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  [9.30 am] 

 

SJH:   Good morning.  Yes, Ms Appleyard? 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Sir, before I call Mr Huse I just wanted to pick up on a 5 

matter which was raised yesterday with the Panel and this is in relation 

to the issue of alternatives.  I appreciate that the Panel hasn’t heard my 

legal submissions yet and you will be getting legal submissions to the 

effect that when we are dealing with the issue about the REPA across 

Russley Road, when we are talking about alternatives we are not 10 

considering as an alternative where you put the runway, we are talking 

about whether the REPA is there or not. 

 

 So my submission is going to be that your alternatives are either you 

put the REPA in or you don’t.  That it is not open to the Panel to start 15 

considering whether the runway should be reconfigured.  Now, that is 

going to be in my legal submissions so I will leave that there.  

Nevertheless - - - 

 

SJH:   Well, I am not quite sure that is the point.  The point is, given the 20 

concession of Mr Bonis, he hadn’t considered it properly. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   So that is what I am going to come to so in the context of 

alternatives, if the test is in the alternatives should we be considering 

whether the runway should be somewhere else.  Mr Boswell yesterday 25 

referred to a study that had been prepared that I accept is not in 

evidence and also the costings that went with that and the Panel was 

expressing some frustration that he was not able to give those numbers 

off the top of his head. 

 30 

SJH:   Well, frankly, he should have been able to do. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Yes.  So I don’t want to be difficult about this but we had 

three days to prepare rebuttal in response to Mr Stokes’ suggestion.  I 

accept that the options study probably should have been in there and 35 

the costings should have been in there. 

 

SJH:   I am sorry you have got to take a step back.  We must have particular 

regard to 171B. 

 40 

MS APPLEYARD:   Yes. 

 

SJH:   And Mr Bonis acknowledged that he hadn’t properly done that task. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Well, I don’t know - - - 45 
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SJH:   That is what we have got to get in. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Well, I don’t know that he necessarily did that so our 

legal submission is going to be - - - 

 5 

SJH:   I have reread the transcript this morning and what he conceded. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Okay.  Well, I suppose the question is what are 

alternatives and my argument is picking the runway up and moving it 

to the west is not an alternative.  The argument is there is a do nothing 10 

option with the REPA or put one in or not have one effectively, that is 

going to be - - - 

 

SJH:   So that is a legal submission. 

 15 

MS APPLEYARD:   That is going to be a legal submission but - - - 

 

SJH:   Right, well, that is fine. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   But if I am wrong on that - - - 20 

 

SJH:   We were actually going to raise that as something we need you 

particularly to address. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Yes, but if I am wrong on that and we do have an 25 

evidential vacuum, Mr Boswell did refer to the fact that the study 

existed and he had the costings, he just couldn’t give them off the top 

of his head.  I don’t want to be difficult about this but I have got the 

report, I have got the costs and if it would assist the Panel I am happy 

to recall him simply for the purpose of producing that.  It is already - - - 30 

 

SJH:   You do accept that reference back to an earlier hearing doesn’t actually 

help. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Exactly.  So they are already on the public record because 35 

they are documents that were produced for PC 16.  My legal 

submissions aren’t going to change but if I am wrong on that and the 

Panel would be assisted by knowing that the airport did consider other 

configurations and the costs associated with those I would like to recall 

him for the purposes of having him produce that work. 40 

 

SJH:   Well, I think you need to also tease out the reference to the 25 million 

which was frankly misleading. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Yes, and that is referred to in the report. 45 
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SJH:   It was the second part of that that I would have been referring to but he 

is the one who referred to it and what he said was misleading. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Yes.  So this report does refer to where he gets the 

$25 million.   5 

 

SJH:   All right. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   So I would like to just be sensible about this. 

 10 

SJH:   Okay, well, just give me a moment. 

 

 Yes, we will grant leave to recall him to produce that report.  It is a 

report know doubt you are familiar with, Mr Stokes? 

 15 

MR STOKES:   I am not actually, sir. 

 

SJH:   Well, if you need time to consider it you will be given that time. 

 

MR STOKES:   Thank you, sir. 20 

 

SJH:   I understood it was produced at plan change 16 - - - 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Yes. 

 25 

SJH:   - - - which you took part in, didn’t you? 

 

MR STOKES:   No, I didn’t, sir. 

 

SJH:   Oh, you didn’t, okay.  Well, if you need time you will be given the time 30 

that is necessary. 

 

  [9.35 am] 

 

MR STOKES:   Thank you very much. 35 

 

SJH:   Although I have to say, Ms Appleyard, in all honesty we shouldn’t be in 

this position. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   I accept that, sir, and - - - 40 

 

SJH:   And the three days isn’t actually an excuse for what fell short of what is 

expected yesterday. 

 

 The other point is of course that Ms Steven is not here and she has no 45 

chance to cross-examine Mr Boswell on it. 
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MS APPLEYARD:   I don’t know that Ms Steven’s case – Ms Steven 

definitely says the REPA is not necessary.  I don’t think her case - - - 

 

SJH:   No, I understand that but we don’t know that.  So I will have to ask the 5 

Secretariat – you could do it, Sam – you need to advise Ms Steven that 

we have granted this leave for the limited purpose of producing this 

report. And if she wishes to cross-examine on the report, and anything 

else that occurs today, she can apply and we will arrange – and I am not 

quite sure when we are going to fit in – but we will arrange for the 10 

witness to be recalled. 

 

 So you will need, as hearing manager, to write to her formally on the 

direction of the Chair.  So I will direct for the record that there is leave 

for Mr Boswell to be recalled for the purpose of producing this report, 15 

that Mr Stokes will be given the necessary time to consider it before he 

cross-examines and that if Ms Steven wishes Mr Boswell recalled to 

cross-examine on that report she may do so on application to the Chair. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Thank you. 20 

 

SJH:   Thank you. 

 

<RHYS DUNCAN BOSWELL, sworn [9.37 am] 

 25 

SJH:   Now, what is the purpose of this Monroe (ph 2.29) evidence being given 

to us because I am not having a back door way of putting evidence 

from PC 16 to this Panel. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Okay, but Mr Monroe was the witness at PC 16 that 30 

produced this report so if you don’t need the evidence - - - 

 

SJH:   It is not a matter of not needing it, it opens a whole can of worms, so if 

you would collect these please and given them back because we would 

have to require him to be called and people to cross-examine et cetera, 35 

et cetera.  I know this is sometimes a casual jurisdiction but I am not 

having it that casual. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Yes, I understand that.  It was really more for 

Ms Steven’s benefit, she actually did cross-examine on Mr Monroe’s 40 

evidence yesterday but it doesn’t need to be there from my perspective. 

 

SJH:   Right, that is all right. 
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<EXAMINATION BY MS APPLEYARD [9.38 am] 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   I will get you to confirm that your full name is Rhys 

Duncan Boswell? 

 5 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes, it is. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   And you have the qualifications and experience outlined 

when you gave your evidence yesterday? 

 10 

MR BOSWELL:   I do. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Yesterday you were asked questions in relation to 

whether the airport had considered effectively moving the northwest 

runway to the west and you referred to an option study that had been 15 

prepared.  Is the document I have just provided you the options study 

you were referring to? 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes, it is. 

 20 

MS APPLEYARD:   And can you just confirm for the Panel effectively in two 

sentences what this report does? 

 

MR BOSWELL:   This report was prepared in 2006 in preparation for both the 

Airport Master Plan and – sorry, principally for the Airport Master Plan 25 

and one of the things that was being considered was the future use of 

the crosswind runway at that time. 

 

 You will recall that I discussed the future use of the crosswind runway 

for simultaneous operations, or SimOps, as providing greater capacity 30 

for the airport into the future.  This study looked at the ways in which 

the runway would need to be upgraded to provide for SimOps and the 

report in the – oh, it goes into some detail looking at different runway 

configurations, the land use implications of those configurations and 

also the capital cost implications of those various options. 35 

 

 There are in excess of a dozen options that were looked at and they are 

summarised in a table in tables in pages - well, the refined options are 

summarised in pages on page 47, 48 and 49. 

 40 

  [9.40 am] 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Okay, and if I could just ask you to turn to the table on 

page 49. 

 45 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes. 
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MS APPLEYARD:   The option that is or was adopted prior to the PC 16 

hearing is that the option that is described as 2C in the table? 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes, that is correct. 5 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   And that has a runway infrastructure cost of 28 million, is 

that correct? 

 

MR BOSWELL:   That is correct.  That is a 2006 assessment but, yes, that is 10 

correct. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   And the other options including, in simplistic terms, a 

move to the west, are they encapsulated in the other options somewhere 

between 2D and 3C? 15 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes, that is correct. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   And the comparative figure, in terms of cost for those, 

appears to be in the range of 66 million to 103, is that correct? 20 

 

MR BOSWELL:   That is correct, yes. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   And just for completeness, following the options study 

there is a letter with a heading “Landrum and Brown Worldwide 25 

Services”, is that a peer review of the study that accompanies it? 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes.  Yes, it is. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   And were these the documents that were produced at the 30 

PC 16 hearing? 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes, they are. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Thank you. 35 

 

SJH:   Could they be produced, I think it is exhibit 4 and 5, thank you. 

 

EXHIBIT #4 - CIAL - Runway 11/29 Options Study 206 

 40 

EXHIBIT #5 - Peer Review of Runway 11/29 Options Study 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Now, I am in the Panel’s hands as to whether - - - 

 

SJH:   Well, just can you help us, is this part of the 2006 master plan? 45 
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MS APPLEYARD:   Yes, it was part of the - - - 

 

SJH:   Because I think - - - 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   - - - of the airport. 5 

 

SJH:   Just in terms of time I think, Mr Stokes, you referred to that master plan 

yesterday which I presume you have had a copy of which, as I have just 

been told, includes this? 

 10 

MR STOKES:   The master plan I have is just the actual plan itself, it is not all 

the text detail.  The 2006 master plan did not show the requirement for 

the REPA on the east side of State Highway 1. 

 

SJH:   All I am concerned is have you seen this document as part of the 2006 15 

plan? 

 

MR STOKES:   No, I have not. 

 

SJH:   All right.  Well, how long do you need to look at this before you cross-20 

examine on it, Mr Stokes? 

 

MR STOKES:   Well, if I could perhaps just ask a couple of questions now 

before I do which may just help us go forward and help my 

understanding. 25 

 

SJH:   Okay. 

 

<CROSS-EXAMINATION BY MR STOKES [9.42 am] 

 30 

MR STOKES:   I just have with me copies of a report done in 2007, the 

following year, by Opus to Christchurch International Airport which 

was actually valuing the assets and the cost of reconstructing them.  

There is a copy there for each of the Panel and the witness.   

 35 

 It is a 110 page document so I have only copied the parts that I was 

going to refer to in relation to that but on the second sheet I have given 

you, which was page 23 of the report, it shows that the second runway 

gross replacement cost was 11.1 million and that the optimised 

depreciation rate replacement cost was 4.6 million. 40 

 

 If I could ask the witness just how old the existing second runway is? 

 

MR BOSWELL:   So, look, I am not familiar with this report - - - 

 45 
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SJH:   No, you have been asked how old is the second runway.  I take it by that 

you mean the east-west runway? 

 

MR STOKES:   Sorry, yes, it refers to the second runway in this document so, 

yes, that is the east-west runway, sorry. 5 

 

SJH:   So how old is it? 

 

MR STOKES:   Yes, when was it constructed? 

 10 

MR BOSWELL:   Look, I would have to estimate but I would guess it is in 

excess of 50 years old.  It would have been first constructed I am 

imagining in the 50s or 60s but of course it has been added to, 

maintained, upgraded in the years subsequently but I would have 

thought it would be first established about that time. 15 

 

MR STOKES:   Within the Opus report, which is the more extensive version of 

this, it stated it was constructed in 1951.  And in the Opus report it also 

stated that the construction of runways has around about a 60 year 

lifespan before it needs replacing and the top surfaces - - - 20 

 

SJH:   Well, you are now referring to bits of the reports we don’t have, is that 

correct? 

 

MR STOKES:   I thought the witness may have known those things. 25 

 

SJH:   Well, you need to establish that first, Mr Stokes. 

 

MR STOKES:   Sorry, sir.  Are you familiar with this 2007 report from Opus 

to CIAL? 30 

 

MR BOSWELL:   No, I am not. 

 

MR STOKES:   All right.  Well, perhaps I don’t know if I need to produce that 

or not but given that the runway has been constructed that long ago are 35 

you aware that they do need replacing over time, that they don’t last 

forever? 

 

  [9.45 am] 

 40 

MR BOSWELL:   So long as there is a regular programme of maintenance and 

inspection I think they can last for a very long time.  I don’t have that 

detail at hand but I am not aware of any issues of impending end of life 

for the crosswind runway and I would imagine that I would be - I 

should be if that was an issue. 45 
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MR STOKES:   The figures for the 2006 runway which we have got here, 

which obviously I haven’t seen yet. 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes. 

 5 

MR STOKES:   Did they allow for completely reconstructing a 2,000 metre 

long runway? 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Some of them do, some of them look at a complete 

realignment of the crosswind runway.  Others essentially, and the 10 

option 2C that was adopted essentially just looked to extend the 

existing runway to the west. 

 

MR STOKES:   Perhaps you can help me, was that the $28 million one or? 

 15 

MR BOSWELL:   That is the $28 million one, yes.  The infrastructure spend, 

yes, option 2C. 

 

MR STOKES:   Right.  Are you aware whether the existing runway is up to 

FAA standards for the larger aircraft coming in? 20 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes, I believe it is. 

 

MR STOKES:   But you don’t know what the lifespan might be on that? 

 25 

MR BOSWELL:   No, as I say, we have a programme of ongoing maintenance 

and inspection for that runway.  We particularly did a series of fairly 

comprehensive inspections and assessments following the earthquakes 

to make sure that there weren’t any issues that were earthquake related 

obviously.  And it is my understanding that both of our runways are, 30 

you know, again subject to ongoing maintenance issues are perfectly 

capable of accommodating all of the aircraft types that we serve. 

 

MR STOKES:   The Opus report goes into detail about the maintaining of the 

runways and it talks about resurfacing them every 15 years. 35 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Right. 

 

MR STOKES:   But it points out that the base of those runways doesn’t get 

fixed, if you like, that they do have a finite period before they need 40 

replacing and I put the point to you that at some stage that will need to 

be done and it may well be that in reconstructing or locating the 

designated runway further west may actually have savings.  The Opus 

report - - - 

 45 

SJH:   Well, is that a question or is it evidence or submission? 
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MR STOKES:   Okay, the question would be are you aware that when runways 

need replacing that there is a cost for the demolition of the actual 

runway? 

 5 

MR BOSWELL:   I guess it would depend on the methodology of the 

replacement.  I am not - - - 

 

MR STOKES:   If it needed replacing though completely because the base was 

60 years and older and not up to standard, would you accept that it 10 

would be a cost to demolish the existing runway? 

 

MR BOSWELL:   If that were the case certainly I would accept that, yes. 

 

MR STOKES:   I would put to you then would it not then be logical that 15 

moving the highway further west would mean that the part of the 

runway that is being decommissioned would not need to be actually 

demolished and would actually have savings of cost and that therefore 

potentially constructing the runway further west would be cheaper?  

Would you also – sorry, would you accept that? 20 

 

MR BOSWELL:   I don’t quite understand the question, I am sorry, could you 

repeat it? 

 

MR STOKES:   Yes, the question is if the start of the runway was located 25 

200 metres further west. 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes. 

 

MR STOKES:   That first 200 metres would not have to be demolished because 30 

it is not part of the runway anymore, it could remain - - -  

 

SJH:   Well, that is on the assumption there has to be a demolition. 

 

MR STOKES:   What I am suggesting is that there wouldn’t need to be a 35 

demolition of the part of the runway that is being decommissioned. 

 

SJH:   No, but it is all on the assumption that the complete runway will be 

demolished and rebuilt.  That is inherent in your question, isn’t it? 

 40 

MR STOKES:   Yes, if it was which I think the witness has accepted that at 

some stage it would have to be. 

 

SJH:   But that is the assumption your question is based on? 

 45 
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MR STOKES:   Yes, from the reports I have read it would seem to be it is 

nearing its life end. 

 

SJH:   Well, I am not sure we have any evidence of that but put the question 

anyway. 5 

 

MR STOKES:   Okay.  Another question I have - - - 

 

SJH:   No, you can put the question you were putting. 

 10 

MR STOKES:   Okay.  Would that be correct then, if the first 200 metres of the 

runway wasn’t required to be demolished, that would be a saving? 

 

MR BOSWELL:   In the hypothesis that you put potentially it would be but I 

don’t necessarily agree with the fact that our runway is at a point where 15 

it requires demolition of the type that you describe. 

 

MR STOKES:   I accept that.  On the hypothesis that you have just accepted, if 

the runway was therefore moved further 300 or 400 metres west, that 

would even be a bigger saving, would it not? 20 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Potentially but it is a very limited hypothesis which I am not 

necessarily accepting. 

 

MR STOKES:   Sure, okay. 25 

 

  [9.50 am] 

 

MR BOSWELL:   I would just like to add, however, there would be a 

requirement to maintain that surface because it is going to be adjacent 30 

and directly underneath approaching aircraft so it wouldn’t be a matter 

of simply leaving it fallow, if you like. 

 

 Yes, there would be ongoing maintenance across there, and essentially 

sunk cost. 35 

 

MR STOKES:   Correct, but that maintenance wouldn’t be quite as much if 

aircrafts were landing on it. 

 

MR BOSWELL:   No.   40 

 

MR STOKES:   No.  I have noticed in the evidence a requirement for a RESA, 

a runway end safety area, at the end of the runway. 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes. 45 
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MR STOKES:   Is there currently one at the end of the east-west runway, at the 

east end? 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes, there is.  

 5 

MR STOKES:   Is it a grassed one, because it doesn’t seem to be visible? 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes, it is grass, yes.   

 

MR STOKES:   All right. 10 

 

MR BOSWELL:   And it is grass off the ends of the northern-southern end of 

the main runway, and it will be grass off the western end of the cross-

wind runway. 

 15 

MR STOKES:   Right.  Because Mr Bonis gave evidence yesterday that that 

RESA area had to be able to contain – support a large aircraft, the ones 

that are proposed to be coming (INDISTINCT 1.03). 

 

MR BOSWELL:   I think I actually made that reference, and yes, it does have 20 

to be engineered, so compacted to a standard that can support the hull 

of aircraft if it overshot or undershot the runway.  It also has to be of a 

strength that it can support a fully laden fire service vehicle if it is 

going out to that location. 

 25 

 But it needn’t be paved, asphalt, concrete or any other pavement, it just 

needs to be sufficiently compacted and engineered. 

 

MR STOKES:   Would it be an asset or an advantage if it happened to be 

sealed and well-formed like it had been on the runway? 30 

 

MR BOSWELL:   I couldn’t speak to that.  I don’t know whether it is any more 

– look, I can’t answer that question.   

 

MR STOKES:   Well my suggestion would be it would be an advantage that if 35 

the runway was designated further west, that the part of the runway that 

designated to the east could then actually be that RESA area, which 

would be a great asset for the airport, for nothing. 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Well certainly it could - - - 40 

 

MR STOKES:   And probably an easier maintained ground. 

 

MR BOSWELL:   - - - it could be, but we already have a complying RESA in 

that location, so. 45 
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MR STOKES:   Okay.  I don’t have any further questions until I have actually 

read through these documents.  

 

SJH:   Well, how long are you going to need, Mr Stokes?  

 5 

MR STOKES:   I have got no idea, I have only just – it was put in front of me. 

 

SJH:   Well it is not a very lengthy report.  After lunch? 

 

MR STOKES:   Yes, I could go and have a look at that and see if I can do that.  10 

Possibly would I be given permission to present a full copy of the Opus 

Report from 2007? 

 

SJH:   You can apply when you are in the witness box, yes. 

 15 

MR STOKES:   Okay.  Thank you, I will do that. 

 

SJH:   I take it we will just reserve our questions?  Yes, we will reserve our 

own questioning until then. 

 20 

 So that will be adjourned till 2.15 and we will go ahead with Mr Huse 

now, Ms Appleyard.  So Mr Boswell will have to be available this 

afternoon.  That will give the Panel the opportunity to absorb the report 

as well.   

 25 

 It is a real interference with our processes, and frankly it should not 

have happened. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Yes, I apologise, sir. 

 30 

<THE WITNESS WITHDREW [9.53 am] 

 

SJH:   Accepted.  Now, if you call Mr Huse, please. 

 

<MR DON HUSE, sworn [9.53 am] 35 

 

SJH:   Yes, just take a seat Mr Huse. 

 

MR HUSE:   Thank you. 

 40 

SJH:   Yes, Ms Appleyard. 

 

<EXAMINATION BY MS APPLEYARD [9.53 am] 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Do you confirm that your full name is Donald William 45 

Huse? 
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MR HUSE:   I do. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   And you provided to the panel a statement of evidence, 

dated 23 January 2015? 5 

 

MR HUSE:   I have.   

 

MS APPLEYARD:   And you confirm that your statement of evidence is true 

and correct to the best of your knowledge? 10 

 

MR HUSE:   I do.   

 

MS APPLEYARD:   There is just a couple of questions that arised yesterday 

that you may be able to assist with.  Mr Boswell was asked questions 15 

about his understanding of the larger body aircraft now flying into New 

Zealand, and in particular to Christchurch. 

 

 With your knowledge of airports generally and airlines and type of 

aircraft they are using, are you able to assist with a description of those 20 

aircraft? 

 

MR HUSE:   Certainly I am.  In terms of the carriers operating into 

Christchurch Airport currently, a number come to mind immediately 

that are operating, or will shortly be operating these more modern but 25 

substantial aircraft.  China Airlines operates an A330 from Taipei, 

China Southern a Boeing 787 from Guangzhou.  The expectation is that 

Air New Zealand will operate the 787 aircraft in replacement of the 767 

aircraft, which is currently operating on the Perth sector, that aircraft is 

in the process of being phased out by most carriers around the world. 30 

 

  [9.55 am] 

 

 Then of course you have got, at Christchurch in particular, you have 

got US and New Zealand Air Force aircraft in the form of the C130.  35 

So those are modern aircraft with certain operational characteristics, 

which are relevant in the case of Christchurch Airport. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   And the expectation of those airlines in respect of a 

REPA, if you could just talk about it generally in terms of expectations 40 

of airlines in relation to best practice or regulation? 

 

MR HUSE:   Certainly from an airport operators perspective, one is 

enormously conscious of safe operations and that goes to mandatory 

and recommended standards from international and New Zealand Civil 45 

Aviation Authorities, and in my experience it is very, very important 
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that airports take those regulations into account because if you have 

compromised, or lower levels of performance, where safety is 

concerned, you run the very real risk that carriers will decide not to 

operate their aircraft there, and this certainly goes to the case of the 

REPA.   5 

 

 Not only may they say from a safety point of view we don’t want to 

operate, it may well also be important for them to consider insurance 

characteristics, where insurers may say well, given the characteristics 

of that particular port there may be additional premiums payable or 10 

excesses which have to be taken into account. 

 

 So it is certainly front and centre where carriers are concerned 

operating into an airport.   

 15 

MS APPLEYARD:   Just one final question that you may be able to assist with, 

Ms Stevens asked Mr Boswell some questions yesterday about the 

requirement for a 300 metre strip width, increased from 150 to 300 on 

the nor-west runway in order to enable these aircraft to land and some 

ops (ph 2.16) to occur; is the 300 metres consistent with your 20 

understanding of what would be required? 

 

MR HUSE:   Yes, it is. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Have you made enquiries of the airport about whether 25 

that 300 metres exists? 

 

MR HUSE:   I have. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   What is your understanding? 30 

 

MR HUSE:   Well, the advice that I have been given is that it’s certainly 

something they take account of in their master planning operations and 

my understanding, from explanations that they have given to me, that 

that has had tangible impacts on works that have been undertaken in the 35 

airport in the past, both in terms of designing the existing terminal 

structures, removing hangars and also is important in terms of 

realignment of some of the roads around the airport.   

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Pound Road, is that - - - 40 

 

MR HUSE:   Pound Road is certainly one of them, and I have also been 

advised that Avonhead Road is in the frame as well. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Thank you.  Now, if you will answer any questions. 45 
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SJH:   Just before we go to Mr Stokes, this is evidence that was not contained 

in the brief, I can understand the patching, but Ms Stevens has not been 

aware of this, again, for the record, the Secretariat needs to advise 

Ms Stevens of the evidence that is just been given and if she wishes to 

cross-examine on it you will have to recall Mr Huse to allow that to 5 

happen. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Yes, thank you. 

 

SJH:   Mr Stokes? 10 

 

<CROSS-EXAMINATION BY MR STOKES [9.58 am] 

 

MR STOKES:   Good morning. 

 15 

MR HUSE:   Good morning, Mr Stokes. 

 

MR STOKES:   Throughout your evidence – you have got an accounting 

background I see? 

 20 

MR HUSE:   That is one of the flaws of my character, yes. 

 

MR STOKES:   Not at all.  A lot of the airport’s operations rely on the non-

aeronautical commercial activities to actually help it to prosper, is that 

correct? 25 

 

MR HUSE:   Yes, you have to see the airport as a whole, aeronautical and non-

aeronautical, you are absolutely right. 

 

MR STOKES:   Right, would you accept then that having the – actually you 30 

seem to, by the evidence you have just given, that having the best 

practice and the safest aeronautical operations at the airport will, 

therefore, bring in more revenue for the non-aeronautical commercial 

aspects? You have stated that if the REPA is not safe, they may not 

come? 35 

 

MR HUSE:   Yes, that is correct.  If you are looking at an airport there are a 

number of metrics that you have regard to, important ones for 

aeronautical and non-aeronautical are traffic volumes and the more 

passengers you can have going through your airport, there is therefore 40 

the prospect of the airport being more successful commercially, and I 

have to say the same is true of the regional economies that it is serving. 

 

MR STOKES:   So the safer the REPA is, in the aeronautical procedures at the 

airport, the better commercially both I take it for the aeronautical and 45 

for the non-aeronautical commercial activities. 
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 Are you aware of the REPA, you must have seen the plan where the 

proposed REPA at the moment actually goes across State Highway 1 

which is a four lane highway here with a median in the middle and then 

across onto private land is that the best practice when the airport 5 

actually has land available to actually accommodate the REPA 

completely on its own property that doesn’t cross State Highway 1? 

 

  [10.00 am] 

 10 

MR HUSE:   If you had a clean sheet of paper, I have got no doubt that most 

airports in the world would be designed differently.  Airports exist for 

decades.  Standards change, aircraft types change, and you may have a 

wish list of a clean sheet of paper, but you have to operate within the 

existing realities of the airports current situation. 15 

 

MR STOKES:   Yes.  I put it to you that airports actually operate for hundreds 

of years and that, that would you consider the clean sheet of paper 

being land available - - -  

 20 

SJH:   Well I don’t think airports have operated for hundreds of years, 

Mr Stokes - - -  

 

MR STOKES:   That is right. 

 25 

SJH:   - - - with respect. 

 

MR STOKES:   Yes, thank you, sir. 

 

SJH:   They may well in the future, who knows, but there might be vertical take 30 

offs from the middle square as well. 

 

MR STOKES:   Certainly, thank you.  The clean sheet of paper I take it you 

refer to is having land available for the airport to expand over and to 

put assets where it chooses to put them? 35 

 

MR HUSE:   In an absolute ideal situation, that is correct. 

 

MR STOKES:   Yes.  Are you aware in the case of Christchurch Airport that is 

five to six kilometres of free paper, if you like, to actually expand the 40 

airport west as opposed to seeking to extend the zone, effective zone 

boundary of the airport further east, towards the city? 

 

MR HUSE:   I am not aware of that detail, but could I just make an observation 

which I think is relevant.  To pluck one part of an airport independent 45 
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of any other part and place it somewhere different, it is not that easy.  

Everything in an airport is a contiguous environment. 

 

MR STOKES:   I put it to you that it is not a matter of actually grabbing the 

runway and actually placing and putting it somewhere different, the 5 

proposal I put it to you is that the airport are proposing to extend onto 

the west end of the runway anyway, 260 metres, it would simply just be 

an extension west towards the six kilometres it has free to the west and 

actually create 460 metres of additional runway instead of 260 metres, 

and therefore it is not such a thing and it is just simply picking up the 10 

runway as has been suggested.  It does not need to happen. 

 

MR HUSE:   Well I will take your word for that.  I am not over the detail that 

you suggest.  All I am aware of, as a long serving airport executive, 

that you need to be very careful when you break the airport down into 15 

small chunks and say, “Well, let’s move that there or let’s move that 

there”, because everything is connected. 

 

 Some of it maybe physical connection, some of it maybe instrument 

landings systems, it is a complex organic piece of infrastructure and 20 

you need to be very careful not to just pluck pieces out of it because 

that is unrealistic. 

 

MR STOKES:   Would you not agree that the organics of the existing east-west 

runway being extended 260 metres or been extended 460 metres, is a 25 

very little insignificant organic change, as far as the rest of the 

operation of the airport goes? 

 

MR HUSE:   I am not competent to offer an answer there, I am not over that 

detail.  These are detailed airport planning questions that you are asking 30 

and we cannot put them in isolation. 

 

MR STOKES:   Does it not say at paragraph 5 of your evidence that you have 

been deeply involved in airport planning and development and that you 

are advisor for CIAL management? 35 

 

SJH:   Well your question relates to Christchurch Airport, does it not, or are 

you now talking generally?  Have you gone from the particular to the - 

- -  

 40 

MR STOKES:   I am talking about Mr Huse’s expertise in the - - -  

 

SJH:   Are you talking about the general or the particular? 

 

MR STOKES:   I am talking about the particular of Mr Huse’s expertise. 45 
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SJH:   Are you talking about the particular, i.e. Christchurch Airport or are you 

talking about airports generally? 

 

MR STOKES:   I think the case of extending an - - -  

 5 

SJH:   Could you just answer my question, Mr Stokes? 

 

MR STOKES:   Generally, generally. 

 

SJH:   All right. 10 

 

MR STOKES:   Generally speaking - - -  

 

SJH:   Why the – it is a question relating to all airports not just Christchurch. 

 15 

MR STOKES:   Sorry. 

 

SJH:   Can you answer? 

 

MR HUSE:   May I have it posed to me again please, I sort of - - -  20 

 

SJH:   Yes, thank you. 

 

MR STOKES:   Yes. 

 25 

MR HUSE:   - - - might have to think about it. 

 

MR STOKES:   Certainly, what I am suggesting is if, an airport is intending 

extending its runway in one direction and that direction has six 

kilometres of free land available until there is a finite finish at the 30 

Waimakariri River as it is in the Christchurch situation - - -  

 

SJH:   Available in the sense that the land is there or available in the sense that 

its own by CIAL? 

 35 

  [10.05 am] 

 

MR STOKES:   Available, sorry, sir, to CIAL in its ownership at present and 

potentially it could purchase it whereby it does not conflict on 

residential activity.  It is over rural ground which yesterday, Mr Bonis, 40 

explained as very bony ground and not useful for agriculture in his 

evidence in cross-examination. 

 

SJH:   But in your question you are including land that is not currently owned 

by CIAL? 45 
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MR STOKES:   Yes, I am suggesting, or my question relates - - -  

 

SJH:   I thought you were asking a general question about all airports? 

 

MR STOKES:   Yes, okay, I will rephrase the question.  A general question 5 

about all airports, if an airport was intending on extending its runway in 

one particular direction whereby that direction was going toward say 

rural land that could potentially be acquired by the airport, in your 

advisory role to airports generally would you advise that they go in that 

direction or would you advise them to actually change their zoning so it 10 

heads further towards the residential zone, and the city? 

 

MR HUSE:   It is not that simple.  I have to have a look at the facts, I mean I 

understand you are trying to cast a question in a hypothetical general 

sense but with the terms of reference that you offer me it is insufficient.  15 

There are so many issues in play with airport planning and to ask me to 

answer the hypothetical that you have posed I cannot give you an 

answer for that frankly. 

 

MR STOKES:   Is it not logical for airports to extend away from cities, rather 20 

than towards them? 

 

MR HUSE:   What do you mean by logical, you know, extend away from the 

city, you are saying into greenfield sites, greenfields is better than 

brownfields, is better than the middle of the city, but I can think of any 25 

number of airports that reside like the London city airport where it is 

very constrained and it happens to reside in it. 

 

MR STOKES:   My hypothetical question is in an airport that is not restrained 

as like London is and that it has a city to its east that is finite in its 30 

ability to expand west because of the airport itself and it is a city that in 

this hypothesis that actually needs good residential land to be available 

for redevelopment into the future when houses get old, they need 

rebuilt and airports that encroach towards those residential areas end up 

putting prohibitions on that redevelopment of existing residential land 35 

so that is why my hypothesis and my question is, is it not a better 

advice for you advising CIAL to actually instead of going to the east 

towards the city going the other direction towards land that is of little 

value? 

 40 

MR HUSE:   The airport has been for 50 or 60 or 70 years. 

 

MR STOKES:   It has not been on the east side of State Highway 1. 

 

MR HUSE:   Airports are magnets, they attract development, they attract 45 

residential development, they attract commercial development so you 
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have to cast it in a context which has regards to its history as well as its 

future.  To the Panel, the hypothesis I find very difficult to respond to 

positively frankly. 

 

SJH:   I can understand.  I cannot speak for the rest of the Panel, but I can 5 

understand your comment. 

 

MR STOKES:   Is there any commercial advantage to the airport in the REPA 

being located on the east of the state highway? 

 10 

MR HUSE:   I do not know.  I look at what is there now, I look at the 

circumstances which has resulted over many decades in the airport’s 

current location.  It seems an entirely rational thing to do in the interest 

of public safety to have a REPA cast where it is.  The fact that there is a 

substantial road on an extremity of it is a product of history.  It just 15 

strikes me that this is rational public safety position for the airport to 

take. 

 

MR STOKES:   If it is a public safety issue for the airport to take would it not 

take the correct steps in not having its undershooting and overshooting 20 

aircraft not being required to go across the state highway but actually 

being contained entirely within the special purposes airport zone, 

would that not be safer? 

 

MR HUSE:   Well I come back to I guess the point that we are operating in an 25 

existing set of circumstances and I have had to wrestle with the issue of 

safety for all my years in airports and safety is not an absolutely 

science.  Safety is about degree.  Now when you get to what we are 

operating here this is a safe airport.  Any airport can be safer if you 

rewrite history or you invest more money or you do something 30 

differently. 

 

  [10.10 am] 

 

 It strikes me that on balance, looking at all the different interests 35 

involved here, that this is an entirely rational thing for the airport to do 

in the interests of public safety and its other broader stakeholders.  

 

MR STOKES:   So you do not accept it would be safer if the REPA was within 

airport zoning?  Or do you accept that? 40 

 

MR HUSE:   Well I would like to see an analysis of it, but it strikes me that 

what we have here is a safe outcome for the public, and that is the 

public of Christchurch, and the travelling public. 

 45 
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MR STOKES:   If it was seen by the travelling public, and by commercial 

flights and overseas airline operators that Christchurch was a safer 

airport because of the REPA being contained not across the state 

highway, would that potentially bring more flights in? 

 5 

MR HUSE:   Well I believe that what we have here is safe and we can expect 

the carriers operating, and who might wish to operate here, to take 

comfort from this current alignment. 

 

MR STOKES:   And if they did not take comfort from it, but you suggested 10 

before if they see it as not safe they may not come? 

 

MR HUSE:   That is true, and I am speaking there from the carriers’ point of 

view, if an airline does not operate safely it does not have a business.  

And what we have got here, you have got the CAA as the regulator, the 15 

party that issues that Civil Aviation Operating Licence, it forms an 

independent view, and it has certainly formed the view which would be 

informing of the carriers as well, that this airport, as currently designed, 

is a safe airport.  

 20 

MR STOKES:   Would it therefore be your evidence that the safer the airport is 

the higher commercial revenue can be gained from both aeronautical 

and non-aeronautical activities, commercial activities – the safer it is, 

the more it can make? 

 25 

MR HUSE:   Look, it is a question of degree.  This airport operates safely now. 

 

MR STOKES:   I am not denying that, I am asking if it was safer, or seen to be 

safer by overseas carriers, is there potential for it to gain more revenue 

both aeronautically and the non-aeronautical commercial aspect of it, 30 

because more people and freight are coming in? 

 

MR HUSE:   Well I think you come to that continuum of safety, and as I say, 

safety is not an absolute science. 

 35 

MR STOKES:   I do not think I am going to get an answer on that one. 

 

SJH:   Well Mr Stokes, you were given a limit on cross-examination, you have 

well exceeded it and I have indulged you, you have repeated the same 

thing over and over again. 40 

 

MR STOKES:   Sorry, sir. 

 

SJH:   If you would move on to any other questions you may have, please. 

 45 
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MR STOKES:   I was going to ask some questions about the age of the 

runway. 

 

SJH:   Well if the witness is in a position to answer that by all means do so. 

 5 

MR STOKES:   Right.  Are you aware of the age of the runway at the 

Christchurch International Airport? 

 

MR HUSE:   Only from what I heard given in evidence earlier today. 

 10 

MR STOKES:   Right.  Did you understand my questioning that you would 

have heard then regarding extensions to the west, and if the runway 

was coming to the end of its life there could be savings in it being 

located further west, in the same lines, and not having to demolish all 

of the runway to completely replace it, as is currently being proposed, 15 

or potentially being proposed? 

 

SJH:   Well no, I am sorry, there is no evidence of a need to demolish. 

 

MR STOKES:   Okay. 20 

 

SJH:   So again, it is a hypothetical.  If it is a hypothetical make it plain that 

you are putting a hypothetical question.  Unless you can point us to 

some evidence that it needs complete demolition as a part of this 

extension program. 25 

 

MR STOKES:   Right.  Hypothetically, if the runway was deemed to be at the 

end of its 60 year cycle would it therefore potentially be possible that it 

would be cheaper to extend it further west, meaning that some of the 

runway would not need to be demolished? 30 

 

MR HUSE:   I look to the Panel, pleadingly, I could see substantial engineering 

reports going into that question.  That is the reality of it.  We are 

talking about a complex issue here.  I can opine on runways to the 

extent that airports look to maintain them in safe operational condition 35 

by expending substantial amounts of money on them year in, year out, 

and so to say a runway en masse reaches the end of its economic life is 

not, frankly, how it occurs.  It is like painting a house.  You paint it 

every five or 10 years, and what is underneath remains sound.  So to 

answer your question, I would suggest it is an engineering question and 40 

it needs an engineer’s report.  

 

  [10.15 am] 

 

 I would offer one other comment to say that you just cannot pick a 45 

runway up and move it other there, because you are operating within an 
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organic piece of infrastructure, and you move one thing and it imposes 

on something else.  So all of it needs to be seen in the whole, which is 

what master planning is about, it sees things in the whole, over a long 

term perspective. 

 5 

MR STOKES:   Do you accept that the Master Plan of 2006 did not require any 

land east of State Highway One? 

 

MR HUSE:   I am not familiar with the details of that master plan. 

 10 

MR STOKES:   It was in the evidence given by CIAL, submitted - - -  

 

SJH:   The witness has answered you. 

 

MR STOKES:   Okay.  I will leave it at that, sir.  Thanks very much for your 15 

indulgence. 

 

SJH:   Any other questions? 

 

MR STOKES:   No, thank you. 20 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Ms Dawson? 

 

MS DAWSON:   No, thank you very much, Mr Huse, no questions. 

 25 

DR MITCHELL:   Yes, good morning Mr Huse, thank you, your honour, I 

have just got a couple of questions.  At paragraphs 41 onwards you 

have done a comparison of Christchurch with various other airports 

within Australia and New Zealand.  Do each of the airports that you 

have looked at, e.g. Auckland, Wellington, Sydney and Brisbane, are 30 

they all REPA compliant? 

 

MR HUSE:   I do not know.  I would expect them to be, but I do not know, sir. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   Thank you.  And you may or may not be able to answer the 35 

question that arises from that.  And that is, are those REPA areas at 

those airports on land zoned by the respective airport companies or are 

they on private land? 

 

MR HUSE:   I do not know, sir.  40 

 

DR MITCHELL:   You may not be able to answer this one either, but in terms 

of your broader experience internationally, is it common place, or rare, 

or never occurs, for REPA areas to be over land that is not under the 

direct control of the airport company.  Do you have any knowledge of 45 

that? 
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MR HUSE:   I do not have specific knowledge, but I could certainly observe 

that there are, where airports are concerned, various mechanisms that 

are used to ensure that development in areas which might affect aircraft 

or airport safety have their uses constrained in the interests of those 5 

safety outcomes.  It just varies.  I mean you could look at each airport 

in its own right, and I could give you a top level view of that, but I 

cannot answer the specifics of that question. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   But it would be not uncommon for there to be development 10 

controls at overseas airports, of the sort that is being proposed by CIAL 

here, is that fair? 

 

MR HUSE:   The designations, planning mechanisms like that are entirely 

common practice if you like, in the interests of public safety, yes. 15 

 

DR MITCHELL:   Thank you Mr Huse. 

 

SJH:  Mr Huse, just to follow on from that, take Wellington as an example, at 

the northern end, the REPA would have to include a road, wouldn’t it? 20 

 

MR HUSE:   Yes, and that is an airport that is challenged.  It is a safe airport 

but the runway end safety areas, and the REPA beyond, that where you 

go into Evans Bay, that is a constrained airport.  Likewise, at the 

southern end. 25 

 

SJH:   And are you aware of international airports that have major roads very 

close to the end of runways? 

 

MR HUSE:   Well absolutely.  Wellington Airport is one, Sydney Airport is 30 

another, and I mean - - - - 

 

SJH:   Los Angeles is not a bad example, either? 

 

MR HUSE:   No, that is correct. 35 

 

SJH:   It is probably busier than any road. 

 

MR HUSE:   Yes, that is true, that is absolutely true.  And indeed, if you go 

into Heathrow you are flying into heavily built up areas as well, where 40 

there will be planning constraints. 

 

 And if I could just add an observation, beyond the REPA, you get into 

another science called Operational Height Limitation Services, OLS, 

and at Auckland Airport we had to be aware of high-rise building 45 

construction in Manukau City, because they would be, if they were 
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sufficiently high they would be in the flight path of approaching 

aircraft.  So it is something that airports need to be very cognisant of on 

their own land and on land adjoining the airport, and sometimes quite 

distant from it. 

 5 

SJH:   Is REPA, from your experience, considered best international practice? 

 

MR HUSE:   Yes it is.  If you look at the Federal Airports Association 

Authority, and you look at the CAA, they all have Codes of Practice, 

which are high standards and so they are a feature of their planning 10 

documentation. 

 

SJH:   And in terms of the obligations of senior management and boards of an 

airport, what do you see their obligations in implementing best 

practice? 15 

 

MR HUSE:   Well I think it is very, very important.  If you look at the 

counterfactual, sir, if an incident or an accident was to happen and it 

was found that there were compromised safety standards or standards at 

an airport was below recommended practice, the question would be 20 

asked, “Why?”, and I wouldn’t wish to be in a court room in that 

circumstance, sir. 

 

  [10.20 am] 

 25 

SJH:   Thank you.  Mr Stokes, anything arising from the Panel’s questions? 

 

MR STOKES:   No, sir. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Any re-examination? 30 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   No, sir. 

 

SJH:   Thank you Mr Huse, you may stand down.  Unfortunately, as I 

indicated, you may have to be recalled. 35 

 

MR HUSE:   Thank you, I enjoyed coming to Christchurch. 

 

SJH:   Well, don’t go too far.  Don’t leave town, as they say on television.   

 40 

<THE WITNESS WITHDREW [10.20 am] 

 

SJH:   All right, thank you.  We now come to – Mr Stokes, we will come to 

your evidence and suchlike now, so you may be excused to absorb that 

report, and we will come back at 2.15, okay? 45 
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MR STOKES:   Okay. 

 

SJH:   Or there is space here if you want to utilise it? 

 

MR STOKES:   I am not sure if I could give my own submissions as I was 5 

going to give them and be cross-examined on that. 

 

SJH:   Well, my understanding is that you wish to hear all of the airport’s 

evidence and cross-examination before you gave your evidence and 

were cross-examined and made your submission, and given that some 10 

more cross-examination of Mr Boswell may come out of your reading 

of the report, I understood from that you would prefer to do that before 

you gave your evidence and submission? 

 

MR STOKES:   Yes, that would probably be the best idea, sir. 15 

 

SJH:   All right, thank you.  So you may be excused now if you wish to go and 

read that and we will go to Mr Wolfgram of Les Mills, and Mr Reid. 

 

MR REID:   Yes, may it please the Panel, I am Mr Reid, counsel for Les Mills 20 

and G & T Productions Limited.  As I understand it there is the 

opportunity for counsel to present a very brief opening and I have 

prepared a brief opening. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  We have just adopted the practice through this, Mr Reid, of 25 

very brief openings and you can be more fulsome in closing, but we 

have also indicated that in closing some applications will be made to do 

it in written submissions and we will do that. 

 

MR REID:   Yes. 30 

 

SJH:   I am sorry, just so I can release Ms Appleyard for this afternoon, there is 

just one other matter I need to raise.  You foreshadowed questions from 

the Panel regarding the land across State Highway One - - - 

 35 

MS APPLEYARD:   Yes. 

 

SJH:   - - - and that portion.  We also feel a need that you are very specific in 

addressing the extent of the designation sought here for general airport 

purposes, given where your own planning witness saw what is 40 

reasonably necessary to achieve the airport’s objectives on a 

continuum. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   So, if I could just clarify, are you referring to the other 

piece of land in yellow? 45 
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SJH:   Well, in particular the other piece of land in yellow, but also the other 

airport land, why do you want the full canopy of the designation rather 

than the designation in a more restricted sense? 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Yes, okay, the only reason I am hesitating, so I am taking 5 

it that we were referring to the additional bits effectively, not trying to 

justify the – because I am just conscious that - - - 

 

SJH:   Well, I suppose the point is the land you own you already have control 

over anyway, the designation would give you very broad rights, 10 

including commercial development and suchlike, it causes us some 

concern in some of the areas because it would not seem to gel with 

good - - - 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Okay, no, I just wanted to check whether we are referring 15 

to the existing designation in the operative plan and the only reason I’m 

hesitating is, you recall there was that bit of interlocutory argument 

between the City Council and ourselves about what is an airport 

purpose and I don’t want to get into an argument about that, because I 

have confirmed with them that I won’t be making submissions on that, 20 

but as I understand the question, it is justifying the add-ons effectively, 

and I don’t have a difficulty dealing with that. 

 

SJH:   Well, I think we have already indicated, and I think there’s been 

acceptance that across the road, drafting is another issue however, but 25 

across the road is limited to REPA purposes, because you wouldn’t 

pretend that you had any other airport purpose for it. 

 

 I think the concern is that airport purposes, and this is supported by 

Mr Huse’s evidence, are now so broad that we wonder about it 30 

applying in its broad spectrum across an awful lot of what is airport 

land, because for safety reasons you control it anyway, but it also, in 

particular, the yellow land and the bird strike and the issues around 

that, does that - - -  

 35 

  [10.25 am] 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   That is fine, I understand that, that is - - -  

 

MR………:   And the land to the west. 40 

 

SJH:   And the land to the west, yes. 

 

DISCUSSION 

 45 

SJH:   No, not a rollover - - -  
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MS APPLEYARD:   Yes. 

 

SJH:   - - - no, no, no, we are not - - -  

 5 

MS APPLEYARD:   Yes, I have agreed to leave the rollover alone. 

 

SJH:   No, no, no, we are not –the rollovers the rollover.   

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Yes. 10 

 

SJH:   And we can see why the additional land you would want designated, but 

whether that is for the full purpose that airports have now become - - -  

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Yes, I understand - - -  15 

 

SJH:   - - - it could lead to - - -  

 

MS APPLEYARD:   - - - understand, yes. 

 20 

SJH:   - - - some serious unintended consequences. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Yes.  No, I just wanted to make sure I was not - - -  

 

SJH:   Yes. 25 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   - - - stepping on the toes of the City Council with this, 

thank you. 

 

SJH:   You would never do that. 30 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Thank you. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  All right, sorry, Mr Reid, I just needed to interpose that, so 

we come quickly to - - -  35 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Two seconds to get out of Mr Reid’s way, so that - - -  

 

SJH:   Sorry? 

 40 

MS APPLEYARD:   Can I have two seconds - - -  

 

SJH:   Yes, thank you. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   - - - to get out of Mr Reid – thank you. 45 
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SJH:   Yes, Mr Reid. 

 

MR REID:   Yes may it please the Panel, Les Mills Property Limited and G & 

T Productions Limited, Les Mills, own property on Cashel Street and 

Woolsack Lane and they are affected by the proposed designation of 5 

the eastern frame. 

 

 Les Mills operates a gym and associated facilities on Cashel Street, 

however the gym building itself is not part of the proposed designation.  

Les Mill’s adjacent car parks are however subject to the designation.   10 

 

 The wider issue for Les Mills is that CERA proposes to treat the car 

park separately from the rest of the Les Mills business.  CERA 

originally gave notice that it intended to compulsory acquire all of the 

relevant Les Mills property, but then withdrew the notice with respect 15 

to 203-205 Cashel Street which is the main gym building, but not the 

other sites to use for car parking. 

 

 Blair Wolfgram’s evidence is that the use of 203-205 Cashel Street for 

a health and business facility is not practical or economic without the 20 

adjoining car parks.   

 

 Turning to the submission, and I just wanted to – it may be that I need 

to deal with this more fully in closing, but I just signal the issue now – 

so turning to the submission filed by Les Mills.  The issue as I have 25 

explained in above are all referred to and discuss in the submission 

under the heading Special Issues. 

 

 The whole submission also discusses the importance of the retention of 

the underlying zoning of the whole of the Les Mill sites. 30 

 

 It is accepted that the issues around the appropriateness of the 

underlying zoning of these sites is not the subject of the Panel’s 

consideration as part of the Replacement Plan Hearing process, 

although it is part of the stage two process. 35 

 

 However in my submission, the submission as filed, is sufficiently wide 

to permit the Panel making a recommendation to amend the notice of 

requirement in a way which addresses the general concern identified by 

Les Mill’s, under the heading Special Issues.  In this section the 40 

submission deals with the specialist nature of the building and the need 

for parking to be closely located.  Concern is expressed about the 

facility – that if a facility is not left non-functional as it would be 

without adjoining car parking. 

 45 



 Page 171 

  

Ch10: Designations and Heritage Orders 10.02.15 

 So the proposed amendment, in my submission, the issue with which 

Les Mill’s is broadly concern, is whether the terms of the designation 

are sufficiently wide to provide for the continuation of the existing 

commercial activities within the – to provide for the continuation of 

existing commercial activities within the eastern frame. 5 

 

 As currently drafted, the designation does not expressly mention or 

provide for continuing commercial activity such as car parking.   

 

 The purpose of the north and east frame designation is articulated in the 10 

notice of requirement as follows, and I just set those out – the only 

reference and the purpose that could accommodate the continuing use 

by Les Mills of the car parks is at submitted item 7, retain 

buildings/activities – possibly 12 also, leisure and recreational activities 

and facilities. 15 

 

 It appears from the evidence of Mr Wilson, on behalf of CERA, that 

following the designation process, the underlying commercial zoning 

of the properties will be within the designation – designated area will 

be considered and that this will include the identification of some areas 20 

for the public realm as well as residential and commercial uses. 

 

  [10.30 am] 

 

 Some businesses within the area are seen as being compatible with the 25 

east frame project, particularly intensive residential use. This 

expression of intent of the eastern frame provisions is not it is 

submitted sufficiently encapsulated in the purpose identified above.  

None of the identified items refer to commercial or business activities 

and the Christchurch club and part of the business activity including – 30 

sorry, in part, that should read, a business activity including visitor 

accommodation, business and dining facilities is separately identified 

in item 8. 

 

 On this basis Les Mills and G & T Productions Limited, ask the Panel 35 

to recommend an addition to the purpose of the designation that 

business activities within the eastern frame are not inconsistent with the 

purpose of the designation.  This could be done by the addition of the 

word “business” in item 7 so that it reads retained buildings/business 

activities. 40 

 

 An alternative wording to address the issue would be to include an 

express preference to the purpose to the words car park. 

 

SJH:   Thank you. 45 
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MR REID:   So I will call Mr Wolfgram to the stand. 

 

<MR BLAIR DANIEL WOLFGRAM, sworn [10.31 am] 

 

<EXAMINATION BY MR REID [10.31 am] 5 

 

SJH:   Yes, take a seat please, yes Mr Reid? 

 

MR REID:  Are the briefs being taken as read? 

 10 

SJHL:   The briefs are taken as read, the procedures which I actually have not 

read, but maybe should have.  The witness has ten minutes to speak and 

highlight their brief, not read it, give us the highlights package.  Thank 

you. 

 15 

MR REID:   Your full name is Blair Daniel Wolfgram? 

 

MR WOLFGRAM:   Yes. 

 

MR REID:   You have set out in your introduction your qualifications and your 20 

experience? 

 

MR WOLFGRAM:   Yes. 

 

MR REID:   You have read your brief of evidence in full? 25 

 

MR WOLFGRAM:   Yes. 

 

MR REID:   You have signed it and you confirm it is true and correct? 

 30 

MR WOLFGRAM:   Yes. 

 

MR REID:   Mr Wolfgram, are you in a position to just give a brief summary 

of the issue that was raised in your brief of evidence? 

 35 

MR WOLFGRAM:   Yes, essentially Les Mills do acknowledge that there is a 

second stage of chapters that specifically address the zoning, however 

this has been our only opportunity to object to the designation and how 

it specifically affects Les Mills property holdings. 

 40 

 I noted that Mr Gregory Wilson said Les Mills did not seek relief 

specifically for the designation but they are seeking relief in that they 

would like the original zoning, central city business, to remain intact so 

that they continue to operate as they have for a long, long time. 

 45 
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MR REID:   Mr Wolfgram, would you just explain how the business operates 

and the relationship between the car park and the business, just briefly? 

 

MR WOLFGRAM:   Yes, so the gymnasium was opened in 2009.  It was a 

purpose built building and the flagship gym for Les Mills nationally 5 

and was based on international best practice.  They had an arrangement 

across the road with the IRD building to lease a couple of hundred car 

parks, which proved quite challenging, so they subsequently through a 

process of acquiring the properties on either side of the building as a 

long term strategy to provide parking for the building and the members. 10 

 

 Parking is a critical part of any gymnasium, people are going there to 

exercise but they do not like to walk to the gym.  They prefer the 

convenience of being able to park outside and that is a critical 

component of the successful operations of Les Mills gyms across the 15 

country. 

 

  [10.35 am] 

 

 Obviously when the gym was originally built it was part of the central 20 

city, and it was an area of the city that was being redeveloped and IRD 

building specifically across the road was developed prior to the opening 

of the gym, and provided a lot of density of people in and around the 

area, and was convenient to a number of the professional areas of the 

city, which are typically the members at Les Mills.   25 

 

 Obviously post-earthquake the city changed dramatically and the gym 

became a destinational gym, and parking has become even more 

critical subsequently. 

 30 

MR REID:   Could you just finally, please, outline what you believe the impact 

of the proposed designation would be on the Les Mills business. 

 

MR WOLFGRAM:   Yes.  In my opinion, over the last couple of years there 

have been a number of proposals for what is going to happen.  When 35 

the Notice of Acquisition was initially issued in 2012 the gym building 

was to be demolished as well.  Subsequently over time, for whatever 

reason that has evolved, and there have been a number of proposals that 

have been publically – submitted is the wrong word – presented, which 

shows potentially residential being a part of this frame. 40 

 

 Les Mills has not been specifically advised of what the vision is for the 

area at this stage, there is obviously a range of uses proposed but it’s 

very unclear. 

 45 
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 But Les Mills does not own a gym neighbouring a residential area 

anywhere in New Zealand.  When we are looking to acquire sites they 

are in – they certainly don’t neighbour a residential area, just because 

they aren’t the best neighbours for residential.  They do generate traffic 

and they can be noisy, particularly from very early in the morning and 5 

later at night.  So they typically are, well, they are better located in the 

commercial environment. 

 

MR REID:   So Mr Wolfgram, just finally, can you comment on the alternative 

uses, the potential alternative uses for this building if it’s not able to be 10 

used as a gym going forward? 

 

MR WOLFGRAM:   Yes.  The conversion of this building to a residential use 

would be very, very challenging.  It is a very specialised building, it has 

been purpose-built with large change rooms for male and female, large 15 

studios with varying stud heights and sizes, and large circulation areas, 

similar to a movie theatre in a sense. 

 

 The more logical change of use would be to an office, it could be 

converted more easily to an office use, because of its open place nature 20 

than to residential.  

 

MR REID:   Yes, thank you.  You should remain there and answer any 

questions, please.  

 25 

SJH:  Yes, Mr Allen, Ms Dawson has a question of you, just before you start 

the cross-examination.  

 

MS DAWSON:   Just before you start, Mr Reid said that the gym building 

itself is not part of the proposed designation, and I presume he also 30 

meant the eastern carpark, because then he turns to talk mainly about 

the western carpark.  But as I understood from Mr Wilson, in the 

evidence from the Crown, the designation is proposed to be retained 

over all three properties. 

 35 

MR ALLEN:   That is correct.  The position is the designation to be retained 

over all three. 

 

MS DAWSON:   Yes, it is just a Notice of Acquisition.   

 40 

MR ALLEN:   The Acquisition is over the western carpark. 

 

MS DAWSON:   Yes, but the Notice of Acquisition that I think the evidence 

said was originally submitted, or lodged, or whatever you call it, over 

the building and the other carpark has been removed, is no longer in 45 

place - - - 
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  [10.40 am] 

 

MR ALLEN:   In terms of acquisition. 

 5 

MS DAWSON:   In terms of acquisition, that is right. 

 

MR ALLEN:   But in terms of the designation, it is still there. 

 

MS DAWSON:   Yes, because Mr Wilson talked about the reason for that. 10 

 

MR ALLEN:   That is correct.  Yes, so that was his evidence yesterday. 

 

MS DAWSON:   All right, thank you.  I just wanted to clarify that before we 

moved on. 15 

 

MR REID:   Thank you.  Sir, Ms Moore will - - - 

 

SJH:   Yes, Ms Moore. 

 20 

<CROSS-EXAMINATION BY MS MOORE [10.40 am] 

 

MS MOORE:  Good morning, Mr Wolfgram. 

 

MR WOLFGRAM:   Morning. 25 

 

MS MOORE:  So to your right at the very top corner of the desk you should 

have copies of statements of evidence by Mr Baily and Mr Wilson? 

 

MR WOLFGRAM:   Yes. 30 

 

MS MOORE:  Could you please look at Mr Baily’s evidence, have you read 

this statement of evidence? 

 

MR WOLFGRAM:   Yes. 35 

 

MS MOORE:  I would just like to take you to page 8, subparagraph D. 

 

MR WOLFGRAM:   Yes. 

 40 

MS MOORE:  I will just wait for the Panel to locate it. 

 

SJH:   Subparagraph? 

 

MS MOORE:  D, at the bottom of the page.   45 
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SJH:   Thank you. 

 

MS MOORE:  So his paragraph 7.1 sets out the Minister’s objectives for the 

frame and at (iv), at the bottom of the page, these objectives include: 

“To provide opportunities for high quality inner city residential 5 

development within the frame that showcases the potential of medium 

and/or high density development”, correct? 

 

MR WOLFGRAM:   Yes. 

 10 

MS MOORE:  If you turn over the page to (v), another objective is: “Improve 

pedestrian and cycling facilities through the central city within the 

Avon River Precinct and linking to street based activities”, correct? 

 

MR WOLFGRAM:   Yes. 15 

 

MS MOORE:  Now, I just take you to Mr Wilson’s statement of evidence, and 

have you read this statement? 

 

MR WOLFGRAM:   Yes. 20 

 

MS MOORE:  So page 12, paragraph 13, this paragraph notes that the east 

frame is fundamental to achieving the objectives of the CCRP, 

including by, at paragraph B, repopulating this part of the central city 

with over 2,000 residents to achieve the aim of 20,000 within the four 25 

avenues by 2041, correct? 

 

MR WOLFGRAM:   Yes. 

 

MS MOORE:  Thank you.  Now, do you accept that having high density 30 

housing nearby will provide Les Mills with a potential source of 

members? 

 

MR WOLFGRAM:   Yes, it does, but not with the same level of density as 

commercial use. 35 

 

MS MOORE:  Okay, thank you.  Nationally, Les Mills has other gyms in close 

proximity to apartment buildings, doesn’t it? 

 

MR WOLFGRAM:   There is one in Wellington. 40 

 

MS MOORE:  Yes, the Les Mills Extreme? 

 

MR WOLFGRAM:   Yes, Taranaki Street.   

 45 
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MS MOORE:  And that gym doesn’t have dedicated member car parking, does 

it? 

 

MR WOLFGRAM:   Yes, it utilises 150 car parks in the building next door, 

they own. 5 

 

MS MOORE:  That is the Wilson car parking or? 

 

MR WOLFGRAM:   It is the Hope Gibbons car park, but Wilsons or 

Tournament both manage it depending on who has got the best deal. 10 

 

MS MOORE:  I see.  Do you accept that residents of apartment buildings - - -  

 

MR WOLFGRAM:   Sorry, just on that though, there is a specific allowance – 

there is an agreement with the owner of that, well – so Les Mills own 15 

50 percent of that building so they have - - - 

 

SJH:   I’m sorry, the car park building? 

 

MR WOLFGRAM:   The car park building, so they have an agreement with 20 

members to utilise that parking at a discount. 

 

MS MOORE:  But they do have to pay for that parking? 

 

MR WOLFGRAM:   Yes. 25 

 

MS MOORE:  Do you accept that residents of apartment buildings and office 

workers near the Christchurch Les Mills will be likely to walk to the 

gym? 

 30 

  [10.45 am] 

 

MR WOLFGRAM:   Yes, but they will have a car that they drove to their 

apartment in first place. 

 35 

MS MOORE:   But they should have their own parking presumably at their 

apartment building? 

 

MR WOLFGRAM:   Presumably.  I haven’t seen what is proposed for that 

zone in terms of the level of parking allowance for those apartments, or 40 

surrounding properties, though.  My understanding is that it is to be 

reduced considerably.   

 

MS MOORE:   Okay, thank you.  Now, I would like to refer you to paragraph 

5.2(c) of your evidence.  Now, as a member of the executive team that 45 
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reports to the Les Mills Board of Directors, you seek ongoing 

flexibility of use of the Les Mills site, don’t you? 

 

MR WOLFGRAM:   Sorry, could you repeat that? 

 5 

MS MOORE:   As a member of the executive team that reports to the Les Mills 

Board, you seek in that paragraph ongoing flexibility of use of the Les 

Mills site? 

 

MR WOLFGRAM:   No, as an expert witness I have provided that as – it is 10 

critical for my client to have flexibility of use for the ongoing 

negotiations with CERA. 

 

SJH:   Well I am sorry, just one matter because I thought you were just giving 

evidence generally.  If you are giving it as an expert you haven’t agreed 15 

to comply with the Code of Conduct.   

 

DISCUSSION 

 

SJH:   Oh, 1.5, my apologies, yes, okay.  20 

 

MS MOORE:   Yes, sir.  Do you accept that some of the flexibility of use, be it 

carpark size or land use, may need to be constrained in order to provide 

for a well-planned, integrated and sustainable development of the 

Christchurch CBD? 25 

 

MR WOLFGRAM:   No.   

 

MS MOORE:   Okay, thank you.  Just as a final question.  Mr Reid, in his 

opening submission referred to the purpose of the designation as 30 

articulated in the NOR. 

 

MR WOLFGRAM:   As articulated in the which, sorry? 

 

MS MOORE:   Sorry, the Notice of Requirement. 35 

 

MR WOLFGRAM:   Oh, yes. 

 

MS MOORE:   Are you familiar with that purpose? 

 40 

MR WOLFGRAM:   No, sorry, no. 

 

MS MOORE:   Do you have a copy of Mr Reid’s submissions? 

 

MR WOLFGRAM:   I don’t in front of me, sorry. 45 
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MS MOORE:   We are able to provide you with a copy of that. 

 

SJH:   Just read the passage to the witness, Ms Moore. 

 

MS MOORE:   It is paragraph 8, which says that the purpose of the north and 5 

east frame designation is articulated in the Notice of Requirement as 

follows, and then it lists a number of - - - 

 

MR WOLFGRAM:   Yes, sorry, I am familiar with the uses proposed for that 

designation, yes. 10 

 

MS MOORE:   Okay, thank you.  It is  Reid’s submission that commercial and 

business activities and associated carparks are not included within these 

uses. 

 15 

MR WOLFGRAM:   Yes. 

 

MS MOORE:   Now, do you accept that point 7, which is “retained 

buildings/activities”, does not limit the nature of such activities? 

 20 

MR WOLFGRAM:   Sorry - - - 

 

MS MOORE:   Point 7 in that list? 

 

MR REID:   Well your Honour, in my submission this is really a question for 25 

the Panel as to what - - - 

 

SJH:   It is, but it is perfectly proper to put it to an expert witness, Mr Reid.  It 

will lead to a question back, depending on the answer to the Crown of 

course. 30 

 

MR REID:   Yes. 

 

MR WOLFGRAM:   However, it does limit my client’s ability to expand into 

the neighbouring property, or to use it how they wish. 35 

 

MS MOORE:   But just to confirm, it doesn’t limit those activities to non-

commercial activities, it could include retained commercial activities? 

 

MR WOLFGRAM:   Yes. 40 

 

MS MOORE:   Also, point 12 - - - 

 

SJH:   So on that basis, I take it the Crown would have no objection to 

including business activities because - - - 45 
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  [10.50 am] 

 

MS MOORE:   I would not imagine so just for clarification. 

 

SJH:   Yes.  It is one of the points that Mr Reid’s seeking. 5 

 

MS MOORE:   Yes. And also point 12, “leisure and recreational activities and 

facilities”, that would also include the gymnasium activities currently 

undertaken? 

 10 

MR WOLFGRAM:   But not the parking. 

 

MS MOORE:   Well that is, just turning now to point 13 “ancillary activities”, 

that would presumably include activities such as car parking associated 

with the above activities, wouldn’t it? 15 

 

SJH:   I think the word is “could include”. 

 

MR WOLFGRAM:   Correct, yes, it is just not explicit but it could, yes. 

 20 

MS MOORE:   Okay, thank you, Mr Wolfgram, no further questions. 

 

SJH:   Well look, before I go to questions from the Panel, what is the issue of 

adopting what is recommended by Mr Reid in 7, “retained 

buildings/activities, including business activities?” And 13, “ancillary 25 

activities including existing car parks”? 

 

MR ALLEN:   Sir, that is - - -  

 

SJH:   Does the Crown have a problem with that? 30 

 

MR ALLEN:   That wording – but I will need instructions – but that wording 

would be exactly what I was about to discuss with my friend in the 

adjournment. 

 35 

SJH:   And Mr Reid I take it that would cover off your concern? 

 

MR REID:   Yes it would. 

 

SJH:   All right, well I’ll just make sure. 40 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

SJH:   All right, well you can stand down Mr Wolfgram, but just stay around 

because I think this can be resolved as a number of others are 45 

happening, thank you. 
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 Just one point, Mr Reid, if you are engaged in this matter later, the 

expectation is, that the witnesses will be prepared to give a summary of 

their evidence in - - -  

 5 

MR REID:   Yes I understand that, and I had overlooked that. 

 

SJH:   That is all right. 

 

MR REID:   Apologise for that. 10 

 

<THE WITNESS WITHDREW [10.52 am] 

 

SJH:   I am sure you will be back again so thank you. 

 15 

 All right, thank you we come to  Logan, if you would come forward 

Mr Logan to one of the microphones. 

 

 Now, I think Ms Dawson has a declaration from the - - - 

 20 

MS DAWSON:   Yes, as I said in the prehearing I feel I have sufficient 

interests in this particular submission not to take any part in 

deliberations on it or the stadium designation. 

 

SJH:   Thank you, and we so note, thank you. 25 

 

 Yes, Mr Logan. 

 

MR LOGAN:   Hello, may it please the hearing, my name is Roland Logan, my 

wife Sharon and I are trustees of the NG Logan Trust, which is the 30 

owners of 212/214 Madras Street, known as the NG Building. 

 

 My submission challenges the will of the Crown that it is necessary to 

maintain the designation on 212/214 Madras Street for stadium 

purposes. I must note that we have never been sent an Acquire Notice 35 

for 212 and 214 Madras Street, because Mr Wilson said that it appears 

that we can be accommodated into the stadium design and that was 

followed up by letters from Mr Roger Sutton and the Minister, 

Mr Brownlee. 

 40 

 I believe there is a high degree of uncertainty about whether the 

stadium will ever go ahead. The feasibility plan is still not complete. 

The Council, who is to build the stadium, has said there is no funding 

available for the foreseeable future, and the Crown is not indicating it 

will fund it. 45 

 



 Page 182 

  

Ch10: Designations and Heritage Orders 10.02.15 

 On top of this, there is strong opposition from the Christchurch publics 

to its build on the ground that there is more important things to spend 

money on after the earthquake. 

 

 The High Street area, which the NG Building was part of before the 5 

earthquake, was the new number one retail area in Christchurch. The 

Turners and Growers site was to be the residential feeder hub for the 

area and the eastern side of the city. The Council spent millions of 

dollars and eight to 10 years of planning for the residential zone on the 

Turners and Growers site. 10 

 

  [10.55 am] 

 

 CERA’s blueprint plan will have residential on the west, north and part 

of the eastern boundaries and residential – I mean retail, on the south 15 

and west. Where else in the world does one place a stadium in a 

residential and retail zone?  In my experience, nowhere. 

 

 The Crown has already lifted the designation over the Anglican Church 

property on the grounds that it may not be required without clear 20 

justification for lifting this part of the designation. 

 

 In a meeting that I had with my brother and my wife after the 

designation Mr Wilson saw no such ability that the stadium could not 

be sited further north on the block, as he does state in his statement 25 

now. 

 

 212 Madras Street is now one of the few remaining Victorian and 

Edwardian style commercial buildings, which once characterised the 

19th and early 20th century.  Our building at 202-204 Madras Street, 30 

known as the Bains Building, is not only of importance of historical 

significance, but is also of considerable cultural and economic value in 

this inner city area. 

 

 In 2009 Pacific Trust presented an award to 212 Madras Street for the 35 

retention and refurbishment of a heritage building.  The building was 

also awarded the Heritage Retention Award in 2012 by the Canterbury 

Heritage Awards Charitable Trust.   

 

 The Bains Building was completed as a warehouse and office in 1905, 40 

later used as a showroom and retail for Fine China by Bains Limited, 

which was a very important early retail business that first started in 

1870, and has its original toy shop in the Christchurch Museum. 

 

 The architect J.C. Maddison was well known for a number of important 45 

buildings throughout New Zealand, and especially in the South Island.  
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His other significant local buildings included the original J. Ballantynes 

and Company department store; the Woods Mill in Addington; the 

Kaiapoi Woollen Manufacturing Company offices and warehouse, and 

the new Warner’s Hotel.  As well as private residence of Sir Westby 

Brock Perceval MHR for Christchurch South, who was the developer 5 

and the original owner of 212-214 Madras Street. 

 

 In 1879 Maddison won first and second prize in the design competition 

for the original Town Hall plans, and in 1887 was elected fellow of the 

Royal Institute of British Architects. 10 

 

 Our current tenants occupying the NG Building include 10 Dollar 

Fonts, New City Barbers, McCarthy Design, Make Collective, Brown 

Bread, Canterbury Wine society, C Nott Architects, Rockhard Safety, 

Canterbury Mental Health, NG Galley, NG Boutique and Lawn 15 

Interiors.  And I think that with all those tenants we are contributing 

immeasurably to the recovery of the eastern side of the CBD, with the 

number of tenants we are incorporating in our building.  

 

 Cultural Christchurch has lost around 80 percent of its built heritage.  20 

Retaining buildings of the type and age and design as found in 212-214 

Madras Street should be an objective of the City Plan and the 

Christchurch City recovery.  NG Building is the last remaining 

historical warehouse and office building in the High Street/Lichfield 

Street precinct.  This area was once characterised by such buildings.   25 

 

 Due to the NG Building being one of the first buildings in this area to 

re-open after the earthquake it has directly assisted with both the 

cultural revitalisation of the city centre and Christchurch, and the re-

establishment of businesses in the area immediately surrounding it.   30 

 

  [11.00 am] 

 

 One example is the NG Building houses the Christchurch City Art 

Gallery from 2011-2013, and in during that time tens of thousands of 35 

people came and looked at shows inside the NG building, especially the 

Michael Parekowhai exhibition which was housed there. 

 

 Another is currently the Kathmandu building, a new head office and 

city store directly opposite NG.  Without the NG building bringing 40 

people into the area at such an early stage post-quake, it is unlikely that 

the amount of businesses that are now entering this area again would 

have felt able to commit.  Essentially the NG building has become a 

hub around which the area has grown. 

 45 
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 212-214 fronts Madras Street and is on the very corner edge of the 

designated area for the stadium.  Given that the area designated for the 

stadium is twice as large as most contemporary stadium’s built 

footprints require, it will not impact on the plans to release the NG 

building from the designation given that it is sited on the very edge. 5 

 

 If the Commissioners are of a mind not to remove the stadium 

designation, my preferred option, then I request to recommend a formal 

recognition of the heritage qualities of 212-214 Madras Street as a 

value that should be retained in the event that the stadium might 10 

proceed. 

 

 I would recommend that if the stadium designation is retained, that the 

Commissioners recommend a sunset clause of short duration in order to 

put an end to the uncertainty that is created and the pressures that the 15 

Crown and the City Council into making an early decision on whether 

or not to proceed. 

 

 Thank you very much. 

 20 

SJH:   Thank you, Mr Logan.  Dr Mitchell? 

 

DR MITCHELL:   I just have one, just a question of clarification please, 

Mr Logan.  I am looking at a Google Maps photograph of the building 

just to orientate myself with it, and I think it is a little bit old.  I don’t 25 

think the photography is up to date.  But the building immediately to 

the south of yours - - -  

 

MR LOGAN:   That is the - - -  

 30 

DR MITCHELL:   Is that the CBD Bar?  That is not part of the - - -   

 

MR LOGAN:   No. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   That is a separate building? 35 

 

MR LOGAN:   That is - - -  

 

DR MITCHELL:   Not part of the NG building? 

 40 

MR LOGAN:   Well there are three, there is a group of one, two three which 

are – our site is on two sites so if you include our two sites as one site - 

- -  

 

DR MITCHELL:   Yes. 45 
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MR LOGAN:   - - - before the earthquake there was a group of buildings, one, 

two, three, four buildings along. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   Yes. 

 5 

MR LOGAN:   Now before the earthquakes the Christchurch City Council 

bought the Turners and Growers block, as I put in my statement just 

then, they were to redevelop the Turners and Growers building into a 

high density mixed-use residential zone.  And over 10 years of 

planning and consultation went into that and I think the people of 10 

Christchurch are well-versed in what has happened over the period. 

 

 The building to the south, the CBD Bar, was part of the Turners and 

Growers block and in 1994 I think the Turners and Growers 

amalgamated the block so that it all became under one title, which I 15 

think I might have it wrong here, 173 Lichfield Street. 

 

 Under the agreement that we reached with the City Council, because 

the City Council were going to pull 210, which was the building to the 

south, down when they were demolishing the Turners and Growers site, 20 

my engineer, John Spence, who has recently tragically died, suggested 

to the Council that they couldn’t pull it down because we have a 

registered party wall with that building, and after some negotiation they 

agreed that yes, we have to retain this building.  And Ian, the late Ian 

Athfield was instigating in trying to have that building retained. 25 

 

  [11.05 am] 

 

 So when negotiation with the Wellington company, Ian Cassels, it was 

negotiated, there was an agreement between the city council and 30 

Mr Cassels about the retention of that building and how it should be 

strengthened and that is why that building was strengthened at that 

time. 

 

 Post that period we obviously strengthened our building a great deal 35 

and bought every aspect of it except for the northern party wall up to 

above 66 percent of the new code.  The northern party wall is, at 

present, 45 percent of the new code.   

 

 The reasons why we have not brought that up to 66 percent because 40 

CERA took over the demolition of that building and again we have a 

registered party wall there and we reached an agreement with 

Mr Wilson just before the announcement of the blueprint plan that that 

building would be deconstructed and a strengthening of that party wall 

would be done as per the W2 group’s engineering plans and my 45 

engineer, John Spence, signed that agreement off. 



 Page 186 

  

Ch10: Designations and Heritage Orders 10.02.15 

 

 Once the blueprint plan came out CERA walked away from it and that 

is why it has remained in the derelict state that it is today. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   Thank you for clarifying that, thank you sir, no further 5 

questions. 

 

SJH:   Thank you very much, Mr Logan. 

 

MR LOGAN:   Thank you. 10 

 

SJH:   All right, well we will adjourn until 2.15 this afternoon.  Mr Allen, if 

you reach agreement with Mr Reid, if you would notify the Secretariat 

and then the details can be included in the compendium if I can put it 

that way that we have asked you to file. 15 

 

MR ALLEN:   Yes, sir, and sir, just one other point.  We heard this morning in 

respect of Mr Sheerin that he has had a second bereavement and has an 

additional funeral now for this Thursday.  We, counsel with 

Ms Radburnd, had productive discussions last night and we are hopeful 20 

in terms of the Minister for Social Development designations that we 

can resolve those today and get a memorandum to the Panel tomorrow.   

 

 The question remains about having Mr Sheerin as a witness before the 

Panel and unfortunately he will not be able to make Friday.  He could 25 

be available next week if there is a - - -  

 

SJH:   Well just pause a moment.  If there is agreement reached the Panel has 

no questions as to his other evidence so we could take his evidence as 

read. 30 

 

MR ALLEN:   Sir, that would be gratefully appreciated. 

 

SJH:   What you are indicating is you have very high expectations of reaching 

agreement? 35 

 

MR ALLEN:   It is still in the air, sir.  

 

SJH:   We would expect nothing less, Mr Allen and Ms Viskovic. 

 40 

MR ALLEN:   Thank you sir, so I just wanted to bring that to the Panel’s 

attention. 

 

SJH:   Thank you, just for the record would you be able to arrange that the 

airport evidence this morning is transcribed as urgently as possible so 45 

that the Secretariat can notify Ms Steven of what has occurred that she 
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has a right to cross-examine on the matters, the new evidence of 

Ms Boswell and the matters outside of the brief from Mr Huse and that 

we hope to be able to make the relevant transcript available to her, - 

sorry, you can sit down, Mr Allen – available to her, how long do you 

think that would take? 5 

 

MR RANSFIELD:   Perhaps 3 o’clock at the earliest. 

 

SJH:   Try for 2.00? 

 10 

MR RANSFIELD:   We can try. 

 

SJH:   Thank you, as soon as available, certainly this afternoon.  Thank you, 

was there anything else Mr Allen? 

 15 

MR ALLEN:   Yes, sir, just one more point sir and that is with closings there 

had been discussion if Mr Sheerin was available on Friday about doing 

closings after that.  In light of circumstances in discussions yesterday it 

appears closings will be electronic.  The Crown is happy should it be - - 

-  20 

 

SJH:   Everyone has the right to appear and make closings, but the Panel is 

happy to accommodate requests to file written submissions.  So I take it 

that is a request from you to file written submissions on behalf of the 

parties you are appearing for? 25 

 

MR ALLEN:   Thank you, yes, thank you. 

 

SJH:   Well that is granted. 

 30 

MR ALLEN:   Thank you sir. 

 

SJH:   Does the Council take a similar position? 

 

MS VISKOVIC:   Yes, sir. 35 

 

SJH:   That is also granted. 

 

MS VISKOVIC:   Thank you, sir. 

 40 

SJH:   Thank you. 

 

MR REID:   Thank you, sir, because that clears up Friday and gives some 

certainty to the Panel. 

 45 

SJH:   We are grateful. 
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MR REID:   Thank you, sir. 

 

SJH:   Thank you very much. 

 5 

ADJOURNED [11.10 am] 

 

RESUMED [2.28 pm] 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Mr Stokes? 10 

 

MR STOKES:  Yes, I have had a chance to read through those. 

 

SJH:   I am looking at the clock. 

 15 

MR STOKES:  2.30, was it not? 

 

SJH:   Was it?  I thought it was 2.15, okay, that is all right then.  I thought it 

was 2.15.  Mr Boswell, can you come forward, and you are ready to 

cross-examine? 20 

 

MR STOKES:  Yes, thank you. 

 

SJH:   I will just have him reaffirm from this morning.  Was it affirm or swear? 

 25 

MS……….:   Affirm. 

 

SJH:   You are still on your affirmation from this morning, Mr Boswell, you 

understand that? 

 30 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes, I do, sir. 

 

<RHYS DUNCAN BOSWELL, on former oath [2.29 pm] 

 

SJH:   Yes, thank you.  Yes, Mr Stokes. 35 

 

<FURTHER CROSS-EXAMINATION BY MR STOKES [2.30 pm] 

 

MR STOKES:   Yes, afternoon.  Yes, I have had a look through that report 

now, are you familiar with this report? 40 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes, I am. 

 

MR STOKES:   Do you know where the cost figures come from in relation to 

it? 45 
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MR BOSWELL:   The cost figures, it was a report for the purpose of 

comparing options and so the cost figures were, I guess there were unit 

measures, unit costs applied to each of those options for the purpose of 

comparing one option with another.  So the cost, the square metre cost 

if you like of runway replacement and taxiway replacement and land 5 

acquisition was consistent across each of the options but I couldn’t say 

whether it had gone through any valuers lens, I can’t recall that, if that 

is your question? 

 

MR STOKES:   Yes, it is my question.  Did the $28 million then, could that be 10 

a replacement of the entire runway?  For example, I am on page 49 and 

I am referring to option 2C which I believe is the one that was referred 

to earlier this morning, there is a figure there of a runway infrastructure 

cost of 28 million? 

 15 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes. 

 

MR STOKES:   Would that potentially be for the full replacement of the 

runway?  The reason I ask that is because it is in conflict with the 

figures that were provided the following year by Opus in this report 20 

that I will just hand out if I may, which is the report I referred to earlier 

this morning. 

 

EXHIBIT #6 – CIAL - 2007 VALUATION REPORT 

 25 

 You will see it is a fairly extensive report done by Opus International 

for Christchurch International Airport in 2007, valuation of runways, 

taxiways, aprons and infrastructure assets.  And if you refer to page 23 

of that report please you will see that the main runway value is in there 

at about 29.9 million gross replacement cost and the second runway, 30 

which I am assuming is the cross-wind runway, and they have got a 

replacement value on that of 11.2 million which seems to be in conflict 

with the $28 million referred to in the report of 2006.   

 

 This is quite an extensive report and if you look through it or flick 35 

through it you will see there is costs of aggregate, seal and all matters 

of things that go into these runways so it would appear to be as if this 

has been a fairly extensive exercise.  If you flick just through the back 

you will actually get an idea of the type of detail they go into it, 

affecting, you know, lengths of pipes and all sorts of things.   40 

 

 So I am just wondering whether that $28 million that is referred to as 

option 2C, which was for a 2,129 metre runway, is actually potentially 

for a full replacement? 

 45 
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MR BOSWELL:   No, my understanding is that isn’t and the body of the report 

I think explains what the base assumptions are for those figures.  My 

understanding of the report that you have put in front of me is that it is 

prepared for regulatory and accounting purposes.  We operate under a 

regulatory disclosure regime which requires that valuations of this type 5 

are undertaken at regular intervals.   

 

 I am not intimate with the details of the valuation or the assumptions 

that go into it but my limited understanding is that these valuations are 

if you like an accounting construct, inasmuch as they are intended to 10 

approximate the replacement cost of the runways as they are presently, 

and this is my understanding having asked a couple of questions in the 

break of some of my colleagues. 

 

 So my understanding is they do not represent, table 23 for example 15 

does not represent the gross replacement cost of a runway of the full 

length of the cross-wind runway to a standard that would be achieved 

by replacing a complete runway.  That is my understanding having 

asked some questions. 

 20 

  [2.35 pm] 

 

MR STOKES:   Right, so it is a fairly similar understanding you have of this 

report as you have on the other one that it was just an estimation figure 

thrown in there for the purposes of chucking figures together? 25 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Well, it is fair to say that I am not intimate with the details 

of this report.  As I say the purpose of this report, the options report, is 

to compare options and so in that context it wasn’t necessary, in order 

to choose between one option from one option to another, to have the 30 

assumptions completely bolted down.  It was important that they were 

consistent across the options but it wasn’t necessary to go through a 

level of rigour necessarily to get them independently reviewed 

necessarily by a valuer. 

 35 

MR STOKES:   So - - - 

 

MR BOSWELL:   And that is not to say that they are not accurate, I couldn’t, I 

wouldn’t say that. 

 40 

MR STOKES:   Right.  So we don’t actually know which of these reports are 

accurate other than there is a big discrepancy between them. 

 

SJH:   Well, are you saying you are not sure if they are apples and apples or 

apples and oranges? 45 
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MR BOSWELL:   That is what I am saying, sir, yes. 

 

MR STOKES:   So we really don’t know, okay. 

 

MR BOSWELL:   I don’t know, no. 5 

 

MR STOKES:   No, none of us do by the looks of it.  So if we did take the 

option 2C, as you have stated here, of $28 million for option 2C which 

was for a 2,129 metre runway which is in effect an extension of 

388 lineal metres on top of the 1,741 metres? 10 

 

 So if we work on it with an extension of just 388 metres, I have worked 

just on a pro rata basis for the 2,000 lineal metre runway we are now 

talking about that would equate to 18.7 million which is an extension of 

260 metres, so 18.7.  If it was extended the 460 metres, added to the 15 

alternative that I have put up, on a pro rata basis that would be 

33.2 million which would be a difference of 14.5 million to go the extra 

200 metres.  Would that look like correct based on this report if this 

report was the one that was accurate? 

 20 

MR BOSWELL:   Oh, look, I take your word for it, Mr Stokes, if that is the 

extrapolation you have made on those numbers I am not going to 

dispute that, no. 

 

MR STOKES:   Would you accept that when you double the length of the 25 

extension you are doing that there are cost savings as well in that all the 

machinery is onsite and there will be a lot of application savings, that 

type of thing, through various administration matters?  So the cost 

difference could be less than 14.5 million is what I am saying, based on 

this? 30 

 

MR BOSWELL:   That is possible, yes. 

 

MR STOKES:   Right.  If I just refer briefly back to the other report from Opus 

I would just like to point out the difference between the gross 35 

replacement value of 11.16 million there and the optimised 

depreciation cost of 17.5, or 446 million (ph 3.06) there, obviously 

showing that there is a devaluation in the runway because of its age 

going back to 1951.   

 40 

 I haven’t I am sorry, Hearings Panel, been able to go through this Opus 

report in great detail to detail it to you as far as where things are but 

there is information within there that talks about the cost of having to 

demolish runways that are at the end of their lifespan, which add to 

additional costs, which just equate back to the discussion or the 45 
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questions I asked this morning about are there savings in extending the 

whole runway west. 

 

 If I can just refer to the report presented this morning at page 37 on the 

right hand side about the middle of the way through those paragraphs.  5 

It is a reference to obviously the extension of the runway.  Towards the 

bottom it states, “Therefore as a minimum the airline specification can 

be reasonably expected to be compromised to achieving their required 

landing length necessitating a modest runway extension of perhaps 150 

to 200 metres”.   10 

 

 And then under that it goes on, “Then as a second priority the airlines 

might wish to achieve B777 take-offs for some shorter sector links 

rather than long haul sectors a longer but still moderate extension to a 

length of around 2,200 metres as proposed in (INDISTINCT 4.56) 15 

would provide capacity et cetera”.  The point being there they would - - 

- 

 

  [2.40 pm] 

 20 

SJH:   No, it continues on because it says, “If not to all long haul ports”, which 

is an important qualification. 

 

MR STOKES:   Sorry, would - - -  

 25 

SJH:   Page 37. 

 

MR STOKES:   Yes, okay, I, I have it. 

 

SJH:   Then as a second priority, airlines et cetera. 30 

 

MR STOKES:   Yes. 

 

SJH:   It concludes, does it not, “If not to all long haul ports”? 

 35 

MR STOKES:   Yes.  Yes, but the - - -  

 

SJH:   So there would be limiting a qualifying factor to the use. 

 

MR STOKES:   Yes.  That is the - - -  40 

 

SJH:   That is the point. 

 

MR STOKES:   Yes. 

 45 

SJH:   You got to make that clear when you put a question. 
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MR STOKES:   I am sorry, yes.  The question was in relation to the length of 

this runway, this is a 2,200 metre runway, Mr Boswell, and your 

proposing a 2,000 metre so this is actually longer than your proposing, 

but the point I am making is that, what this report consider a still 5 

moderate extension, was an extension of 459 metres on that its existing, 

and that is currently, that is the figure we are actually talking about is a 

459 extension to the current runway to achieve a REPA that is 

completely within the airport zone, so I am saying that in airport terms 

and cost terms, this report considers that a moderate extension, and it 10 

was - - -  

 

SJH:   Well you are saying, but what is your question? 

 

MR STOKES:   My question is, do you accept that, that the extension to go a 15 

further 200 metres to the propose 260 is just a moderate a matter, in 

terms of the scale of the airport? 

 

MR BOSWELL:   No, I wouldn’t accept that. 

 20 

MR STOKES:   You do not? 

 

MR BOSWELL:   No. 

 

MR STOKES:   So, the evidence you gave yesterday and the fact that there was 25 

no alternative considered was because of cost so is it – is that still your 

view that it is the cost that is prohibitive? 

 

MR BOSWELL:   No.  My recollection was that I didn’t say that there were no 

alternatives considered because of cost, I said that we had done a 30 

considerable amount of work looking at alternatives for the cross-wind 

runway into the future, and that as a result of that work we had chosen 

one of the options that was being considered, and that is the option that 

is forming the basis of our ongoing planning and investment 

programme, so I did not say that we had not considered alternatives.   35 

 

 What option 2(c) assumes is that the existing asset is retained in its 

entirety and that over time and as airline demand dictates and 

willingness to pay dictates, it will be extended incrementally either – 

we have made provision for an extension of 2,000 metres in our 40 

planning. 

 

 If, in some time to come, it is determine that 2,200 is a more 

appropriate length or indeed longer still, then we will cross those 

bridges as they arrive, but for the time being we felt it was prudent to 45 
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provide for a 2,000 metre runway in the short to medium term and that 

is what we have done. 

 

MR STOKES:   You are familiar with Mr Bonis’s evidence whereby he stated 

that he considered alternatives were impossible at paragraph 137 of his 5 

evidence, and I questioned you on that at the time I believe yesterday 

and the consideration of cost was mentioned by yourself as one of the 

reasons why there was no alternative considered in these documents in 

front of us. 

 10 

MR BOSWELL:   So I may have been slightly confused in the nature of the 

question, when you ask were there any alternatives considered, I – in 

my mind I was – I believe that you are asking about the alternatives to 

our application to extend the designation to provide for the REPA.  The 

fact that the runway is where it is and the geometry of the REPA 15 

extends from that runway over State Highway 1 and to the land east of 

the state highway, is my starting point. 

 

MR STOKES:   Yes.   

 20 

MR BOSWELL:   Given that we have gone through this exercise of 

comprehensively reviewing future options for the cross-wind runway.  

So when you asked, “Had we considered alternatives?”, In my mind I 

was contemplating that you are asking a question of, “Was the 

designation process the appropriate process and what other alternatives 25 

had we considered”. 

 

MR STOKES:   That is correct, that is what I was asking and I will ask it again. 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes. 30 

 

MR STOKES:   My starting point was that the REPA is on international airport 

land and the start of the runway is from the end of – which is 200 

metres further to the west - - -  

 35 

MR BOSWELL:   Right. 

 

MR STOKES:   - - - that was the question I was asking - - -  

 

MR BOSWELL:   Right. 40 

 

MR STOKES:   - - - and your answer I believe, correct me if I’m wrong, that 

cost was a consideration, cost to the airport, accept that? 

 

MR BOSWELL:   And it certainly is, and I guess I – you know, if I draw you 45 

to this diagram which shows the the extent of the three other REPA that 
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extend off the ends of the other runway thresholds, in all circumstances 

they are in areas that are not fully owned and controlled by the airport 

currently. 

  [2.45 pm] 

 5 

MR STOKES:   Is it correct though, that they are not heading straight towards 

residential areas in close proximity like it is to the east.  

 

MR BOSWELL:   Well the land to the east is not residential, it is rural. 

 10 

MR STOKES:   In close proximity though. 

 

SJH:   We are ploughing the same furrow and it’s not getting deeper, 

Mr Stokes.  

 15 

MR STOKES:   Thank you for that advice.  Do you accept in the options that 

have been considered in here, that some of the options have actually 

moved the runway further west, exactly as I have stated - - - 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes. 20 

 

MR STOKES:   - - - and in fact actually rewrote what I tried to explain this 

morning, that the start of the runway will therefore fall in the RESA 

area, are you familiar with this report that they have given options 

where the whole runway moved west? 25 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes, I am, there is a vast array of options. 

 

MR STOKES:   Right. 

 30 

MR BOSWELL:   Some of them do involve wholesale relocation of the cross-

wind runway to the west, as you have described, yes. 

 

MR STOKES:   Right.  And no consideration of those have been given as far 

as presenting us costs of that, obviously? 35 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Well this report presents the costs associated with those 

options. 

 

MR STOKES:   Right, which we really can’t see where the costs are relevant 40 

or not. 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Well you can see – they’re relevant in the sense that they are 

comparable to one another, but certainly the airport company hasn’t 

invested a lot of time and energy and resource in getting highly detailed 45 
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valuations of a series of options that we don’t consider are appropriate 

or rational.   

 

MR STOKES:   I think I will stop digging the trench, sir. 

 5 

SJH:   Okay, thank you.  Any questions?  Ms Dawson? 

 

MS DAWSON:   Just one.  Can you just confirm, just for my information, that 

of all the options that are considered in here, none of them is exactly 

the same as, or close to the one that Mr Stokes has put forward? 10 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Probably the closest to Mr Stokes option, just one moment – 

sorry, just bear with me a moment.  I think the first part of your 

statement is correct, that none of them exactly align with his 

suggestion, but there are some that are reasonably close.   15 

 

 I think possibly option 2E.  2E is probably one that is getting close to 

Mr Stokes’ suggestion.   

 

MS DAWSON:   I was thinking that 2B is sort of similar. 20 

 

MR BOSWELL:   2B? 

 

MS DAWSON:   It is similar to his concept, but it is the full 3,000 metre 

length. 25 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Right.  

 

MS DAWSON:   Like it is possibly – anyway, all I really wanted to confirm is 

that there are elements that are similar, but none are exactly the same? 30 

 

MR BOSWELL:   That is correct. 

 

MS DAWSON:   Thank you.  That is sufficient, thank you very much.  No 

more questions.  35 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Dr Mitchell? 

 

DR MITCHELL:   I just would like to take that just a little bit further, and can I 

refer you to page 49 of the report, please? 40 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   I just want to work through some really crude maths, and 

you just tell me if my maths is sort of roughly right.  Option 2B, which 45 
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is the little diagram at the top, that has what you call the 29 threshold 

remaining in its current location? 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes. 

 5 

DR MITCHELL:   That is building a 3,000 metre runway from that point to the 

west? 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes. 

 10 

DR MITCHELL:   Given, in round terms, the existing runway is, I think it 

1740, but call it 1750 because it makes the maths easy, that option 

involves a 1250 metre extension of the runway to the west. 

 

MR BOSWELL:   That is right. 15 

 

DR MITCHELL:   At a runway infrastructure cost of 59 million dollars - - - 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes. 

 20 

DR MITCHELL:   - - - so on a Mr Stokes scenario of moving things 250 

metres, about a quarter of that 50 million, if you assume linear costing, 

would be associated with simply moving things to the west.  Is that a 

reasonably fair assumption in ball park terms?  If it costs 59 million to 

build 1250 metres of new runway, and you only had to build for 25 

example an increment of say 250, it is a fifth - - - 

 

  [2.50 pm] 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes, I will accept that. 30 

 

DR MITCHELL:   In crude terms? 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes. 

 35 

DR MITCHELL:   That is helpful, thank you.  And in terms of Options 2D and 

2E, my understanding from the report is that the reason of the capital 

cost, or the runway infrastructure costs of those options are so high is 

that they are actually on new alignments.  They are close to the existing 

alignment, but they are basically building a whole new runway, albeit 40 

1200 and some metres.  Have I understood that correctly? 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes, yes. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   Alright, thank you, I have no further questions, sir. 45 
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SJH:   How far to the west of the end of the REPA, as your proposal, does the 

CIAL land extend?  

 

MR BOSWELL:   That is that at the western REPA, sir? 

 5 

SJH:   Yes.  If you chuck everything to the west would you be into other 

people’s land or not? 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes.  CIAL owns no more land, other than what is shown as 

shaded in blue. 10 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Any questions from our questions, Mr Stokes?  And please 

do not repeat what you have already asked.  You are at perfect liberty 

to ask it, but not the same thing because we have heard it so many 

times now we get your point, truly. 15 

 

MR STOKES:   Thank you sir, I appreciate it.   

 

SJH:   Any re-examination? 

 20 

<RE-EXAMINATION BY MS APPLEYARD [2.51 pm] 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Just one following on from the last question you were 

asked about the REPA at the western end.  Did you have to effectively 

have to effectively buy that additional land? 25 

 

MR BOSWELL:   We did.  We purchased what was known as the Plains 

Course portion of the Harewood Golf Club back in, I think, 2008.  And 

that was to affect both the REPA and the RESA, which we touched on 

briefly yesterday.  So, yes, is the answer to that question. 30 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Thank you. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Thank you Mr Boswell, you may stand down. 

 35 

MR BOSWELL:   Thank you. 

 

<THE WITNESS WITHDREW [2.52 pm] 

 

SH:  Now, Mr Stokes, if you would come forward and be sworn and affirmed and we 40 

will hear your summary of your evidence, cross-examination, questions from 

the Panel, and then we will hear your submission. 
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<COLIN STOKES, sworn [2.53 pm] 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  We have received and read your statement of evidence, 

Mr Stokes.  If you would just like to give us your summary of that? 

 5 

MR STOKES:   Yes, I have just got it here, it is short.  Christchurch 

International Airport Limited, claims a REPA area is reasonably 

necessary to be provided extending across State Highway 1 and onto 

private land of metropolitan Christchurch. 

 10 

 This area is outside the Special Purposes Airport Zone and outside of 

land designated for airport purposes.  It is also land outside that 

identified as being required and/or desired in the 2006-2025 Master 

Plan, from Mr Bonis’ evidence, 23 January, page 39.   

 15 

 The effect of the REPA extending east toward residential Christchurch 

is that the effective airport zone designation moves closer to residential 

areas.  It is widely accepted, including by the CIAL, that airports and 

residential areas coming closer together have major adverse effects on 

both the airport and on residential areas.  There are already airport 20 

protection rules over private land at the east end of the east-west 

runway in the City Plan.  Locating an addition REPA designation as 

proposed east toward residential in close proximity, in effect extends 

the special purpose airport zone closer to residential areas and permits 

larger aircraft to land and take off closer to houses and residential land 25 

than would otherwise be enabled. 

 

 This has far wider adverse effects than just on the land immediately 

beneath the proposed REPA.  This has not been identified or assessed 

by the Christchurch International Airport evidence as is required by the 30 

Resource Management Act.   

 

  [2.55 pm] 

 

 There is no need for CIAL to extend its designations, or zone, east 35 

toward existing residential areas and the city.  Plans in evidence 

presented by Mr Bonis show that since 1974 CIAL has progressively 

extended designations towards Christchurch City and then later moved 

to the zoning boundaries to take up those designations.  This is no 

different to what they are proposing here again. 40 

 

 I agree CIAL must continue to extend it designations and then its 

zoning as is required to accommodate larger and noisier long haul 

aircraft and higher volumes of air traffic.  However, the logical 

direction to do that must be west and not toward residential areas.  45 

There is no finite ability for CIAL to do as it claims. 
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 There is five to six kilometres west towards Waimakariri to 

accommodate larger and more frequent flights over the land which has 

been described as bony land, not very good for agriculture and 

available to negotiate with those owners for it, as opposed to 5 

encroaching towards residential. 

 

 As a designer, over the years I have found that various district plans 

have put building prohibitions on development or redevelopment of 

existing residential properties due to the airport operations extending 10 

toward them and the resulting adverse effects.  There is no reason to 

believe that this effective airport zone extension will not have 

additional and major adverse effects for all future generations in 

proximity to the east of the airport. 

 15 

 The latest noise contours appear to have been calculated in 2009 when 

the airport master plan set the eastern extremity of land under its 

control to State Highway 1. 

 

 CIAL evidence is that those noise contours took into account projected 20 

larger aircraft and increased aircraft volumes and FAA standards for 

the REPA, which at the time did not extend east of the state highway. 

 

 One would assume that the contours were done in relation to the 

extremities of the airport zone, knowing that those larger planes they 25 

are accommodating for had to land a certain distance from that zone 

because of the mere REPA requirements that were in place. 

 

 Therefore extending the REPA further east towards Christchurch 200 

metres must logically extend the noise contours 200 metres further east 30 

also, over residential land with corresponding adverse effects.  These 

adverse effects will likely result in some further prohibiting of 

development and/or redevelopment of existing residential land in the 

future. 

 35 

 Containing the REPA entirely within the special purposes airport zone 

would result in a much safer REPA, much safer runway, and much 

safer airport, it would also prevent adversely effecting the state 

highway, with unnecessary risk of overshooting and undershooting 

aircraft endangering the public.  That would have major and 40 

catastrophic adverse effects. 

 

 CIAL did not consider the alternative in containing the REPA within 

the special airport zone as it considered in the – and this is from the 

evidence of Mr Bonis at 23 January, paragraph 137 – did not consider 45 

the alternative of containing the REPA within its SPAZ as it considered 
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in the context of an extensive developed asset which was the west-east 

runway, to all intense and purposes would be impossible. 

 

 However, Mr Boswell and Mr Bonis later concede in questioning that 

money was a factor and Mr Bonis appeared to concede that reinforcing 5 

the airport’s interests over other landowner interest were perhaps 

another factor. 

 

 In any event, no consideration or evidence has been provided for the 

costs of the additional 200 metres of runway west.  It may be that it is 10 

more cost effective for CIAL to accommodate the east REPA entirely 

on its own land. 

 

 It appears from that Opus report prepared for CIAL in 2007, that the 

east-west runway was constructed in 1951 and resurfaced in 1995.  The 15 

Opus report states that lower bases of runways have a 60 year lifespan 

– meaning the base layer would have exceeded that lifespan in 2011 

and that top layers have a 15 year lifespan, meaning lifespan till 2010 

for the current works. 

 20 

 The Opus report goes into when these actual works on the runways had 

been done.  It is quite detail there stating the year when the topcoat had 

been done, other things had been done, there is a whole raft of things 

that actually detailed of the cost that gone into maintaining those 

runways. 25 

 

  [3.00 pm] 

 

 The 2007 Opus reports puts the optimised depreciated replacement cost 

of the east-west runway at 4.6 million dollars and the gross replacement 30 

cost at 11.1 million, this further indicates the east-west runway might 

be nearing its lifespan. 

 

 If the east-west runway is indeed due for replacement, and particularly 

in light of the larger planes and increased traffic volumes that the 35 

REPA is being provided for, then constructing the 2,000 metre runway 

further west would possibly mean not having to entirely demolish the 

existing runway asset. 

 

 This would be a saving to CIAL.  The Opus Report recognises this 40 

large demolition cost.  Therefore if the alternative of containing the 

REPA entirely within the SPAZ was considered, the 200 metre east end 

of the runway would be decommissioned as part of the proposed 2,000 

metre runway could possibly remain for the required runway end safety 

area, the RESA. 45 
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 No such RESA appears to currently exist at the east end of the existing 

runway however that seems to have been established that is just 

overlaid with grass, however, evidence of one is required as we have 

heard, to support large heavy aircraft. 

 5 

 I cannot really say that, I haven’t any evidence for – heavier aircraft 

require deeper runways, I think that is pretty well common knowledge 

and I do not know what the current depth is. 

 

 In any event no consideration, evidence or costing has been provided 10 

for this or any other alternative and no losses or assessment of 

environmental effects for private owners has been provided.  No other 

evidence to show that this alternative is impossible or even that it is 

more expensive has been given. 

 15 

 To provide some feel of costs for the above 2000 figures would put 

growth replacement costs for 200 metres of runway at around 1.3 

million dollars, at the 2007 figures. 

 

 Although these figures are not current it is difficult to see how inflation 20 

would make the cost prohibitive or impossible given the total value of 

the Christchurch International Airport asset and the billion dollar GDP 

it brings to the region as set out in Mr Huse evidence. 

 

 In response to Mr Huse evidence, at paragraph 26, in relation to 25 

statutory obligations CIAL has, under the Airport Authorities Act 1966, 

I do not agree that it is aspirational, efficient, effective, fiscally prudent, 

innovative or competitive to expand aeronautical activity east across 

State Highway 1 and toward and over residential Christchurch.  With 

regard to the terminology used in Mr Huse evidence I do consider it is 30 

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.  That alternative may also be less expensive as 

outlined above. 

 35 

 We are not talking here about a London or a Los Angeles or a Hong 

Kong, we are talking about Christchurch which has a golden 

opportunity here to create the best airport potentially in the world.  We 

do not have any need to encroach on residential any more than we do.  

We have a lovely airport, they have made a fantastic job of the current 40 

terminal et cetera out there, they are world class standards. 

 

 I do not understand why they would be fighting about 200 metres 

extending the effective zoning closer to Christchurch when there is so 

much provision to do it to the west and providing perhaps the best 45 

airport in the world. 
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 Thank you. 

 

SJH:   Thank you, Ms Appleyard? 

 5 

MS APPLEYARD:   I have no questions, sir. 

 

MS HURIA:   So I am just interested to ask you about what is your, what are 

your motivations for being part of this process related to the airport? 

 10 

MR STOKES:   I am just passionate about Christchurch.  I want to see it built 

correctly, and right, and where there is an opportunity to make 

improvements I think we should and I think that our airport is a great 

asset to Christchurch and I am not anti-airport whatsoever.  I was raised 

in Withells Road which is nearby underneath the flight path and I 15 

currently have shares in that property through the family trust. 

 

 I still own that and that could adversely be affected in the future should 

the airport be allowed to extend over that.  I also have shares in a 

property in Yaldhurst which is actually under the other flight path.  It 20 

did not used to be under the noise barriers but those noise barriers have 

extended recently and I am now under the noise barrier and that may 

affect my ability to develop my residential property there in the future. 

 

 Firstly just passionate about Christchurch and wanting to see things 25 

designed as best as they can be, the best practice and secondly, well it 

says three, secondly as an owner of land that is adversely affected, and 

thirdly, just in my job as a designer, and I know what implications I 

have to face down the track.   

 30 

  [3.05 pm] 

 

 For example, I have had cases where people want to – their house had 

gotten old and dilapidated, they wanted to rebuild it and they could not, 

because there was a prohibition against building where it was - a new 35 

house – they instead had to extensively renovate at more cost to get 

under those provisions.  I see with the airports and residential getting 

closer together and closer together as they have done over the years, 

and keep doing now, is that areas around the airport will actually turn 

into slums, because of as the adverse effects get greater and great, 40 

people are not going to want to live or do up their houses or will not be 

allowed to do up their houses.  And they will become slums of the 

future.  As we see around a lot of other airports. 

 

 Currently we have a great environment and I think there is a good 45 

working relationship between the airport, generally, and I note in the 
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evidence that they have a social role to link with the community and do 

what they can to appease them.  And to me this is completely opposite.  

They can just simply move that across and not impede any further than 

they currently are. 

 5 

MS HURIA:   Thank you. 

 

MR STOKES:   Effectively doing that just allows larger aircraft to land closer 

to residential areas.  It is solely about that.  If that is what the REPA is 

there for, the REPA moved over the heavy planes have to land further 10 

away. 

 

MS HURIA:   I was interested in your own motivations, but I think I have had 

a good answer.  Thank you. 

 15 

MR STOKES:   Thank you. 

 

SJH:   Ms Dawson? 

 

MS DAWSON:   No questions, thank you. 20 

 

SJH:   Dr Mitchell? 

 

DR MITCHELL:   I have just got one question, Mr Stokes, and it is unrelated 

to your evidence.  I just wanted to, for personal interest, were you at 25 

Burnside High School in the mid-70s? 

 

MR STOKES:   Yes, I was, I left in ‘77. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   I think you might have been there a year after me and I 30 

think your sister might have been in the same year as me, but I could be 

wrong. 

 

MR STOKES:   That would be Wendy, or Fay was the older one. 

 35 

DR MITCHELL:   Fay, I believe. 

 

SJH:   I am not sure if this is a declaration of a conflict, or not. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   No, no conflict whatsoever, but I just thought I recognised 40 

the name. 

 

SJH:   All right. Thank you Mr Stokes, you may stand down, you may be 

excused.  I understand Ms Stevens is available at 3.30 so we will just 

stand down until then, Ms Appleyard. 45 
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<THE WITNESS WITHDREW [3.07 pm] 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Thank you. 

 

SJH:   Thank you. 5 

 

ADJOURNED [3.07 pm] 

 

RESUMED [3.33 pm] 

 10 

SJH:   Thank you.  Ms Steven, thank you for making yourself available at short 

notice.  There was a couple of matters that you are now aware of that 

arose this morning, and in fairness to your clients we thought it 

appropriate you should have the opportunity to cross-examine 

Mr Boswell on the report he produced, which is one I imagine you are 15 

probably familiar with anyway. 

 

MS STEVEN:   Well no, but I am happy to, it is not one I am familiar with. 

 

SJH:   Right.  And the other matter was that Mr Huse gave additional evidence 20 

outside his brief that was relevant to REPA, and such matters that, 

again, we have endeavoured to make the transcript available to you? 

 

MS STEVEN:   Yes, I have seen that, and I have a question for each of the two 

witnesses of clarification on that evidence. 25 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Well, Mr Boswell, if you would call him first please, 

Ms Appleyard, and I think given the break he should be reaffirmed 

please.  

 30 

<RHYS DUNCAN BOSWELL, affirmed [3.34 pm] 

 

<EXAMINATION BY MS APPLEYARD [3.34 pm] 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   I will just ask to reconfirm that your full name is Rhys 35 

Duncan Boswell? 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes, it is. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   And you have the qualifications and experience you have 40 

previously outlined this morning? 

 

MR BOSWELL:   I do. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   If you would answer any questions.  Thank you. 45 
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SJH:   Yes, Ms Steven? 

 

<CROSS-EXAMINATION BY MS STEVEN [3.35 pm] 

 

MS STEVEN:   Thank you.  Mr Boswell, I understand that you have produced 5 

two documents, exhibits 4 and 5 this morning? 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes. 

 

MS STEVEN:   And I want to clarify there is no data on exhibit 4, and I want 10 

to clarify the relationship between the two. 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Certainly.  Which is exhibit 4 and exhibit 5? 

 

MS STEVEN:   Exhibit 4 is the Runway 1129 Option Study 2006. 15 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes. 

 

MS STEVEN:   And then we have a document, dated 12 April 2006, addressed 

to yourself, authored by Landrum & Brown? 20 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes.  

 

MS STEVEN:   Which purports to be a peer review of the Runway 1129 

Option Study? 25 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes. 

 

MS STEVEN:   So just to confirm, exhibit 5 is a peer review of exhibit 4. 

 30 

MR BOSWELL:   Exhibit 4, that is correct. 

 

MS STEVEN:   Right.  And I understood you to confirm that these documents 

were produced to the hearings Panel, the Commissioner deciding 

PC16? 35 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes. 

 

MS STEVEN:   Are you quite sure about that? 

 40 

MR BOSWELL:   I am quite sure, to the best of my recollection it was.  I 

believe so. 

 

MS STEVEN:   You believe so.  I have checked my record of the evidence 

presented and I did not see that it was attached to any of the witness 45 
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statements and I wonder whether that is just to the best of recollection 

or whether you are quite certain that it was presented? 

 

MR BOSWELL:   No, I am afraid it is just the best to my recollection.  I 

cannot imagine that we would have gone to the trouble of producing 5 

these reports and not presented them, but like I say, I am not certain of 

it. 

 

MS STEVEN:   Because you will appreciate that PC16 involved a plan change, 

which in terms of the statutory tests did not require a consideration of 10 

alternatives, did it? 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Look, I am not intimate with the requirements of that 

process, so I will take your word for it. 

 15 

SJH:   I think there is a further that we had made to Ms Appleyard that we 

could not possibly rely on anything as given anyway. 

 

MS STEVEN:   No, that is right. 

 20 

SJH:   But we have to have the prime information here, which is I think why 

we got this additional evidence this morning. 

 

MS STEVEN:   Yes, that is right, okay.  Now, I want to ask you, in that peer 

review I did note in the discussion contained in it that there was 25 

recommendations for a reconsideration of some of the options 

identified in that first study. 

 

MR BOSWELL:   It says “Recommended Refined Options”? 

 30 

MS STEVEN:   Refined options. 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes. 

 

MS STEVEN:   Including the use of additional criterion? 35 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes, that is the suggestion, yes. 

 

MS STEVEN:   Was there any further study undertaken in light of the 

recommendations contained in this peer review? 40 

 

MR BOSWELL:   No there were not.  We felt that in combination that these 

two reports gave us the answer that we were looking for at the time, 

which was to provide us with a clear direction as to the planning 

direction we should be taking for the cross-wind runway. 45 
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 So, no, there was not any further study based following the peer 

review.  Certainly, further detailed studies would no doubt be necessary 

at the time when, either due to airline demand or some other regulatory 

requirement, we were at a position where we were looking to invest in 

those extensions. 5 

 

MS STEVEN:   All right, I think you have answered my question now.  I am 

interested to see this document.  I have not seen it before, and I am 

going to ask you to turn to page 7 if you would please, of exhibit 5.  

Because I note that your case for the inclusion of REPA controls is 10 

based upon the airport’s concern to follow best practice based on FAA 

recommendations.  That is correct, isn’t it? 

 

MR BOSWELL:   That is correct.  

 15 

MS STEVEN:   And I see in the second to last paragraph of this peer review 

there is mention made of a requirement for ownership within the REPA 

area also specified in the FAA Advisory Circular.  Were you aware of 

the recommendation contained in the FAA guideline for ownership of 

REPA land wherever possible? 20 

 

  [3.40 pm] 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes, I think I – we were generally aware of that at the time, 

yes.  But I guess, you know, it was a guide – it is a guideline, and so we 25 

considered it, in the same way that we, we are open to potentially 

acquiring parcels of land as they become available within our existing 

REPAs, if I can call them that.  And a recent example of where we 

have acquired that land is parcel 89, west of the cross-wind runway. 

 30 

MS STEVEN:   All right, but – can I just get you to confirm that – it contains 

here a recommendation that either the land should be purchased or 

development rights, easements be obtained, on all properties within the 

REPA areas.  You will confirm that there has been no approach made 

to any of the submitters that I represent, either to purchase the 35 

(INDISTINCT 1.21) title or to obtain a development right easement in 

respect of the REPA corridors if you like, on their land? 

 

MR BOSWELL:   We have approached all of the landowner’s by way of the 

public information process and sought feedback and engagement on 40 

that.  We have always said that we are open to acquiring parcels of 

land, and we have demonstrated in our actions, that are directly 

affected by REPA. 
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 We have not made any formal offer, of the type that perhaps you are 

contemplating in terms of a figure, but we are absolutely open to that 

possibility. 

 

MS STEVEN:   And in fact, in the recommendations contained in this, as to the 5 

additional criterion that could be applied in fine tuning the options, 

there is reference made to the prospect of taking into account the 

additional noise that will result from some of these options and land 

acquisition, the effect on surrounding communities. 

 10 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes.  And just – absolutely.  Noise is a consideration in the 

options report.  I think if you are – probably most appropriate table is 

pages 46-49 of the existing report, in addition to the areas, the sections 

of that table that Mr Stokes focused on which was the estimated 

financial cost, there are, there are criteria there that talk about existing 15 

noise affected areas and new noise affected areas.  So that was a 

consideration at the time that we considered all those options. 

 

MS STEVEN:   Well, right, but just if we get back to my initial question, this 

peer review followed this noise study - - -  20 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes. 

 

MS STEVEN:   - - - and made recommendations for a further consideration, 

requirement of the options, taking into account additional criteria, and 25 

you confirmed to me that there was no further study undertaken? 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Sorry, can you just – so that I do not have to scan this, can 

you point me to the specific recommendation you are talking about? 

 30 

MS STEVEN:   Well it is the following paragraph on page 7, is the conclusion, 

if you just read that. 

 

MR BOSWELL:   So which paragraph sorry? 

 35 

MS STEVEN:   The following – the final paragraph on page 7 which runs over 

onto the last page of that peer review. 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Page 7 of the – the paragraph that starts, “Finally, it would 

be helpful”? 40 

 

MS STEVEN:   Yes. 

 

MR BOSWELL:   All right.   

 45 
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MS STEVEN:   And then, once you have read that, I will just take you back to 

page 3, under the heading “Range of Options”, there is a reference to 

“changes” and “evaluation criterion”, including potential to further 

reduce noise. 

 5 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes.  So one of the - - -  

 

MS STEVEN:   And if I just ask you to also look at paragraph 4, the second 

paragraph. 

 10 

MR BOSWELL:   Sorry, page 4, second paragraph? 

 

  [3.45 pm] 

 

MS STEVEN:   Yes.  The root of my question is that this has recommended 15 

additional criterion be used to further consider options to reduce impact 

beyond the Airport land, and my question – which you have answered 

– was, was that further consideration given?  And I understand your 

answer to be, no.  That is correct, isn’t it? 

 20 

MR BOSWELL:   That is correct.   

 

MS STEVEN:   So if we go back to the runway option study. 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes. 25 

 

MS STEVEN:   I understood the evidence that you gave to the Panel this 

morning that the REPA improvements that have triggered the need for 

the controls to be introduced by this designation is described in this 

study as option 2C, is that correct? 30 

 

MR BOSWELL:   It is, yes, an option that we have generally adopted.  

 

MS STEVEN:   Generally adopted, or adopted? 

 35 

MR BOSWELL:   Adopted.  I mean this is a study to inform the designating 

authority of reasonable options to provide for in its long term planning 

requirements, so option 2C, we have and continue to take steps to 

implement that option.   

 40 

MS STEVEN:   All right, so this is the option that is going to result in a 

runway infrastructure cost of 28 million as compared to other options 

which will result in a much higher cost.  That is your evidence to this 

Panel? 

 45 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes, it is.   
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MS STEVEN:   Right, okay.  So what I am wondering – I can’t find much in 

this study about that option, I am wanting you to help me.  I have firstly 

gone back to – perhaps we can usefully turn to page 47, and I haven’t 

understood your comment in light of – this table doesn’t identify third 5 

party land that is potentially affected by these options, but the key here 

for me was – three-quarters of the way down there is a line relating to 

Russley Road, and there are three options that affect where the REPA 

would affect Russley Road. 

 10 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes.  

 

MS STEVEN:   Options 2B, 3B and 3C. 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes. 15 

 

MS STEVEN:   And I was trying to make sense of the fact that 2C doesn’t 

affect Russley Road because on this instance the designation would 

pass at the REPA, would pass over Russley Road.  So how do you 

explain that? 20 

 

MR BOSWELL:   My explanation for that is, that option 2C is an option that, I 

think it goes on to talk about, it provides a non-precision approaches to 

the cross-wind runway. 

 25 

 So in part it is a precision approach that would trigger the requirement 

for an enlarged REPA.  And so one of the reasons why option 2C has 

been adopted is that it allows us the flexibility to either provide for that 

precision approach capability by either shifting the centreline of that 

cross-wind runway 14 metres to the south, or by relocating the parallel 30 

taxiway 14.5 metres to the north. 

 

 There is an issue here of being fully compliant with precision approach 

activity of a separation distance between the runway and the taxiway.   

 35 

 So what 2C says is you can essentially retain the existing centreline and 

be perfectly capable of having non-precision activity.  What the airport 

is doing, it believes it is far more prudent to provide for precision 

approach movements, as would be required by simultaneous 

operations, which may be required by code E aircraft approaching in 40 

visual conditions in future, based on the new navigation technologies 

that will be employed.  Therefore, as I say, we believe that 2C is the 

appropriate option of the range that are identified in this report but 

which we can augment or improve, if you like, to provide for precision 

approach activity. 45 
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  [3.50 pm] 

 

 That is why, Ms Steven, that is why in this report it talks about not 

having an impact on Russley Road because it assumes that in a non-

precision environment that what was the REPA, would be satisfactory. 5 

 

MS STEVEN:   All right, well it was a very long answer and I am not sure 

whether it really addressed my point, but I am really just wanting to, 

you are producing this to the Panel as a consideration of alternatives 

that is the purpose in producing this report? 10 

 

MR BOSWELL:   The purpose of producing this report was to demonstrate to 

the Panel and will back up essentially my response to one of your 

questions yesterday that we had considered alternatives.  It was not 

necessarily to forensically or historically justify decisions that the 15 

Airport has made, based on the expert advice in the past. 

 

MS STEVEN:   Okay, well we will just whizz through this, Mr Boswell.  I 

flicked through the whole report and there are quite a few pages that go 

through each of the criteria that were applied and which set out 20 

diagrams, maps overlaid over the airport boundaries identify land that 

would be left for development within the airport boundaries for 

example, land that would be sterilised by the REPA which is the way it 

has been described, the phraseology used and I could not see any real in 

depth discussion and certainly no figure setting out option 2C, that is 25 

correct isn’t it, there is not one, there is not much discussion here of 

option 2C? 

 

MR BOSWELL:   There is discussion of option 2C but it is not, as I said it is a 

report that was commissioned to help inform the Airport about how it 30 

should be providing for the future requirements of the cross-wind 

runway.  It is not an engineering report or a report that is intended to 

form a business case for what will likely be future investment 

requirements.  It is to help inform the master planning process.  It was a 

substudy, if you will, of the master planning report that was produced 35 

later that year. 

 

MS STEVEN:   My very last question and this just relates to the question of 

cost and I am not going to focus too much on this and so turn to page 

49 if you would not mind? 40 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes. 

 

MS STEVEN:   If we just look at that figure of 28 for option 2C the runway 

infrastructure cost, just on the brief time that I have had to read that I 45 

understand that that involves a consideration of development, you 
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know, the overall cost to the airport in terms of the development land 

that would left available for commercial development and/or for airport 

purposes primarily in the area 2A and matters of that sort.  What is 

meant by runway infrastructure cost, is that just the actual cost of 

construction, the improvements? 5 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes, that is my understanding.  I mean you will see about 

2C that the land development value released is zero. 

 

MS STEVEN:   There is also land acquisition cost external to the Airport.  So 10 

one assumes that is based on the understanding that the Airport would 

buy third party land affected by any of these options? 

 

MR BOSWELL:   That is, yes, a fair assumption, yes.  This is 2006 figures. 

 15 

MS STEVEN:   This was 2006 figures and so that could possibly, can you 

point to anything in this report that shows that option 2C involved 

purchase or at least impact upon the land owned by the submitters I 

represent? 

 20 

MR BOSWELL:   No, I cannot because as I have explained that option 2C was 

predicated on the runway only being protected for a non precision 

approach movements.  The combination of providing for the, what we 

consider to be the rational or sensible position of providing for 

precision approach means that the enlarged REPA is appropriate. 25 

 

  [3.55 pm] 

 

 The fact that we have at the time we anticipated the requirement for the 

crosswind runway for the code E aircraft, the 787 Boeing Triple 7, 30 

A330 type aircraft to be using the crosswind runway more frequently as 

they became more frequent in their operations at Christchurch meant 

that it was prudent for us to help inform us in our decision to seek 

apply the enlarged REPA. 

 35 

MS STEVEN:   Right, I don’t think I have any more questions for you, thank 

you, Mr Boswell. 

 

SJH:   Just before you leave that, Ms Steven, the 2C operation, Option 2C at 

page 42, the overlay plan. 40 

 

MS STEVEN:   The overlay there. 

 

SJH:   Does seem to show a REPA outside of the airport boundary at the 

eastern end which is not in sufficient scale to work out and align where 45 

it now goes. 
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MS STEVEN:   Yes, look, I am so sorry.  Yes, I hadn’t seen that, I must admit. 

 

SJH:   And it seems to align with what is being sought from your client’s 

property. 5 

 

MS STEVEN:   Yes, it does indeed.  Yes, I am grateful for that, thank you. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.   

 10 

MS HURIA:   Just a point of clarification if I may.  When you talked about the 

Airport open to purchase land, you said something else then about 

public advertising which I didn’t hear or didn’t understand.  You said 

the normal process or the public process or something? 

 15 

MR BOSWELL:   No, well, I don’t – what the Airport has typically done is 

acquired land as it has become publicly available.  So as an owner 

surrounding the Airport has put their land up for sale or indeed 

approached the Airport and said that, “We are considering selling, are 

you interested in being a possible purchaser?”  We have either reached 20 

a commercial agreement or it has been sold on the open market.  That 

we haven’t exercised our compulsory acquisition powers, that I am 

aware of, of any property that we currently own or have owned in the 

past.  Does that help? 

 25 

MS HURIA:   Thank you.  I don’t know, I will just check if I am allowed ask 

this question. 

 

 I don’t quite know how to phrase it without being a bit bold. 

 30 

SJH:   I think just directly. 

 

MS HURIA:   All right.  So the way that you are considering here is a way of 

the Airport getting what it needs without actually paying the people 

who own the property for the property without purchasing the 35 

property? 

 

MR BOSWELL:   No, I disagree.  My understanding, my interpretation is that 

when we sought to extend the REPA zoning across the McVicar, 

Booth, Smith properties there would have been a valuation impact upon 40 

those owners without necessarily the corresponding right for the owner 

to seek compensation if you like from the Airport Company. 

 

 My understanding of the process that we went through with plan 

change 16 was that the owners, I guess in the first instance, said, “We 45 

don’t want our land to be affected by the REPA at all full stop but if it 
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was to be affected by the REPA we would prefer that the designation 

process be used”.  Such that they had the opportunity to either force the 

Airport to uplift the designation or acquire the land using the Public 

Works Act process which, you know, there is a clearly defined process 

to establish what the market value is.  And the market value again, my 5 

understanding is determined based on if the designation did not exist.  

So it would be the underlying value of the land which for the most part 

is rural.  Well, it is entirely rural but some of it is subject to a private 

plan change. 

 10 

MS HURIA:   I am not sure if that answers my question.  So if you get your 

REPA over this land you get what you need but you actually haven’t 

had to give any compensation by buying the land off people - - - 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Not if the owners don’t ask us to but if the owners once, 15 

assuming the REPA is applied by way of this designation, they can 

come to us and say, “Well, we are no longer happy that our land has 

this blight”, if you want to call it that, “we want you to buy it off us”.  

And we would at that point either have to go through the Public Works 

Act process and pay them what was considered a fair market value or 20 

we would have to uplift the designation, that is my understanding.   

 

MS HURIA:   I see, thank you.   

 

MS DAWSON:   Can I just clarify one thing, Mr Boswell, and it is following 25 

up from Ms Steven’s question about – and I think our Chairman 

pointed to, page 42, which is the Option 2C, which is the closest to the 

one that the airport’s pursuing. 

 

  [4.00 pm] 30 

 

 So if I – just to make sure I understand, so what you are saying is that, 

two – the difference between what the airport is currently pursuing and 

what is shown on this plan, is that, if precision or instrument landing I 

guess it would be, is provided for which 2C does not, the REPA would 35 

extend further onto those properties on the other side of Russley Road, 

as is proposed in the designation? 

 

MR BOSWELL:   No, it would not because we are not proposing to shift the 

runway any further east at all. What we are proposing to do potentially, 40 

is to shift the centreline of the cross wind runway some 14.5 metres to 

the south, so that could have a – the effect of shifting the REPA 14.5 

metres to the south. 

 

MS DAWSON:   Yes, I see, yes - - -  45 
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MR BOSWELL:   Yes. 

 

MS DAWSON:   - - - so there is the shift in the runway, would in – because of 

the way it’s angled, would bring the REPA more onto those properties. 

 5 

MR BOSWELL:   It would cause – (INDISTINCT 1.26) speaking by – what I 

am talking about here, is shifting that whole runway - - -  

 

MS DAWSON:   Yes. 

 10 

MR BOSWELL:   - - - the centreline 14 metres in that direction - - -  

 

MS DAWSON:   Yes. 

 

MR BOSWELL:   - - - which would have a corresponding effect of shifting 15 

that shaded area - - -  

 

MS DAWSON:   Yes, I understand. 

 

MR BOSWELL:   - - - 14 metres to the south. 20 

 

MS DAWSON:   All right. Yes, thank you. 

 

SJH:   The difficulty is, I think with page 42, the scale is so great it is hard to 

work out of the small area - - -  25 

 

MS DAWSON:   Yes. 

 

SJH:   - - - extending, corresponds - - -  

 30 

MS DAWSON:   Corresponds to - - -  

 

SJH:   - - - with what is in annexure 6. 

 

MS DAWSON:   What our designate - - - 35 

 

SJH:   Yes. 

 

MS DAWSON:   - - - what the designation is proposed. 

 40 

SJH:   So - - -  

 

MS DAWSON:   But it is there. 

 

SJH:   - - - an overlay plan of that, if it is exactly the same or not, if that can be 45 

agreed between counsel, would probably be helpful. 
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MS DAWSON:   But being as it may, some of it, may be a bit more of an issue 

here, depending on the scale, is not what is included in the cost of land 

to be acquired, there’s no cost being applied to that has there in this 

Option, the land that would – the cost of land being acquired is the 5 

cross hatched area at the other end of the runway, on page 42. 

 

MR BOSWELL:   I think you are correct, I am operating off a copy that is not 

that clear (INDISTINCT 2.36). 

 10 

MS DAWSON:   Okay, all right. 

 

MR BOSWELL:   But I think you are correct. 

 

MS DAWSON:   Yes. 15 

 

MS DAWSON:   All right, thank you. Thank you very much. 

 

SJH:   Dr Mitchell. 

 20 

DR MITCHELL:   Thank you, sir, I have just got two questions that have 

arisen out of the questioning, can I first – have you got a copy of that, 

what is referred to as Exhibit 5 there please, Mr Boswell? 

 

MR BOSWELL:   I do. 25 

 

DR MITCHELL:   Page 7, where the advisory circular that was issued by the 

FAA is mentioned, it would be fair to say, would it, that the FAA 

would use vernacular that was not specific to New Zealand, in fact they 

would not be aware of things like designations when they are 30 

describing mechanisms for controlling land, they would use whatever 

words they use in the States presumably. 

 

MR BOSWELL:   That is my understanding, sir. 

 35 

DR MITCHELL:   Would you – and it seems to me that that FAA document 

which I have actually read, says where you can own land, is it – that is 

Option 1. Option 3, which is the least preferred, is to rely on zoning 

and the third Option is to have some, what they called a – what have 

they called it – a development right easement, in other words, I take 40 

that to mean, not necessarily an easement in a New Zealand sense, but 

something that said, the rights of the,  well the airport company would 

have some ability to control in a direct sense what would happen on the 

land and that a designation for the purposes of the FAA document 

might be considered a development right easement, do you think that is 45 
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the intention?  Have I explained it – you are not sure of what the 

question is? 

 

MR BOSWELL:   I think I understand what you are talking about, the, look, in 

my mind I think that the designation process, what I understand it to be 5 

at least, affords the owners of properties that are potentially affected – 

directly affected by things like REPA, it affords them an opportunity to 

seek compensation. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   I was looking at it the other way, I am looking at it from the 10 

other point of view, in terms of you having one Option as per the FAA 

guideline, would be for you to have an easement over that land 

recognising the legitimacy of your operation. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   The designation presumably achieves that same purpose 15 

because no development of that land can occur without your approval, 

so for the purposes of the FAA document 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes. 

 20 

DR MITCHELL:   - - - do you think that a designation fulfils that second 

purpose, being a development right easement? 

 

  [4.05 pm] 

 25 

MR BOSWELL:   The New Zealand context, that is probably not a bad 

analogy, that the designation fulfils that easement right and the REPA 

zoning that we previously sought would be that land use control.   

 

DR MITCHELL:   The third option.   30 

 

MR BOSWELL:   The third option.   

 

DR MITCHELL:   And the designation would allow you to acquire that land 

either via the landowner - - - 35 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Instigating it. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   - - - instigating it or you instigating it for your own reasons. 

 40 

MR BOSWELL:   That is correct.  

 

DR MITCHELL:   All right, thank you.  And just finally, in terms of – you 

don’t need to refer to it, but page 49 of exhibit 4, which talks about 

various options and the costs and so forth in the table that Ms Steven 45 
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referred you to, and she referred you to this four million dollars of land 

acquisition costs associated with option 2C. 

 

 My reading of your annexure 8, which is your land ownership map that 

you presented in your primary statement, shows essentially three areas 5 

of REPA land that are required to be purchased by the Airport – or, 

sorry, that make up the REPA, that is land that is not owned by the 

Airport. 

 

 There is the area to the south - - - 10 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   - - - there is the area to the west - - - 

 15 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   - - - and there’s the area that Ms Steven is interested in. 

 

 My rough order calculations show that each one of those REPAs is 20 

about 25 hectares.  So if you add the REPA areas, that are not owned 

by the airport company then the four million dollar figure shown in the 

table equates to 40 hectares of land purchased, based on the formula 

that’s in the column there. 

 25 

 Would you accept the proposition that the area shown in your annexure 

6 that is land not owned by the airport - - - 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes. 

 30 

DR MITCHELL:   - - - that is within the proposed REPAs, equates to 

approximately 40 hectares? 

 

MR BOSWELL:   So you are referring to this yellow area and that yellow 

area? 35 

 

DR MITCHELL:   And the blue area where your thumb is, that is within the 

REPA. 

 

MR BOSWELL:   So that report was done at a time when of course we didn’t 40 

own the land. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   You didn’t own the land in the blue, that is my point. 
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MR BOSWELL:   But it also is limited to the REPAs off the cross-wind 

runway, because we weren’t contemplating the REPAs off the runway 

at that time. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   Okay.  But in crude terms – I am just trying to reconcile the 5 

four million dollar figure with the maps, and they are within cooee of 

each other in terms of this table for option 2C says, “that the Airport 

needs to acquire 40 hectares of land”, for its REPA if it were to 

purchase it? 

 10 

MR BOSWELL:   Yes. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   And that’s in ballpark figures, the area of REPA that is not 

under control of the Airport - - - 

 15 

MR BOSWELL:   I think looking at it again, just refreshing my memory, 

looking at what you’re referring to there.  It’s talking about, and it 

places a notional value of $10 per square metre on that land. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   100,000 per hectare deciphered into four hectares.   20 

 

MR BOSWELL:   Well that would almost certainly be entirely the blue area, it 

will not – the land to the east, I am sure - - - 

 

DR MITCHELL:   All right, no that is fine, I can understand.  Thank you, 25 

that’s helpful clarification, thank you.  Thank you, sir.   

 

SJH:   Ms Steven, is there any questions from the Panel’s questions. 

 

MS STEVEN:   No, thank you. 30 

 

SJH:   Any re-examination? 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   No, sir. 

 35 

SJH:   Thank you Mr Boswell, you many stand down. 

 

<THE WITNESS WITHDREW [4.08 pm] 

 

SJH:   Yes, Mr Huse, please? 40 

 

<DON HUSE, sworn [4.09 pm] 

 

<EXAMINATION BY MS APPLEYARD [4.09 pm] 

 45 
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MS APPLEYARD:   Just ask you to confirm again that your full name is 

Donald William Huse? 

 

MR HUSE:   It is.   

 5 

MS APPLEYARD:   And you have the qualification and experience set out in 

paragraphs 2-5 of your primary evidence, dated 23 January 2015? 

 

MR HUSE:   I do.   

 10 

MS APPLEYARD:   Thank you.  If you would just answer any questions. 

 

MR HUSE:   Thank you. 

 

SJH:   Yes, Ms Steven? 15 

 

<CROSS-EXAMINATION BY MS STEVEN [4.09 pm] 

 

MS STEVEN:   Yes, thank you Mr Huse.  Now, you weren’t involved in PC16 

were you? 20 

 

MR HUSE:   I wasn’t. 

 

MS STEVEN:   No, and I understood you were asked a question this morning 

about the requirement for a 300 metre strip width for the cross-wind 25 

runway, and your understanding of the need to increase that from 150 

to 300 metres.  You recall giving the answer that you gave to the Panel 

this morning on that? 

 

  [4.10 pm] 30 

 

MR HUSE:   Yes, we discussed that. 

 

MS STEVEN:   Yes.  Now the purpose of my questioning Mr Boswell was to 

understand whether the improvements to the cross-wind runway that 35 

triggered the need for the REPA controls have been carried out.  Do 

you have a detailed understanding of the background to the length of 

the REPA controls? 

 

MR HUSE:  Certainly from a technical point of view it has been outline in 40 

evidence here.  I understand, if you like, the regulatory imperative in 

the FAA from the British equivalent, I certainly understand that, but I 

am not quite clear where your question is going. 

 

MS STEVEN:   Well, you are not aware of the case that was presented at the 45 

hearing on PC16 about the improvements that were planned to the 
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north-west runway at the time that would trigger the need for the REPA 

controls? 

 

MR HUSE:   No, I do not have knowledge of that nexus, no. 

 5 

MS STEVEN:   No, so I am trying to understand the answer that you have 

when Ms Appleyard asked you about, or the question that was put to 

you, is the 300 metres consistent with your understanding of what 

would be required, and you gave an answer to that.  My question to you 

is do you know what the current width of the north-west runway is? 10 

 

SJH:   Was that referring to the width of the runway, you have got the 

transcript, or the length of the REPA? 

 

MS STEVEN:   No, it is the width of the runway.  I was asking Mr Boswell 15 

about the width of the runway. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Can we just be clear on this because this is what is 

causing the confusion, strip width is not a physical sealed, that is what 

was causing the issue. 20 

 

SJH:   It is not the sealed bit. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   It is not the sealed bit.  So when we are talking about the 

width of the runway, Mr Boswell and Mr Huse are talking about strip 25 

width, which is effectively a clear area as I understand it. 

 

MR STEVEN:   Right, well I will rephrase that question.  Do you know what 

the strip width of the runway is at the moment? 

 30 

MR HUSE:   Well, I have made some enquiries of Mr Boswell, and I 

understand that it is 300 metres, and that that has been taken into 

account, one, in their planning, and two, in the implementation of 

certain works since then.   

 35 

MS STEVEN:   All right, well I think I might just leave that.  Thank you. 

 

SJH:   All right, thank you.  No re-examination? 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   No, sir. 40 

 

SJH:   Thank you Mr Huse, you may stand down. 

 

MR HUSE:   Thank you. 

 45 

<THE WITNESS WITHDREW [4.12 pm] 
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SJH:   I think there is a further matter, in particular Dr Mitchell would like to 

put you both to be covered off in closing submissions, regarding 

permitted use in Rural 5. 

 5 

DR MITCHELL:   You will recall that there was some conversation yesterday 

with Mr Bonis about what the, essentially, the permitted baseline is for 

the use of your clients property, Ms Steven.  And the answers to it were 

generally fairly vague – there was some conversation about tunnel 

houses and so forth possibly being permitted, although it was sort of 10 

qualitative rather than quantitative.  It would be helpful to us to 

understand, hopefully by consensus, but if not by consensus, for your 

own individual views of that about what the current development 

controls in the Rural 5 zoning do and do not permit as of right. 

 15 

MS STEVEN:   Yes, my questioning was not to elicit a complete permitted 

baseline, because it was not my role to fill in the gaps. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   No, no, I understand that.  But it is helpful to us to 

understand what it is that your clients can and cannot do under the 20 

existing zoning. 

 

MS STEVEN:   I might have to engage a planner because the controls, the 

exclusions, well the controls involve percentage areas of the site, 

depending on what the size of the site is, so you would have to come up 25 

with a permitted baseline for each permitted site.  And so it certainly 

would not be possible for me to do that by tomorrow. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   I am not so concerned, or we are not so concerned about 

that in particular, clearly there are some general limitations on site 30 

coverage and so forth, but there are the prohibited activity rules, for 

example, in the existing zoning that say what cannot be done on land, 

and there are also some permitted activity standards that apply.   

 

  [4.15 pm] 35 

 

MS STEVEN:   I do not think are any, I think the only prohibited activity rules 

relate to the 65 contour and it says “no second dwelling”.  But anyway, 

I can certainly - - -  

 40 

SJH:   I think there is a further point around this, that if it was the horticulture 

that you put, tunnel houses/glasshouses, was a REPA inconsistent with 

that? 

 

MS STEVEN:   Yes.   45 
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SJH:   Are you saying it is, or it is not? 

 

MS STEVEN:   Well, I think it was part of my case, and that is why I think I 

asked the question of Mr Bonis, the assumption upon which he was 

giving his answer about potential inconsistencies, because at the 5 

moment we have not got any rules.  We do not know what the rules are 

going to be. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   Sorry, and that is a fair comment. 

 10 

MS STEVEN:   Yes, and so on the assumption, because I am told by the 

Council, and I have not mentioned it but I have been sent a without 

prejudice document which flags changes that will be introduced as part 

of phase 2, and I cannot refer those to those because it is without 

prejudice.  Bu there will be changes, and so it is possible to say at this 15 

stage what a proper baseline will be. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   Perhaps I can rephrase the question to be more explicit.  In 

terms of the Operative City Plan and the existing controls that exist on 

the use of Rural 5 land, what is and is not permitted as of right on those 20 

properties. 

 

MS STEVEN:   Yes, all right, I can do that. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   It is a narrower question than originally contemplated, but 25 

that is what we are keen to understand. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   So the question you are just trying to understand the 

existing constraint says that there is a little bit of an overlay as well 

which might take a little bit of work, because there is some obstacle 30 

slope. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   That is what I was referring to. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Rules which do not apply across the whole Rural 5, so I 35 

am just going to pick up on a point, I will probably need to get 

Mr Bonis to help me with this, and I am in a hearing all day tomorrow, 

I mean I can get submissions to you tomorrow, but they are not going 

to be by 5.00 pm if I am going to have to get a little bit of extra work 

done.  I am going to have to talk to him. 40 

 

SJH:   Well I think this will be of assistance, this information from both of you, 

so we would be quite happy to make it Friday, end of the week. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Thank you, that would be much - - - 45 
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SJH:   And if something arises that causes you require longer time just file a 

brief memorandum and we can extend it.  And we think it would be 

helpful in light of the indicated concern of the Panel that, I do not 

suppose leaning towards is too strong, but that we wondered why this 

land that Ms Steven’s clients own should be subject to full airport 5 

designation as oppose to limited to REPA, and whether there is some 

room for common ground around that. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Yes, so just on that point, Mr Boswell yesterday 

conceded on that effectively. 10 

 

SJH:   Yes, well in light of that concession - - -  

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Mr Bonis has actually had a go at drafting, I accept that 

that is not Ms Steven’s position, that they do not want REPA controls 15 

at all, but I think it would be helpful if we had a day or two for us to 

send her, without prejudice, what Mr Bonis’ drafted, accepting her 

position that they do not want them at all if, but if the Panel was of a 

different view, whether she could have a look at the drafting, I think 

that might assist everybody. 20 

 

SJH:   I am sure we think that is appropriate. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   And if we had a day or two we could probably find that 

out. 25 

 

MS STEVEN:   I am happy to look at that, and I also wonder given that it is 

really the Airport’s case, and it really ought to have been part of their 

evidence that they produce this proper permitted baseline, that 

Mr Bonis produce first-go at drawing up that baseline. 30 

 

SJH:   That is where it should come from. 

 

MS STEVEN:   Yes, and the only reason why I say that is because my work 

load this week, I have got to file written submissions under judicial 35 

review by Friday, plus an application for leave to the Court of Appeal.  

So my workload this week is fairly booked up already. 

 

SJH:   If you need extra time just flick though, if you can do a memorandum by 

way of email to the Secretariat Ms Steven, we are not going to be rigid 40 

about it, because we are up to here with other stuff anyway at the 

moment, because we have got to get decisions out by the 28th on other 

matters. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   What I can certainly indicate, I am in Court for the next 45 

couple of days as well, is that I can certainly can get Mr Bonis on the 
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job, and that can go to Ms Steven in the meantime.  So the permitted 

baseline and the drafting of - - -  

 

SJH:   Well if we say Wednesday, next week? 

 5 

MS APPLEYARD:   Thank you, sir. 

 

SJH:   And would that alleviate your problem? 

 

MS STEVEN:   Yes, it would, thank you, sir, I am grateful. 10 

 

SJH:   Okay.  Anything else we want to? 

 

MS STEVEN:   I wonder whether I could perhaps wait and see that document 

before I file my final submission.  So I wonder if that would be in 15 

order? 

 

SJH:   Yes, of course. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   So I am indicating you will get that by Friday. 20 

 

SJH:   Okay, thank you, we will adjourn.  And again, I am grateful, and the 

Airport’s case was commented upon this morning when you missed it, 

but you can check the transcript if you like. 

 25 

MS STEVEN:   I have checked that, thank you. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  I meant the Panel’s comments on it. 

 
MATTER ADJOURNED AT 4.19 PM ACCORDINGLY 30 


