submissions; and  

33.4 alternatives 

33.5 conclusions. 

34 I have referred to these as Parts A to E in my evidence. 
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PART A - CHRISTCHURCH INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT AS 

INFRASTRUCTURE 

Infrastructure and activities 

35 As outlined by Mr Boswell15, CIAL owns approximately 859 

hectares of land, with the majority of this (693 hectares) being 

within the 722 hectare SPAZ zone. However the wider Airport total 

interests, including the designation and land outside both the 

designation and SPAZ total some 1052ha. 

36 In terms of a brief overview of its operations, there are over 5.7 

million traveling passengers per year16 and approximately 30,000 

tonnes of imported and exported goods are freighted through the 

Airport17. 

37 Against the above, the Airport is anticipating significant growth. The 

growth expectations to 2031 of passenger numbers (36.7%) and 

the potential freight demand as outlined in the PWC report of 201118 

are predicted to result in direct, indirect and induced economic 

impact of Christchurch Airport in excess of $3.488billion by 203119. 

38 In 2012, CIA contributed over 9% of the region’s GDP ($2.13b) and 

supported nearly 10% of the regions employment (25,000 ECs)20. 

39 As outlined by Mr Boswell21, the Airport also undertakes a number 

of additional ‘value added’ activities, including engine testing and 

Antarctic operations. These activities not only add to the regional 

importance of the Airport, but are enabled due to the statutory 

recognition of reverse sensitivity considerations with broader Airport 

activities.  

40 Mr Boswell has also outlined that CIAL operates a predominantly 

infrastructure based business. It has long-life, high-value physical 

assets that are difficult to replicate or substitute; and has a largely 

fixed cost operating structure relevant to infrastructure scale. The 

asset value of that infrastructure is some $1.4billion22. 

41 Mr Huse has outlined the evolving and flexible nature of ‘Airport’ 

operations. He refers to the Craigie case and identifies that Airports 

                                            
15  Boswell, Paragraph 23 
16  2014 Financial Year. 
17  2013 Financial Year. 2013. PEL Plan Change 84. SPAZ Business Land Study. Page 

6. 
18  2011. PWC. Opening up the South, A Report to the Canterbury Development 

Corporation.  
19  2013. PEL Plan Change 84. SPAZ Business Land Study. Page 6. 
20  Osborne. Strategic Directions EiC. 2014. Paragraph 11. 
21  Boswell, Paragraph 14. 
22  Boswell. Paragraph 53. 
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are not just runways and terminals but encompass a broad range of 

connected and associated operational, administrative and 

commercial activities. He also outlines the competitive and 

legislative context facing CIA.  

History and purpose of the ‘airport purposes’ designation 

42 I understand that the operative City Plan designation was effectively 

‘rolled over’ from an earlier 1985 Paparua Scheme requirement. The 

CIAL designation was not defined beyond “airport purposes” 

(Attachment B). I understand that the broad classification was 

intended as a mechanism to protect and give flexibility to the future 

CIAL operation.  

43 CIAL was approved as a requiring authority under section 167 of the 

RMA by the Resource Management (Approval of Christchurch 

International Airport Limited as Requiring Authority) Notice 1994. 

The notice gives CIAL the authority to notify requirements for 

designations.  

44 At the 1999 City Plan hearings dealing with the topic of the 

designation, witnesses for the airport produced the “Christchurch 

International Airport Master Plan, 1985” which identified different 

physical areas on the Airport as being intended to cater for different 

combinations of activities (Attachment E). These were described 

as: 

44.1 Airport operations 

44.2 Passenger terminal area;  

44.3 Cargo / Freight and accessory uses; 

44.4 Commercial aviation / Aircraft maintenance; 

44.5 Airport Support and Accessory uses; 

44.6 Aviation operations; 

44.7 General Aviation Facilities; 

44.8 Future development area. 

45 However, the designation was not defined or specifically tied in a 

prescriptive way to the matters set out in the Master Plan.  This was 

perhaps sensibly noting that a Master Plan is a document which 

airports update as necessary and as required. 
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46 The CIAL Master Plan was revised in 2006. Attachment F sets out 

the Land Use Plan contained in the 2006 Master Plan.  

47 I understand that CIAL is undergoing a tendering process to update 

the current CIAL 2006 Masterplan and to create a new Terminal 

Precinct Plan.  

Necessity and purpose for the designation 

48 Designations can be wide and flexible in scope, or narrowly defined. 

In the instance of the operative Airport designation, it is broadly 

stated as ”airport purposes”. As noted by Mr Huse the evolving and 

competitive nature of Airports, the desire of CIA to enhance its 

operational capacity and safety record, as well as the value of 

Christchurch Airport to its community, makes the retention of such a 

purpose appropriate. 

49 The designation provides an alternative (and additional) route for 

managing land use outside of the district plan land use zoning 

provisions. Principally, it provides a mechanism by which the Airport 

can pursue its objectives through: 

49.1 promoting airport infrastructure and development. The s176A 

outline plan process provides certainty to CIA in pursuing its 

objectives in comparison to reliance on land use provisions, 

as well as allowing it to respond to an evolving and 

competitive airport environment; and 

49.2 constraining land use within the designation, as pursuant to 

s176(1)(b) to ensure that such land use remains compatible 

to Airport operations. 

50 There are checks and balances in terms of ensuring that a 

designation is subject to Part 2 of the RMA. These include s171 in 

terms of establishing the designation, s176A(3)(f) and s176A(4) in 

terms of consideration of an outline plan.     

51 The broad ‘Airport Purposes’ operative designation is acknowledged 

to have caused issues with the City Council in terms of determining 

outline plans under s176A of the Act. A potted history identifies 

disputes with the City Council to consider logistics operations, 

tourist ventures and most recently a fully and acoustically enclosed 

backpackers as being related to an Airport Purpose.   

Summary 

52 Christchurch International Airport needs to maintain and enhance its 

aeronautical capacity and resilience. In doing so, it provides ongoing 

contributions to the national and regional wellbeing.  
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53 The Master Plan process provides the strategic 30 – 50 year vision 

for activities associated with Airport activities or land holdings. The 

Master Plan provides for short and medium term land development 

on Airport land that does not compromise CIAL’s long term needs.  

54 However, the aviation industry is subject to uncertainty and 

fluctuations in demand, influenced by a range of matters and 

external factors. Against that backdrop, planning at the Airport is 

based, and reliant on a flexible and enabling regulatory environment 

that provides for a range of growth outcomes. A designation for 

“airport purposes” provides a mechanism to protect and give 

flexibility to future CIAL operations. 

55 I understand from the evidence of Mr Boswell and Mr Huse that 

planning for the Airport’s development requires an appreciation of 

the balance between the needs for aviation activities, operational 

requirements, commercial opportunity and land side connections. 

The environmental context for Airport infrastructure and 

development opportunities is provided for within the wider local, 

regional and national planning context.   

 

PART B – SECTION 171 STATUTORY FRAMEWORK AND 

PLANNING/STRATEGY DOCUMENTS  

56 Section 171 of the RMA is the basis by which a designation rollover 

(Clause 4(1)) of Schedule 1 is to be considered. This differs from the 

orthodox approach used to consider other plan provisions as 

outlined in the Longbay or Reiher v Tauranga City Council [2012] 

NZEnvC121 summaries.  

Section 171(1)(a) Summary with respect to the relevant 

statutory plans and policy 

57 Section 171(1)(a) requires the consideration of the Airport 

requirement and submissions subject to Part 2, and a consideration 

of effects on the environment having ‘particular regard’ to relevant 

provisions of the CRPS (s171(1)(a)(iii), the operative City Plan, and 

the pDPR (s171)(1)(a)(iv).  

58 The implications of the relevant plans and policy statements are 

summarised below. 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 

59 The more relevant provisions are contained in Chapter 5 (Land Use 

and Infrastructure) and 6 (Recovery and Rebuilding of Greater 

Christchurch), as these relate to urban form, regionally significant 

infrastructure and transport. 
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60 Objective 5.2.1 and Policy 5.3.7 are relevant in terms of the 

management of development and implications on the strategic 

transport network respectively. The Airport is defined as Regionally 

Significant Infrastructure. The use of such infrastructure is to 

continue to be safe, efficient and effective, unencumbered by 

incompatible activities (Objective 5.2.1(2)(f) and (i)) and 

sustainable economic development is to be encouraged in the region 

by enabling business activities in appropriate locations (Objective 

5.2.1(2)(c)). 

61 Development in the region is to be avoided where it would otherwise 

adversely affect the safe, efficient and effective functioning of the 

strategic land transport network (Policy 5.3.7(1)). 

62 Those Airport interests zoned Special Purpose (Airport) Zone are 

identified in Chapter 6, Map A as being an ‘Existing Urban Area’. Not 

all of the designation requirement is zoned as ‘Existing Urban Area’ 

or contained as Priority Greenfield Area (noting that as discussed 

elsewhere in my evidence that some of the designated is and will 

remain principally ‘rural’ in terms of its use). 

63 Overall, I consider that the Airport has three roles in terms of 

Chapter 6: 

63.1 it is strategic infrastructure for the purposes of Objective 

6.2.1. This objective seeks to ensure integrated development 

(clause 9), and that development does not adversely affect 

efficient operation, use, and development and future planning 

(clause 10) of strategic infrastructure; 

63.2 it is a functioning freight hub for the purposes of its aviation 

and associated logistics role. This has implications in terms of 

the application of Objective 6.2.1 as this relates to ensuring 

development does not have adverse effects on the efficient 

operation, use, and development and future planning (clause 

10) of freight hubs; and 

63.3 the zoned area is ‘business land’ for the purposes of 

Objective 6.2.6 and Policy 6.3.6. Outside of the zoned 

area, the designation occupies land not otherwise identified 

as ‘Existing Urban Area’ or ‘Projected Infrastructure Boundary’ 

(CRPS Chapter 6 - Map A land). Objective 6.2.1 and Policy 

6.3.1(4) seek to limit new urban activities to within existing 

or identified urban areas, unless otherwise provided for.  

64 Chapter 6 also provides limits on ‘unfettered’ development. These 

primarily relate to limiting commercial developments that would 

otherwise create significant effects on centres as referred to in 

Objective 6.2.6 and Policy 6.3.6. 
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Operative Christchurch City Plan 

65 Relevant Objectives and Policies within the Christchurch City Plan 

include those within: 

65.1 Volume 2, Section 6, Urban Growth. Policy 6.2.3 seeks to 

promote industrial activities within the existing urban area, 

through development of vacant land. As identified, the RPS 

identifies the SPAZ as being within the urban area. Policy 

6.3A.7 is relevant in so far as seeking to avoid noise 

sensitive activities within the 50dBA Ldn noise contour. 

65.2 Volume 2, Section 7 Transport. Objective 7.8 is of specific 

importance given that it seeks “recognition of the need for 

regional, national and international links with the City and 

provision for those links”. Corresponding Policy 7.8.1 seeks 

to provide “for the effective and efficient operation and 

development of Christchurch International Airport”.  

65.3 Volume 2, Section 12. Business. These provisions seek to 

provide for a range of business environments and activities 

that meet the social and economic needs of the wider 

community, whilst managing adverse effects. The provisions 

of particular relevance in this instance are Objective 12.1 

and Policies 12.1.2, 12.1.4 and 12.1.5.   

66 There are no specific operative objectives and policies for the SPAZ. 

Proposed Christchurch District Plan 

67 PC84 was notified by CCC in October 2013. The purpose of the plan 

change was principally to remedy a policy absence in the operative 

City Plan relating to activities undertaken in the SPAZ, as well as 

improved clarity as to the range of activities provided for.  

68 The PC84 hearing concluded in September 2014. At the time of 

preparing this evidence there has been no decision on the plan 

change. 

69 I understand that subject to clause 4(3) of the Christchurch 

Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014, 

PC84 will be part of the replacement plan.  

70 The provisions in the notified Plan Change sought to provide for the 

efficient use and development of land, infrastructure and operational 

facilities at the Christchurch International Airport (Objective 

12.12), and  promote the ongoing sustainable development and 

operation of the Christchurch International Airport and facilitate a 

planned approach to its future development (Policy 12.12.1).  
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71 In addition, Stage 1 of the wider pDPR was notified on 27 August 

2014.  

72 The Strategic Directions Chapter, which has gone to Hearing seeks 

to ‘promote the efficient provision and use of infrastructure, 

including strategic infrastructure’ Objective 3.6.2(a)(vi). Strategic 

infrastructure is to be efficiently and effectively provided, operated, 

maintained and upgraded’. Development is not to limit the safety of 

strategic infrastructure Policy 3.6.2.8. 

73 The Transport Chapter is devoid of any policy relating to the Airport 

as transport infrastructure. Similarly, there is an absence of 

provisions in relation to freight movements. 

74 CIAL has an extensive submission on these Chapters seeking 

provisions relating to recognition of Airport operations and 

integration with the wider transport network.    

Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch 

75 Councils cannot act in a manner that would inconsistent with the 

Recovery Strategy pursuant to section 15 of the CER Act 2011. I 

consider the relevant Goals to include:  

 2.1 Economic Recovery – Planning for a well-functioning central 

city, thriving suburban centres; 

 2.4 Economic Recovery  - renewing the region’s brand and 

reputation as a safe, desirable and attractive place to live, 

study, visit and invest; and 

 2.5 Economic Recovery – identifying and facilitating increased 

opportunities for early and substantial local and international 

investment. 

Land Use Recovery Plan  

76 This Recovery Plan was gazetted in 2013. The Regional Policy 

Statement and City Plan aspects of this plan have been accounted 

for above. Section 3.2.4 of Volume 1 of the LURP states: 

Operations at the port and airport have grown significantly and are 

expected to continue to do so in coming years. Passenger numbers 

through the airport are expected to increase by 50% by 2028 and 

freight tonnage will double, from a relatively low base…. Increased 

activity at both the airport and port will need to be supported by 

effective freight networks and by land use management that 

integrates the needs of airport and port operations with the 

expectations that surrounding communities have for the amenity of 

the areas. 
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Section 4.4.3 of Volume 1 of the LURP ‘Support strategic transport 

networks and freight’ states: 

Christchurch International Airport and Lyttelton Port represent 

strategic infrastructure of national significance, enabling 

international and domestic freight to move to and from the South 

Island. The airport and port also provide gateways for tourism, 

which contributes substantially to the Canterbury economy. Their 

ability to operate efficiently 24 hours a day and to expand over time 

is essential for the full social, economic, cultural and environmental 

recovery of metropolitan greater Christchurch. It is essential that 

the transport and handling of freight to, from and within the airport 

and port are efficient and reliable so that unnecessary transport 

costs and delays are avoided. Investigating how current and future 

freight demands can be met will support recovery of the region’s 

economy. 

Summary 

77 The relevant provisions of the Regional and local plan framework, in 

my view, to which particular regard must be had are:  

77.1 The provision of the safe, efficient and effective operation and 

development of Christchurch International Airport (RPS 

Objective 5.2.1(2)(f)), Objective 6.2.1(10), City Plan 

Objective 7.8, Policy  7.8.1, Proposed Objective 12.12 

and Policy 12.12.1 (PC84), Recovery Strategy Goal 2.4 and 

2.5; 

77.2 To develop sustainable economic development by enabling 

appropriate business activities and consolidating existing 

urban areas (RPS Objective 5.2.1(2)(c), Objective 6.2.2, 

Objective 6.2.6, Policy 6.3.6, City Plan Objective 6.2 and 

Policy 6.2.3); 

77.3 Avoidance of incompatible activities which would otherwise 

limit activity at the Airport (RPS Objective 5.2.1(2)(i)), 

Policy 5.3.7(1), Objective 6.2.1(9), City Plan Policy 

6.3A.7); 

77.4 Ensuring appropriate integration with, and management of 

adverse effects on, the transport network (RPS Objective 

6.2.4, Policy 6.3.4(1) and (5), RLTS 2012-2042 outcomes 

(page 8), City Plan Objective 3.1, Objective 7.2, Policy 

7.2.2, Objective 7.6); 

77.5 Ensuring integration of land use with infrastructure support 

(RPS Objective 6.2.1(2)(9), City Plan Objective 8.1); 
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77.6 Business activity is enabled as appropriate (RPS Objective 

6.2.5, Policy 6.3.1(6), Policy 6.3.6(6), Objective 

6.2.6(3) and (4), City Plan Objective 12.1, Policies 

12.1.2. Objective 12.2., Recovery Strategy Goal 2.1); 

78 The purpose of the requirement is subject to Part 2, and hence the 

promotion of sustainable management23.  

 

PART C - THE BASIS OF THE REQUIREMENT, STATUTORY 

TESTS AND SUBMISSIONS 

79 A designation provides an alternative mechanism to land use zoning 

to address the ‘way’ and ‘rate’ which land use and development is 

undertaken as associated with the Christchurch International Airport 

for ‘Airport Purposes’24. It is understood that the word ‘enable’ in 

section 5 is not unqualified, and the respective matters set out in 

paragraph 69 above provide guidance and direction, pursuant to 

s171(1)(a). 

80 Sections 171(1)(b), (c) and (d) are also to be had particular regard 

to in considering the requirement. 

81 Overall, the requirement for the designation can be categorised into 

four specific areas: 

81.1 the operative plan designation area; 

81.2 land currently owned by CIAL, but not within the operative 

designation; 

81.3 third party land on the eastern side of Russley Road where 

land falls within the REPA; and 

81.4 land owned by a third party at the southern end of the 02/20 

runway. 

82 Each is discussed below. 

The operative plan designation area 

83 Attachment A identifies this area as ‘CIAL Designated Land’. 

84 The existing 912ha designation and the purpose “airport purposes” 

is sought to be rolled over. Most of this area is zoned Special 

                                            
23

  S171(1) 

24
  S5(2) 
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Purpose (Airport) Zone. All of the area was identified in the 2006 

Master Plan. The land is predominantly owned by CIAL.  

85 Land side of Runway 02/20 are a number of buildings and 

structures, including a wide range of buildings and associated 

features such as car parks. This environment includes all buildings – 

the terminal, air traffic control, the Antarctic Centre, tourist 

accommodation, food outlets, warehouses, offices, the US Antarctic 

Program, Garden City Helicopters, camper van hire, day care, 

freight handling and many other uses.   

86 North of Runway 02/20 is a more expensive area largely devoted to 

aircraft activity which includes the runways, associated grass areas, 

taxi ways and aprons. The area is almost devoid of buildings. The 

only exception is the Canterbury Aero Club complex located 

alongside the western boundary and a handful of private hangers. 

87 There are no specific submissions relating to this part of the rollover 

notice. 

88 The investment and physical resources represented are neither 

replicable nor transferable. CIAL has an ownership responsibility and 

a management role for this area, which is guided by the Masterplan.  

89 In terms of s171(1)(a)(i) it is considered that CIAL clearly has an 

‘interest’ in this land. Accordingly, I have not considered other 

alternative sites, routes or methods of undertaking the work. The 

designation is considered to meet the threshold of being ‘reasonably 

necessary’ (s171)(1)(c). 

Land currently owned by CIAL, but not within the operative 

designation 

90 Attachment D identifies these areas as ‘CIAL owned land to be 

added to the designation’ as coloured blue in the plan key. 

91 Mr Boswell has outlined that CIAL has a long standing policy of 

avoiding its powers of designation for the purposes of acquiring land 

where there is an overriding Airport purpose. Instead it has a policy 

of purchasing land when it comes to the open market, or when it 

receives a one-off approach from a potential seller.  

92 Those land holdings are now part of the requirement for an 

expanded designation. All of these properties are identified in the 

Masterplan (2006), with the exception of areas notated 89, 105 and 

106 (the Waimakariri River end of Runway 11/29) – Attachment D.  

93 In terms of those areas to the west, the designation request lies 

on CIAL owned land to which it has an interest, including that area 
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encompassed by the western REPA and RESA25. The current length 

of Runway 11/29 (the cross wind Runway) is to be extended to the 

west from its current 1741m length to 2000m. The NZ Civil Aviation 

Authority requires the RESA for this Runway to be constructed by 

April 2015.  

94 The designation requirement also encompasses that area identified 

as the route for the realignment of Pound Road, and land previously 

within the ownership of Canterbury Golf. The designation is not 

necessary for, or has any real relationship with, the Pound Road re-

alignment.  

95 I am of the view that having the area to the east of the realignment 

contained within the designation, including REPA and RESA areas 

provides for cohesive management, as well strategic planning under 

the Airport Masterplan process. The existing security fence will also 

be moved north into this area to reflect the RESA, and the existing 

Pound Road is to be vested to CIAL. 

96 These additional areas to the west of the operative designation are 

also sought for the same reasons as existing designated land 

holdings. Ownership and management, as an ‘interest’ in the land 

provides for CIAL’s broader objectives within the designation, 

include: 

96.1 ensuring the efficient and safe operation of Christchurch 

International Airport; 

96.2 provision of a method for the cohesive, consistent and 

efficient management of land affected by Airport operations; 

and 

96.3 delivery of airport related services and provision for 

aeronautical growth, including maximising economic value.  

97 CIAL has an ‘interest’ in these areas26 through ownership and 

comprehensive management. Additional alternatives and methods 

are not required to be considered. The area is considered reasonably 

necessary to achieve Airport objectives. 

98 Notated areas# 89 and 106 are opposed by Isaac (Submission# 

704) in so far as where these adjoin McLean’s Island Road.   

                                            
25 Runway End Safety Area. ICAO recommended RESA commences 60m from Runway 
end and extends 240m in length. RESA width 90m. Reference Section 7.3.6 CIA 
Masterplan 2006. 

26 s171(1)(b)(i) 
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99 The requirement does not apply to Isaac land. Accordingly, the 

Isaac land remains subject to wider pDPR provisions, and is not the 

subject of s176(1). 

100 Opposition is stated as being the lack of specificity in the 

designation purpose, and the potential for reverse sensitivity on any 

potential future quarry operations undertaken on the Isaac land.  

101 It is unclear as how far the concept of ‘reverse sensitivity’ has been 

extended in this instance. If the issues raised are in relation to 

noise, CIAL actively discourages noise sensitive activities. If the 

concern extends to dust emissions, should the Isaac operations 

create a substantial dust issue (that extends beyond McLean’s 

Island Road), then I am not sure whether that is properly a claim of 

reverse sensitivity in relation to the designation as that effect could 

potentially occur with or without the designation in place. I am also 

unsure as to whether the claim of reverse sensitivity has been 

extended beyond its proper meaning in this instance.   

102 Accordingly, it is unclear as to how works undertaken within the 

designation could result in effects on the Isaac land that would be 

classed as significant27. 

103 Land to the east, as notated 76 to 78 (Attachment D) is 

contained within the Special Purpose (Airport) Zone. The area is 

predominantly unbuilt, although there is substantial vehicle rental 

and storage activities fronting Wairakei Road and a business 

complex located at 100 Orchard Road. 

104 CIAL has an ‘interest’ in this land through ownership. The area is 

identified in the Masterplan (2006) specifically as ‘commercial 

support’ (Attachment F). Lastly, further development in this area 

for Airport Purposes is not considered to give rise to significant 

adverse effects on the environment. There are no opposing 

submissions to this aspect of the requirement. 

105 Land at either end of Runway 02/20 (Attachment D notations 84, 

102 and 104) is identified in the MasterPlan (2006), owned by CIAL 

and either wholly or partially contained in the REPA. There are no 

submissions opposing these aspects of the requirement. It is 

considered that an assessment of alternatives is unnecessary.  

  

                                            
27 S171(1)(b)(ii) 
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Third party land on the eastern side of Russley Road where 

land falls within the REPA. 

106 Attachment D identifies these areas as ‘CIAL not owned land to be 

added to the designation’ as coloured yellow in the plan key. 

107 CIAL sought to have Runway 11/29 REPA provided through district 

plan provisions contained within plan change 16.In terms of a brief 

summary of the circumstances that led to plan change 16: 

107.1 Runway 11/29 is used for some 8% of takeoffs, and 2% of 

landings (2010).  

107.2 as peak capacity at the Airport is approached, greater 

efficiency in Airport operations can be achieved through 

Simultaneous Operations (SIMOPS) which involves using both 

runways at once (noting this postpones the contemplation of 

a second parallel main runway to the west)28. 

107.3 implementing SIMOPS requires a number of changes to 

Airport parameters including, lengthening the main and cross 

wind runways, alterations to approach surface provisions and 

suitable REPA at all runway ends;  

107.4 the REPA29 at Christchurch Airport are based on the US 

Federal Aviation Administration Runway Protection Zones 

(FAA RPZ). The dimensions of the REPA trapezoids are 300m 

(inner) x (525m (outer) x 750m (length). In blunt terms, 

these areas provide a space where the majority of airline 

crashes are likely to occur, as well additional provision for 

over and under-shooting of aircraft (the primary purpose of 

RESA). The REPA are focused on the protection of people and 

protection of the ground. 

107.5 the REPA at 02/20 was already contained in the district plan 

at these dimensions, with limitations on land uses. Plan 

change 16 was intended to enlarge the REPA for the 11/29 

Runway and clarified the provisions for limiting land uses.   

107.6 The provisions, as contained in Volume 3, Section 6.2 are 

referenced at paragraph 104 of Mr Boswell’s evidence. The 

draft replacement provisions for the REPA will not be 

apparent until the draft Stage 2 pDPR provisions are issued. 

108 Against the above background, the Decision on PC16 records that  

                                            
28 CIA Master Plan 2006. Included in Legal Bundle of documents provided to IHP. 
Section 7.5.4.1 ‘Parallel Runway’. 

29 CIA Master Plan 2006. Section 7.3.7 
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“the results intended by Change 16 accord with the 

purpose and principles set out in Part 2 of the Act, and 

with the objectives and policies of relevant operative 

statutory documents30”.   

109 The Independent Commissioner then stated:  

“I would go further: in my view the argument for 

providing REPAs and approach surfaces in the 

dimensions presently proposed is overwhelming. There 

is, it seems to me, no doubt that approach surface 

provisions may properly be made within the rule 

framework of the Plan”.  

110 The decision upholds the notified Plan Change for all areas, except 

that area east of Russley Road: :  

“Most, but not all) submitters owning land to the east 

of Russley Road have argued that, either generally or 

in relation to their holdings, designation is the only 

appropriate mechanism by which the Applicant’s 

proposals may proceed”.   

111 The decision records the Commissioner’s view that where the Act 

does provide more than one route to advance its proposal (in this 

instance REPA), the proponent (CIAL) is entitled to select the route 

that appears to it to be the most suitable. However, the availability 

of a route does not imply approval31. 

112 The plan change as it related only to the imposition of the REPA on 

properties east of Russley Road was not confirmed. The basis of that 

decision was that some other route (designation) may be the better 

route in advancing the REPA and “more equitably resolves at least in 

some cases in which the public interest out not wholly [to] trump 

private rights”32. 

113 The Commissioner identified that a designation mechanism may also 

better recognise and provide for the extent of imprecision with the 

REPA controls and lead to a more equitable resolution of the issue33.  

114 The CIAL designation requirement extends over these properties. 

The requirement ‘completes’ the eastern end of the REPA as 

otherwise considered by land use provisions in the City Plan.  

                                            
30 Plan Change 16. Decision: Included in Legal Bundle of documents provided to IHP. 
Paragraph 11. 

31 Plan Change 16. Decision. Page 12. 

32 Plan Change 16. Decision Page 13. 

33 Plan Change 16. Decision Page 14. 
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115 The discussion above, Section 7.3.7 of the Masterplan (2006) and 

paragraphs 100 to 117 of the evidence of Mr Boswell set out the 

basis of the REPA in terms of Airport safety, efficiency and 

effectiveness. I consider that the application of the designation to 

these properties is ‘reasonably necessary’ to achieve CIAL 

objectives34. 

116 Submissions from McVicar (Submission# 55), John Booth 

(Submission# 798) and Errol Smith (Submission# 777) have 

submitted in opposition to the requirement as it relates to these 

sites.  

117 The submission from MAIL (Submission# 918) does not oppose the 

modification to the designation provided it allows for at grade car-

parking.  

118 The notified Plan Change from MAIL contains an Outline 

Development Plan that identifies how the designation can be 

accommodated (3.3709ha) onto the MAIL site as inclusive of the 

McVicar land without limiting reasonable use as urbanised to a 

‘Business Park’. I understand that CIAL is likely to submit on the 

Plan Change seeking to support the outcome of constraining 

buildings within that part of the REPA that traverses this site. 

119 The REPA extends 3.0843ha over the 540 Avonhead Road site 

4.1614ha allotment.  

120 Given identification as a Greenfield Priority Area in the CRPS, the 

designation does have an impact in terms of constraining activities 

on this site. However, as demonstrated within the MAIL Plan 

Change, the requirement can be accommodated as managed by 

Outline Development Plan without serious hardship or rendering the 

combined land area incapable of reasonable use. 

121 The Smith property at 302 Russley Road is 4ha in size, and is zoned 

Rural 5 in the operative Plan. A substantial dwelling is located at the 

rear of the property and is not impacted by the 1.0701ha 

designation requirement. The property is within the 55dBA air noise 

contour, and is not identified within the RPS as being a Priority 

Greenfield Area. 

122 The Booth property at 549 Avonhead Road is 1.9ha in size, and is 

zoned Rural 5. The entire site is contained within the requirement. 

The site is mostly contained within the 65dBA Ldn contour which 

already prohibits further buildings. 

                                            
34 S171(1)(c) 
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123 The designation would not generate significant additional effects on 

the environment as represented by the Smith and Booth properties. 

These sites are already developed, and subject to existing (and 

likely continued) constraints on further land use intensification. The 

designation would not likely further constrain use of these properties 

beyond those provisions already contained in the City Plan. 

Land owned by a third party at the southern end of the 

02/20 runway 

124 I consider that the requirement should apply, to that area to the 

south of Runway 02/20 as contained within the REPA notation. The 

balance of the requirement for these properties, in my view falls 

short of being ‘reasonably necessary’. The area is zoned Rural 5 in 

the operative plan and operative subdivision controls restrict further 

subdivision of these allotments. The operative district plan 

provisions apply the REPA provisions. 

125 No submissions have been received from parties representing these 

land holdings.  

126 In terms of the requirement extending to include the REPA area, I 

consider the additional benefits conferred under s176(1) to CIAL 

reasonably necessary. These include duties under s176(1) with 

regard to REPA interpretation and birdstrike from risk through 

agricultural uses. 

127 The risk of birdstrike is also matter of relevance for the balance of 

these allotments35 as outlined in the evidence of Mr Boswell36.  

128 I am satisfied that it is unlikely that the designation would have a 

significant adverse effect on the environment as represented by the 

55ha represented by these properties. The imposition of Section 

176(1) and s185 would also provide the potential of some equity 

should CIAL seek to impose constraints or withhold consent that 

would otherwise prevent the reasonable use of this land for rural 

activities.  

129 Extending the designation to encompass these properties provides a 

contiguous boundary to the designation as bordered by Grays Road, 

Ryans Road and Pound Road. It allows the comprehensive and 

integrated management of this entire area through the Masterplan 

process. 

130 In isolation to the need for comprehensive and integrated 

management, I consider the non REPA balance of these allotments 

                                            
35 Pt Lot 3 DP22679 and Lot 4 DP 22679.  

36 Boswell. Paragraphs 94 – 97. 
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to be evenly poised in terms of being reasonably necessary for 

Airport objectives as pursuant to s171(1)(c).  

131 The timeframes in providing this evidence have limited the ability to 

further ascertain the importance of the balance land within the 

spectrum of being desirable on one hand to being essential; I 

consider ‘reasonably necessary’ being located somewhere in that 

continuum. 

132 The evidence of Mr Huse and Attachment G to this evidence 

outlines that Airports are constantly evolving through necessity. 

Accordingly, and unlike specific designations for more utilitarian 

requiring authorities, a specific work is not required for all areas of 

the Airport designation.  

133 As already discussed, the designation can achieve the Airport’s 

objectives through either promoting Airport operations (in its 

broadest sense), or through the desirability of promoting increased 

safety and efficiency in Airport operations.  In terms of the latter, 

this may simply result in ensuing existing land uses continue 

without further changes that could affect the operation of the 

Airport.   

134 In preferring a designation, the matters raised above, issues of 

safety of Airport operations raised by Mr Boswell, and the evidence 

of Mr Huse and Mr Boswell as to the diversity and flexibility in 

achieving Airport objectives are relevant.  

135 Measured against these is the absence of a specific work or project, 

or the extent by which designation is needed in respect of birdstrike 

risk. In this matter, I have discussed the matter with CIAL. I 

understand that there is a longstanding history of specific concern, 

discussions and agreements with the previous land owner as to 

management of activities on this block to reduce birdstrike risk 

given the extent of intensive cropping operations and much of the 

basis of CIAL’s request stems from that history.  

     

PART D  - ALTERNATIVES   

136 Section 171(1)(b) requires consideration of alternative “sites, 

routes, or methods of undertaking the work” where sub-clauses (i) 

and (ii) are not met.  

137 In terms of CIAL’s existing operations and activities, the 

consideration of alternatives is in the context of an extensive 

developed asset which to all intents and purposes would be 

impossible to substantially change or manage on a different basis. 



  28 

 

 

100101339/622752.2 

138 With regard to the designation more generally, and as identified 

above, I have concluded that either CIAL has an interest in the land 

(through ownership) or the work will unlikely result in significant 

adverse effects. 

139 No party has raised opposition to the purpose of the designation. 

The exceptions are where modifications relate to private property 

east of Russley Road under the REPA, or adjoining McLean’s Island 

Road (Isaac). 

140 The decision of plan change 16 identified a designation as the better 

method for achieving the ‘desirable’ aim for REPA management for 

properties east of Russley Road. While the Panel is not bound by 

that decision it conveys that CIAL have provide adequate 

consideration of alternative methods with regard to these 

properties. 

141 Conditions, or greater specificity in purpose could be applied to that 

part of the requirement overlaying properties east of Russley Road. 

Such an outcome may in theory provide greater certainty to these 

landowners, however the absence of potential development options 

should already be well understood, and even if it weren’t, the ability 

of CIAL to develop Memorandums of Understandings with these 

parties as to the application of s176(1) could equally overcome this 

issue. In this regard I note my understanding that that such 

agreements already exist between CIAL and Calder Stewart Ltd (as 

located within the operative designation and REPA) and MAIL. 

142 With regard to the CIAL owned land adjacent to Mcleans Island road 

as opposed in the Isaac submission, reliance on the current zoning 

and plan provisions do not provide for the broad range of Airport 

activities that may be considered appropriate as designated. This 

includes the ability to have greater certainty of infrastructural 

provision and opportunities associated with the realigned Pound 

Road as vested in CIAL. Restrictions associated with provisions for 

buildings, traffic generation and infrastructure are also overcome. 

143 Reliance on zoning and land use provisions, including REPA 

provisions for those properties south of 02/20 reduces certainty for 

CIAL to manage land use activities on this property.   

 

PART E - CONCLUSIONS 

144 I consider that the rollover of the designation (with modification) is 

appropriate, bearing in mind those matters in s171. I acknowledge 

that these are not simply matters of economic analysis but also 

involve broader issues of social and communal wellbeing, and the 
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manner by which land development would affect the choices of 

further generations.  

145 It is an agreed general legal principle under the RMA that the use of 

private land should not be limited unduly. However, the imposition 

of the designation largely applies to land in the ownership of CIAL, 

and where applied to private land I do not consider the designation 

prevents reasonable use.  

146 In terms of Part II of the Act, there are no treaty issues arising 

under s8, nor matters of national importance under s6. In terms of 

s7 ‘matters to have particular regard’, the following are considered 

relevant: 

(b) the efficient use and development of natural and physical 

resources; 

(f) maintenance and enhancement of the quality of the 

quality environment; and 

(g) any finite characteristic of natural and physical 

resources… 

147 In this context, Section 7 (b) and (g) have considerable importance 

in terms of the infrastructure associated with the Airport. Mr 

Osborne in his Strategic Directions evidence identified the value 

and importance of the Airport and its future development. Insofar as 

s7(g) is concerned, the Airport is a finite resource. The provisions 

contained in both the operative RPS and City Plan are pervasive in 

their recognition and identification of the airport as a significant 

strategic resource for the Canterbury Region. The designation seeks 

to enable the facilitation of Airport objectives in as efficient a way as 

possible, including the imposition of restrictions that fall beyond land 

under direct control of CIAL. 

148 Lastly terms of s7(f),  it is considered that the designation will assist 

in maintaining and enhancing the quality of the airport as 

considered as a physical resource within the definition of 

‘environment’. 

149 The designation requirement seeks to sustain and develop the 

physical resource represented by the International Airport to meet 

the reasonably foreseeable needs of future generations. 

150 It is acknowledged that there will be an imposition on those private 

landowners affected by the designation requirement for their social 

and economic wellbeing. However, these disbenefits are 

considerably less than the extent of enablement to people and 

communities that, as identified by Mr Osborne, would economically 
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benefit from the continued growth and development of the 

International Airport.   

151 Christchurch Airport is a requiring authority pursuant to the 

Resource Management Act. The operative plan ‘purpose’ for the 

Airport designation is simply to provide for ‘Airport Purposes’. Mr 

Huse and Mr Boswell have explained in their evidence why such a 

general purpose is appropriate for Christchurch Airport, particularly 

in light of the Craigie Trust decision. 

152 The designation is a critical component of the planning environment 

which recognises the unique nature and characteristics of 

Christchurch Airport. The designation also provides a key 

mechanism in delivering long term operations and growth at the 

Airport.  

153 Christchurch Airport needs to maintain its aeronautical capacity and 

resilience in order to continue to contribute to regional prosperity. 

There is also a balance between the needs for aviation activities, 

operational and safety requirements, community opportunities and 

wider freight and logistical networks in achieving airport objectives. 

In some instances this involves enabling works, activities and 

operations, in other instances this may include restricting land uses 

for operational or safety reasons.  

154 The requirements of the RMA, in particular in relation to the 

modifications to the operative designation, require that the 

designation be ‘reasonably necessary’ to achieve the works. This is a 

difficult concept to quantify with regard to application for an Airport, 

in comparison to a more utilitarian designation as associated with 

specific works or operations – such as commissioning the State 

Highway network. 

155 Airport planning is based on 30 to 50 year time horizons given the 

value and provision of infrastructure and capital investment, whilst 

district planning has shorter 10 year horizons. The Airport Master 

Plan is to guide the placement and provision of facilities in order to 

meet the future airport demands, both in terms of operational 

capacity and levels of service delivery.  

156 The statutory effect of the designation, is that:  

156.1 pursuant to section 176(1)(b) it provides CIAL with the ability 

to restrict and manage land use so as to fulfill the over-

arching purpose of the designation. 

156.2 pursuant to sections 176(1)(a) and 176A it provides CIAL the 

ability to pursue projects or works.   



  31 

 

 

100101339/622752.2 

157 Subject to my discussion around the rather unique circumstances 

applying to the ‘non-REPA requirement’ area to the south of Runway 

02/20, I consider that the requirement is reasonably necessary to 

achieve the Airport’s objectives.  

158 In my experience, Airports require both certainty of longevity, and 

flexibility in achieving these aims. I see the designation as a critical 

mechanism in supporting Airport planning as subject to Part II of 

the RMA. 

Dated:  23 January 2015 

 
Matthew William Bonis 
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ATTACHMENT A – OPERATIVE CITY PLAN DESIGNATION AND AIRPORT ZONE 
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ATTACHMENT ‘B’ DESIGNATION PLAN BACKGROUND 

 

PAPARUA DISTRICT SCHEME 1974 
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PAPARUA DISTRICT SCHEME 1985 
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ATTACHMENT ‘C’ GAZETTE NOTICE OF AUTHORITY 
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ATTACHMENT ‘D’ DESIGNATION, MODIFICATION AND SUBMITTORS  

 



  38 

 

 

100101339/622752.2 

ATTACHMENT ‘E’ - 1985 Airport Master Plan 
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ATTACHMENT F - 2006 AIRPORT MASTER PLAN 

 

Source: Diagram 4-2 Land Use Plan 2006 Master Plan  
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ATTACHMENT G – CHRISTCHURCH AIRPORT HISTORY 

 

Christchurch International Airport was established in 1936 with an aerodrome at 

Harewood. 

 

Development of the aerodrome at Harewood commenced in 1936. By 1946 the form 

of the terminal area development was established with hangars, a small terminal 

building, the water tower and some barracks buildings. The two runways and parallel 

taxiway concept was established in the early 1950's and in 1960 a new terminal 

building was in operation. Since that time, additions to the buildings, development of 

parking and access and extensions to the runway/ taxiway/ apron system have been 

almost continuous. 

1935 Christchurch City Council selected the present site at Harewood. 

1936 227 hectares of land purchased. 

1937 A 915 metre runway and a 60 square metre terminal constructed. 

1940 "Harewood Airport" opened for commercial flying. 

1940 Airport used by RNZAF as a training base until 1945. 

1948 An additional 260 hectares of land purchased. 

1950 Christchurch Airport became the first international airport operating in 

New Zealand. 

1953 Christchurch hosted the "Great London to Christchurch Air Race", the first 

time the route had been traversed in less than 24 hours. 
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1955 United States Antarctic Operations begin in Christchurch. 

1960 A new 6,000 square metre terminal opened. 

1962 The main runway was extended to 2,442 metres providing for commercial 

jet operations. 

1966 An international wing was added to the Domestic Terminal. 

1975 Extensions to the Domestic Terminal were completed, extending the total 

floor space to 16,000 square metres. 

1980 New International Arrivals Hall completed, providing an additional 2,800 

square metres of floor space. 

1984 Main runway extended by 845 metres to 3,287 metres. 

1987 Terminal extended to accommodate Ansett New Zealand and Air New 

Zealand lounges and domestic airbridges. 

1988 Christchurch International Airport Limited was established as a company 

owned 75% by the Christchurch City Council and 25% by the New 

Zealand Government.  

1988  International check-in and departure area extended by 2,320 square 

metres.  
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1989  International arrival area extended by 1,100 square metres and 

airbridges and associated facilities of 1,000 square metres added.  

1990  International Antarctic Centre opened.  

1997  Redevelopment of airport public carpark completed with an additional 340 

parking spaces.  

1998  New International Terminal Building completed creating an additional 

28,000 square metres of new floor space.  

2000  Christchurch International Airport introduced real-time Internet flight 

information on christchurchairport.co.nz, for both domestic and 

international services and became the first airport in the country to do so. 

2000  Qantas New Zealand took to the country's air routes for the first time.   

2001  Expansion of the International Terminal to create two new international 

gates.  

2002  A new satellite departure lounge was constructed for Origin Pacific to 

cater for growing passenger numbers.  

2003  Pacific Blue announces Christchurch as their home base in New Zealand.  

2004  Expansion of the International Terminal to create five more international 

stands and four more international airbridges.  
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2005  Jetstar commence trans-Tasman services from Christchurch.  

2006  Construction of the Multi-level Carpark Building.  

2007  The commencement of the Terminal Development Project 

2009  Construction begins on the new integrated terminal, Jetstar commences 

New Zealand domestic services and the new Airways Air Traffic Control 

Tower opens.  

2011 Stage 1 of the Terminal Development Project is completed. 

2011 AirAsia X commence services from Christchurch.  

 


