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STATEMENT OF REBUTTAL EVIDENCE OF RHYS BOSWELL 

(‘AIRPORT PURPOSES’ DESIGNATION) 

1 My full name is Rhys Duncan Boswell.   

2 I hold the position of General Manager, Strategy and Sustainability 

for Christchurch International Airport Limited (CIAL).   

3 I have prepared this statement of rebuttal evidence on behalf of 

CIAL in relation to the statements of evidence filed by Mrs Angela 

McVicar and Mr Colin Stokes.  

Evidence of Mrs McVicar 

4 I have read the statement of evidence of Mrs Angela McVicar dated 

30 January 2015.  

5 I note that Mrs McVicar refers to paragraphs [93] and [94] of my 

statement of evidence dated 23 January 2015.  Mrs McVicar stated 

that she wishes to refute those paragraphs of my evidence.  

6 I would like to note that my paragraphs [93] and [94] relate to land 

at the southern end of runway 02/20 (known as the main runway).  

They do not relate to land at Avonhead Road owned by the late Mr 

McVicar and Mrs McVicar (the McVicar land).  The parts of my 

evidence relevant to the McVicar land are paragraphs [99]-[125], 

most relevantly paragraphs [99], [107] and [120].  

Evidence of Mr Stokes 

7 I have read the statement of evidence of Mr Colin Stokes dated 30 

January 2015.  

8 I note that a key concern expressed by Mr Stokes in his opposition 

to the extension of the CIAL designation further east is that he is 

anxious to ensure that CIAL does not extend its runway operations 

east towards the city.   

9 CIAL agrees that it would not be desirable for the cross-wind 11/29 

runway to be extended any further east.  In fact, CIAL made it very 

clear at the hearing for Plan Change 16 that it has no intention of 

moving or extending airfield operational areas or assets any further 

east (towards the city).   

10 As I stated in my statement of evidence of 23 January 2015, the 

REPA provisions reflect the application of an international standard 

for runway protection surfaces that allow for current and anticipated 

future operations from the existing cross-wind runway.  Extending 

the designation over the property to the east of Russley Road will 

not facilitate any increase in the proportionate use of runway 11/29.  

Aircraft will continue to approach the airport over the city when 

northwesterly ‘cross-wind’ conditions demand the use of runway 

11/29 for landings.   
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11 The practical impact of the designation being extended east of 

Russley Road to provide for the REPA is that a modest number of 

property owners will now have portions of their properties affected 

by CIAL’s designation.  These properties are already fully developed 

within the limits of their rural zoning.  I am unaware of Mr Stokes 

having any direct interest in any property directly affected by the 

proposed designation roll-over.  

12 In the decision on Plan Change 16, the Independent Commissioner 

stated that while provision for the REPA was desirable, in RMA terms 

it should be facilitated via the designation process, rather than the 

plan change process.  Many submitters on Plan Change 16 also 

expressed a preference for the REPA to be provided for via 

designation.  CIAL is now taking the opportunity to do this by way of 

the District Plan Review process.  

13 In terms of Mr Stokes’ assertion that the extension of the 

designation will increase the airport noise contours over existing 

properties, I note that the designation will have no impact on the 

existing (and future) noise contours applying to Christchurch 

International Airport.   

14 The airport noise contours (as already included in the Land use 

Recovery Plan, the Regional Policy Statement and proposed District 

Plan) are the result of the ‘Expert Panel process’ that followed an 

appeal in relation to a parcel of land that was sought to be rezoned 

at Rolleston (‘the Foster matter’).1  All three Councils (being 

Christchurch City, Waimakariri District and Selwyn District) along 

with other interested persons were parties to that proceeding and 

the robustness of the modelling undertaken is widely accepted.    

15 I note that Mr Bonis has also prepared rebuttal evidence in 

response to Mr Stokes’ statements.  I agree with Mr Bonis’ 

comments.  

 

Dated:  4 February 2015 

 

 

Rhys Duncan Boswell  

 

                                            
1 DJ & AP Foster v Selwyn District Council C138/07). 


