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STATEMENT OF REBUTTAL EVIDENCE OF MATT BONIS 

INTRODUCTION 

1 My full name is Matthew William Bonis.   

2 My qualifications and experience are set out in my primary 

statement of evidence on behalf of CIAL dated 20 March 2013. 

3 I reconfirm my compliance with the code of conduct for expert 

witnesses contained in Environment Court Practice Note (2014) as 

also set out in my 20 March 2015 Primary Evidence. 

4 I have prepared this brief statement of rebuttal evidence on behalf 

of Christchurch International Airport Ltd (‘CIAL’) in relation to the 

evidence of Mr M Dale (Housing NZ), and Mr K Gimblett and Ms S 
McIntyre (Crown), Ms M Mullins (Mebo, 44 Crekye Road), and Mr 
J Kyle (Ryman). I have also briefly considered the evidence of Mr T 
Vial (Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu and Ngā Rūnanga) in relation to 

amendments sought by Ngāi Tahu to proposed Policy 14.1.6.6 

Stormwater Networks. 

5 For the avoidance of doubt I have reviewed, but am not 

commenting on the evidence of Ms V Barker (Crown).  I do not 

consider there is any matter in Ms Barker’s evidence that requires 

particular discussion in the context of my own rebuttal. 

CROWN AND HOUSING NZ 

6 Mr Dale, Ms McIntyre and Mr Gimblett comprehensively set out 

the statutory background and planning rationale as to the LURP 

immediate housing interventions. I concur with their summary, and 

the statutory basis for their approach as established through Action 
2 to the LURP, Objective 3.3.1(a) and Objective 3.3.4 Strategic 

Directions, and CRPS as these are applied to the City as a whole. 

7 In my evidence in chief I questioned whether the LURP housing 

interventions considered the revised air noise contours1. Mr 
Gimblett identifies that air noise contours were factored into 

housing intervention considerations as a constraint being “managed 

under existing operative District Plan provisions”2. This is consistent 

with the primary position taken in my evidence in chief that the 

most appropriate interpretation of the LURP framework as a whole is 

that it was not intended to authorise any more development than 

that already able to occur as at 6 December 2013 within the 50dBA 

air noise contour. 

                                            
1 EiC Bonis paragraph 28. 

2 EiC. Gimblett paragraph 7.8. 
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8 I have concluded that the LURP housing interventions represent the 

‘existing residential area’ in terms of the application of Policy 
6.3.5(4) and Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.12(b). These 

provisions clearly anticipate and provide for the existing physical 

resources of these areas, and to an extent additional developable 

potential.  

9 The nature of the dispute is simple. The 50dBA air noise contour in 

establishing effects and constraints to development is accepted in 

higher order planning documents as a restraint requiring further 

noise sensitive activities to be ‘avoided’. Accordingly, a factor in the 

context of my evidence is whether the LURP intensification regime 

was intended to do no more than provide for the existing extent of 

residential activity within the 50dBA noise contours. Given that the 

LURP intensification regime appears on a narrow reading to provide 

for more than that, it is then necessary to consider whether further 

intensification as sought in the pDPR is appropriate when considered 

in the context of the planning framework. 

10 The interpretation adopted by Mr Dale3 and Ms McIntyre4 is based 

on a narrow consideration of Policy 6.3.5(4) and appears to 

conclude that the LURP regime provides for an exception enabling 

further intensification of noise sensitive residential activities within 

the 50dBA contour. They support further intensification as set in the 

Crown and Housing New Zealand Submissions.  

11 To some extent I accept that such a view has a simplistic charm. In 

practical terms it allows for a City-wide set of provisions to deal with 

the issue of residential intensification, unmoderated by the 50dBA 

air noise contours. However, that interpretation does not properly 

acknowledge the broader framework of the LURP and CRPS, which is 

that noise sensitive activities (including residential intensification) 

should only be provided for where it does not affect the efficient 

operation, use, development and upgrading of strategic 

infrastructure. Whilst CRPS Policy 6.3.5(4) and Strategic Directions 

Objective 3.3.12(b) remove the requirement that noise sensitive 

activities within the 50dBA noise contours be ‘avoided’, I do not 

consider that this extends to providing for the intensification of 

noise sensitive activities.   

12 I consider the approach of Mr Dale and Ms McIntyre represents an 

isolated reading of Policy 6.3.5(4). In my view it ignores the wider 

approach in the CRPS (and Strategic Directions) which seeks to 

manage reverse sensitivity effects on strategic infrastructure. I have 

outlined in my evidence in chief that taken broadly, the plan 

                                            
3 EiC Dale. Paragraph 9.20. EiC McIntyre Paragraph 11.14. 

4 EiC McIntyre. Paragraph 11.14 
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provisions seek to discourage intensification within the 50dBA 

contour.  

13 In this regard I have outlined in my evidence in chief, that there are 

three potential outcomes5. Again, the key issue is whether CRPS 

Policy 6.3.5(4) and Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.12(b) 
provide a blanket exemption for the provision of further noise 

sensitive activities in residential areas under the contours, or 

whether they recognise and provide for the pre-existing developable 

extent as at the date of introduction of the LURP (6 December 

2013).  

14 Should the interpretation be the former, I consider amendments will 

also need to be made to proposed Objective 14.1.4 and Policy 
14.1.4.1 which currently seek to avoid reverse sensitivity effects on 

Christchurch International Airport. I consider that such an approach 

raises issues with the integrity of current proposed rules in 

commercial and industrial zones which do not have the exception 

provided by Policy 6.3.5(4) and Strategic Directions Objective 
3.3.12(b) for noise sensitive activities within the 50dBA contour.  

15 In terms of wider support for my rebuttal I note with reference to 

the evidence in chief of Mr Day (and my own), that increasing 

residential intensification within the 50 dBA noise contours could 

have significant reverse sensitivity effects on residents and on 

CIAL’s operations.   

16 In particular, I understand that the imposition of a curfew at 

Christchurch International Airport could have a range of impacts on 

employment and Gross Domestic Product.6  For example, a curfew 

that resulted in one airline electing not to develop and new route to 

Christchurch could prevent an estimated $130.2 million in annual 

GDP from being added to the economy and could prevent a potential 

gain in employment of approximately 2,050 full time equivalent 

jobs. 7   This is based on a report prepared by BERL economics 

provided to me by Mr Boswell.  The relevant extract from that 

report is attached as Annexure 1.8  

                                            
5 EiC Bonis. Paragraph 34 

6 “Potential Economic Impacts of an Airport Curfew” BERL Economics, July 2012 – 
study commissioned by CIAL.  

7 “Potential Economic Impacts of an Airport Curfew” BERL Economics, July 2012 – 
study commissioned by CIAL, Table 1.  

8 I have not provided the full BERL report on the basis that (1) I am not the author 
and (2) my rebuttal evidence  already references the evidence of Mr Day (who 
already considers that residential intensification within the 50 dBA noise contours 
could have significant reverse sensitivity effects on residents and on CIAL’s 
operations). 
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17 In terms of specifics, Ms McIntyre has also sought to simplify the 

definition of sensitive activities9. The basis of the recommendation is 

to condense the activities listed to reduce duplication. I generally 

agree with Ms McIntyre, and consider that the amendments are 

consistent with the definition included in the CRPS as applied to 

‘Noise Sensitive Activities’.  

18 The one exception to this is that Ms McIntyre’s approach provides 

for the continuation of the pDPR approach to allowing trade training 

within commercial and industrial zones. The CRPS definition limits 

such activities to being undertaken within the Special Purpose 

(Airport) zone.  Any resolution of the definition is recommended to 

be considered at the conclusion of hearing evidence of the 

Commercial / Industrial Chapter, which would also identify whether 

there are any unintended consequences from not having a more 

specific definition for ‘Noise Sensitive Activities’. 

19 Ms McIntyre opposes the submission from CIAL seeking to amend 

the definition of ‘residential unit’ to exclude holiday homes10. I 

disagree with her commentary as to effects, based on the evidence 

of Mr Day (as also noted above) which outlines the extent of the 

residential population likely to be impacted. However, I agree that 

such a broad brush approach is inappropriate; discouraging the 

intensification residential units, inclusive of holiday homes within the 

50 dBA contours is in my view the more appropriate response. 

Accordingly the definition of residential units should be retained as 

contained in the pDPR, subject to the inclusion of ‘accessory 

buildings’ as also sought by the Crown11. 

TE RŪNANGA O NGĀI TAHU AND NGĀ RŪNANGA 

20 Mr Vial12 at his paragraph 31 seeks to amend Policy 14.1.6.6 

‘Stormwater Networks’. Mr Blair in his evidence in chief has stated 

that there should be no change to Policy 14.1.6.613 and it should be 

retained. Mr Vial has sought to amend clause (iii) as follows: 

Ensure that stormwater management: 

(iii) does not exacerbate reduces the potential for bird 

strike to aircraft; 

                                            
9 EiC McIntyre. Paragraph 12.7 and Attachment SJM1 Page 44. 

10 EiC McIntyre. Paragraph 8.8. 

11 EiC McIntyre. Attachment SJM1 Page 44. 

12 EiC Vial. Paragraph 31 

13 The Council’s 9 March Amended Residential Chapter has this Policy deleted. 
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21 The policy as previously proposed could be read as requiring that 

stormwater facilities have a role in pro-actively reducing bird strike 

risk, which is not what is directly intended by the policy/rules 

regime. The amendment clarifies this by seeking to ensure that new 

stormwater management facilities associated with comprehensive 

new developments do not increase risk. This is consistent with the 

approach outlined in my evidence in chief.  Provided that the relief 

that CIAL is seeking with regards to bird strike management, 

outlined in my evidence and by Dr Harper and Mr McAnergney, is 
also granted I consider this amendment sought by Ngai Tahu is 

acceptable.  

MEBO, 44 CREKYE ROAD 

22 The evidence of Ms M Mullins appears to seek retention of the 

developable opportunities provided by the Mebo Family Trust 

property’s Living 2 zoning. I have stated above and in my evidence 

that I agree with that approach. I have specifically considered Ms 
Mullin’s situation in my evidence in chief14. 

RYMAN HEALTHCARE 

23 Mr Kyle at his paragraph 58 acknowledges that retirement villages 

would be captured within the definition of ‘sensitive activities’ within 

the Port Influences Overlay area, and considers a non-complying 

activity status as appropriate. 

24 Within the 50dBA air contours, Mr Kyle at his paragraph 59 

recommends not to restrain retirement villages. He considers that 

such a restraint within the 50dBA air contours (emphasis underlined 

in Mr Kyle’s evidence) would not be supported by NZS6805:1992, 

and would be unjustified and unnecessary.  

25 Mr Kyle acknowledges his support for noise contours in district 

plans to otherwise manage reverse sensitivity effects associated 

with airport noise.15 It is unclear then what basis he has for 

considering restriction of retirement villages via this mechanism to 

be unjustified and an unnecessary constraint on the development 

and re-development of retirement villages.  Mr Day has explained 

in his evidence why such restrictions are necessary.  Regardless, in 

the Christchurch context the 50dBA contour line has been used as 

the basis of managing reverse sensitivity effects for a large number 

of years and does, contrary to Mr Kyle’s statement, have a basis 

                                            
14 EiC, Bonis. Paragraphs 198 -203. 

15 EiC, Kyle. Paragraph 59.  
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within the NZS6805:1992, as has been set out in the evidence of Mr 
Day.16  

26 As I have outlined above, the proper consideration of this issue is 

through the lens of Policy 6.3.5(4). As I have identified in my 

evidence in chief, I consider that restraint is appropriate in achieving 

the objectives and policies of the Plan. 

Dated:  25 March 2015 

 

 
 
Matthew William Bonis 

                                            
16 EiC, Day. Paragraphs 4.1-4.6 and 7.4-7.6.  
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4 Economic impacts of an airport curfew 
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July 2012 

1 Summary 

This report evaluates the likely economic impacts on the Canterbury Region of a curfew at 

Christchurch International Airport.  The Airport does not currently have a curfew.  The chief 

limitation of a curfew is that it reduces flexibility.  This loss of flexibility is likely to have a 

range of impacts on employment (Full-Time Equivalents) and Gross Domestic Product 

(GDP), as shown in Table 1.1 below.  

Table 1.1 Impact of curfew, scenarios of total GDP and employment lost 

Curfew impact

Total GDP 

loss ($m)

Total employment 

loss (FTEs)

Scenario:  one missed city-pair $130.2 2,050

Scenario:  20% of maintenance 

business lost
$75.7 840

Scenario: Total loss of US Antarctic 

programme
$20.7 230

Scenario: Relocation of mail-sorting 

& logistics
$61.3 586

source: BERL  

 One-missed city-pair: Christchurch International Airport is the gateway to the South 

Island.  A curfew could result in airlines overlooking Christchurch when expanding or 

establishing air routes.  One airline choosing not to develop a new city-pair or route 

extension into Christchurch International Airport could prevent an estimated $130.2 

million in annual GDP from being added to the economy and prevent a potential gain in 

employment of approximately 2,050 FTEs. 

 Aircraft maintenance: Airport-related maintenance, repair and overhaul businesses 

employ approximately 870 FTEs.  Much of the testing and repair work associated with 

these businesses is done overnight.  A curfew could reduce the demand for this type of 

work, as aircraft owners look elsewhere for overnight servicing.  Here we have 

considered a 50 percent reduction in the workforce due to the curfew.  This could 

potentially lead to a loss in employment of 840 FTEs, and a reduction of an estimated 

$75.7 million in regional GDP. 

 Antarctic programmes: The US Antarctic programme currently provides most of the air 

transport to and from Antarctica.  A curfew could potentially hamper the operations of 

this programme, as approximately 20 percent of all C-17 aircraft movements in 2010 

were during hours that a curfew could operate in.  A curfew could lead the US Antarctic 

programme to move to another airport.  This loss could potentially reduce total 

employment in the Canterbury Region by an estimated 230 FTEs and regional GDP by 

an estimated $20.7 million. 
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 Mail-sorting and logistics: The majority of South Island businesses that use overnight 

inter-island delivery services are based in Canterbury.  A curfew could force courier 

services promising overnight delivery between Islands to relocate out of the Canterbury 

Region to ensure they can still offer these overnight services.  This could lead to an 

estimated loss in employment of 586 FTEs and $61 million in regional GDP.  It could 

also potentially reduce the competitiveness of businesses in the Region. 




