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STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF MATT BONIS 

INTRODUCTION 

1 My full name is Matthew William Bonis.  I am an Associate at Planz 

Consultants in Christchurch.  I have held this position since 2009.  

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

employed in the practise of Planning and Resource Management for 

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

Institute. 

3 I am familiar with the Special Purpose (Airport) zone and surrounds. 

4 My resource management experience relating to Regionally 

Significant Infrastructure includes: drafting provisions, hearing 

evidence and hearing support for Canterbury Regional Policy 

Statement Chapter 5 ‘Land Use and Infrastructure’ and Chapter 16 

‘Energy’; assisting both Environment Canterbury and CIAL with 

regard to urban growth plan changes and noise contours. I have 

assisted Lyttelton Port of Christchurch with its draft proposed 

Recovery Plan. 

5 I am presenting evidence on behalf of Christchurch International 

Airport Limited (‘CIAL’).  

6 Mr Eman has outlined in his paragraph 3.3 the planning witnesses 

that have assisted him reaching his views. I have read their 

evidence, but focused on the Planning evidence of Mr Eman and Mr 

Theelan. My views and recommendations are based not only their 

views but also from the following: 

6.1 Rhys Boswell (CIAL) –General Manager, Strategy and 

Sustainability at Christchurch International Airport Limited. 

6.2 Philip Osborne (Property Economics Ltd) – Senior Economist 

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

reviewed the code of conduct for expert witnesses contained in 

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

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

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

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

detract from the opinions expressed. 

8 Terms and coding used in the evidence include: 

8.1 CIAL – Christchurch International Airport Ltd 

8.2 CCC – Christchurch City Council 
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8.3 CRC – Canterbury Regional Council 

8.4 pDPR – Proposed District Plan Review 

8.5 CRPS – Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 

8.6 CER Act 2011 – Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011 

8.7 LPC – Lyttelton Port Company 

8.8 SPAZ – Special Purpose (Airport) Zone 

SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE 

9 The Airport has undertaken strategic planning for development of its 

land over a long term planning horizon (50 years). 

10 The economic significance of Christchurch International Airport to 

New Zealand, the Canterbury region and Christchurch City (and the 

surrounding Waimakariri and Selwyn Districts) has been confirmed 

in previous Court hearings.  

11 Since 1958, Regional and District Councils in Greater Christchurch 

have identified the need for a buffer between the Airport and 

residential housing. This significance is reinforced in a statutory 

sense in the operative Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (‘CRPS’ 

2013).  

12 Higher order statutory documents, such the Land Use Recovery 

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

Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch not only set a statutory 

framework around land use development, but also recognition of the 

Airport within that context, and as recognised strategic 

infrastructure1.  

13 In a narrow economic sense there is little value in ‘gilding the lily’ as 

to the value of the Airport and operations to Christchurch, the 

Canterbury Region and the South Island. Mr Boswell (paragraph 

12), and Mr Osborne (paragraph 11) outline the economic and 

employment contribution of the Airport. 

14 The statutory framework for assessing the plan provisions has, I 

understand been set out by the Court in Long Bay-Okura Great Park 

Society Incorporated & Others v North Shore City Council (A078/08) 

(‘Long Bay’) and succinctly in Reiher v Tauranga City Council [2012] 

NZEnvC121. I have also considered the s32 amendments introduced 

as s70 of the Resource Management Amendment Act 2013 within 

this framework, as well as requirements related to the LURP, CCRP 

                                            
1 Reference 
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and CER Minister’s Statement of Expectations (Schedule 4). I have 

set out the relevant framework in Attachment ‘A’. 

15 The amendments sought within the submission from CIAL to the 

Strategic Directions Chapter, better, or more appropriately achieve 

the requirements of s32. 

16 My overall position is that there are a number of shortcomings 

associated with the structure and provisions associated with the 

Strategic Directions Chapter of the pDPR. I have canvassed these in 

the statement prepared for Property Council New Zealand (Sub 

#595). CIAL’s relief, as amended by this evidence has been 

incorporated in the revised provisions at Attachment ‘D’ to that 

evidence.  

17 This statement concludes that CIAL’s relief can be met through 

amendments to this Chapter in the form proposed by the Council. 

Specifically: 

17.1 Amendments to Objective 3.6.1(a)(iv) to specifically 

‘protect the role and function and future development of 

strategic transport infrastructure’.  

17.2 Amendments to Objective 3.6.2(a)(vi) to also reference the 

‘development’ of infrastructure.  

17.3 Amendments (and support) to Policy 3.6.2.8(a) to (c), 

inclusive of changes to (b) and (c) to give effect to the CRPS. 

Insert (e) as it relates to the management of bird strike risk; 

17.4 Amendments to Objective 3.6.6(a) to provide a contextual 

qualifier for amenity values and reference to hazardous 

substances. 

17.5 Definitions including: 

(a) Inserting a definition for ‘Bird Strike Risk Activities;  

(b) Amending definitions for ‘Critical infrastructure’, ‘Guest 

House Accommodation’, ‘Residential Unit; and 

‘Sensitive Activities’. 

18 I do however support the separate Objective and Policies drafted at 

the Infrastructure mediation, as amended in Attachment ‘C’ to my 

evidence.  If these are not acceptable to the Panel, I support the 

pDPR provisions as amended by the CIAL relief as discussed in 

paragraph 17 above. 

19 Submissions seeking amendment to Section 3.4 have been 

overtaken by the redrafting of Strategic Directions by the Council 
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and Other parties. Should the Panel agree that Section 3.4 is 

omitted – the relief below can be disregarded: 

19.1 Section 3.4.2 ‘Effective functioning of the Transport System’. 

Insertion of statement for the specific consideration of 

Christchurch’s transport system [refer CIAL Submission, page 

11]. 

19.2 Section 3.4.4.3. Retention of the Issue [refer CIAL 

Submission, page 11]. 

19.3 Section 3.4.4.5 ‘Health and Safety’. Insertion of statement for 

specific consideration of noise and hazardous substances 

associate with large facilities. [refer CIAL Submission, page 

12]. 

19.4 Section 3.5.2.5 ‘The Transport system…’. [refer CIAL 

Submission, page 12]. 

Were the Panel to retain these Sections, the relief is considered 

‘more appropriate’ in that it closes gaps in these Sections through 

providing for matters raised in  Objective 6.2.4 CRPS (Integration 

of Transport and Landuse) and Objective 5.2.1(f) and Objective 

6.2.1(g) as these relate to reverse sensitivity considerations for 

strategic infrastructure. These matters are not raised again in the 

body if this statement. 

20 In terms of the key matters of dispute, I oppose the relief requested 

by The Isaac Conservation and Wildlife Trust (Sub 704), Eros 

Clearwater (Sub 730), Independent Fisheries Ltd (732), A Kyle et Al 

(Sub 800), principally on the grounds that the relief would not give 

effect to the CRPS and the need to avoid noise sensitive activities 

within the 50dBA Ldn contour.  

21 This evidence corresponds with that position; a position also largely 

reached by Mr Eman, on the basis of the evaluation of the Council’s 

evidence, plus that of Mssrs Boswell and Osbourne. 

22 In terms of s32 of the RMA, I consider that the CIAL position (as 

amended by this Statement) is the more appropriate approach, 

bearing in mind the benefits and costs. These considerations extend 

to the ‘way and rate’ in which business opportunities and land 

resources associated with the Christchurch International Airport are 

managed and integrated with wider land use. The amended relief 

better, or more appropriately enables the Christchurch community 

to better provide for its social, economic and cultural wellbeing. 

23 The resource management context for considering the ‘way and 

rate’ these resources are to be managed is contained within he 

respective regional and local plan frameworks as highlighted 



  6 

 

032709833/389400.1 

through the Long Bay tests, as would be adjusted considering s32 of 

the RMA (as amended by s70 of the Resource Management 

Amendment Act 2013).   

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

24 In my evidence I will address: 

24.1 Christchurch International Airport’s operation; 

24.2 The importance of the Airport to the district (and region); 

24.3 The management of growth and development for the Port, 

and its importance in terms of the district’s Strategic 

Direction; and 

24.4 Why the CIAL relief is appropriate in terms of the higher order 

statutory documents. 

CHRISTCHURCH INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT’S OPERATION 

25 As outlined by Mr Boswell in his Statement,2 CIAL owns 

approximately 859 hectares of land, with the majority of this (693 

hectares) being within the 722 hectare SPAZ zone. However the 

wider Airport total interests, including the designation and land 

outside both the designation and SPAZ total some 1052ha. 

26 There are over 5.7 million traveling passengers per year3.  

27 Approximately 30,000 tonnes of imported and exported goods were 

freighted from the Airport4. 

28 As outlined by Mr Boswell5, the Airport also undertakes a number of 

additional ‘value added’ activities, including engine testing and 

Antarctic operations. These activities not only add to the regional 

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

recognition of reverse sensitivity considerations with broader Airport 

activities.    

IMPORTANCE OF THE AIRPORT TO THE DISTRICT  

29 The Airport is anticipating significant growth. The growth 

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

potential freight demand outlined in the PWC report of 20116, the 

                                            
2  Boswell, Paragraph 19 
3  2014 Financial Year. 
4  2013 Financial Year. 2013. PEL Plan Change 84. SPAZ Business Land Study. Page 

6. 
5  Boswell, Paragraph 14. 
6  2011. PWC. Opening up the South, A Report to the Canterbury Development 

Corporation.  
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direct, indirect and induced economic impact of Christchurch Airport 

could be in excess of $3.488billion by 20317. 

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

supported nearly 10% of the regions employment (25,000 ECs)8. 

31 The projection of revised air-noise contours relating to the future 

capacity of operations of Christchurch International Airport was 

produced in January 2008 as a result of a methodology and 

modelling approach agreed between a panel of noise experts in a 

‘settlement of proceedings’ before the Environment Court. Those 

proceedings related to appeals concerning change 60 (Rolleston) to 

the Transitional Selwyn District Council Plan. Waimakariri District 

Council and Christchurch City Council were also parties to those 

proceedings.  

32 The 50dBa Ldn contours are now enshrined in the CRPS. Policy 

6.3.5(4) unequivocally seeks to ‘avoid’ noise sensitive activities 

within the contours, with minor exceptions relating to permitted 

activities in existing living zones or activities permitted with rural 

activities in rural zones.  Method (3) to this Policy requires local 

authorities give consideration to infrastructure projects in light of 

Policy 6.3.5. Selwyn District Council have imposed through Plan 

Change 23 the avoidance of noise sensitive activities within the 

50dBA Ldn contour as it relates to their boundaries. Section 

72(2)(c) of the RMA requires a territorial authority in setting its Plan 

to have regard to the extent to which provisions are consistent with 

the plans of adjacent territorial authorities.   

IN SUMMARY 

33 I consider that the Airport should be recognised at a Strategic level 

in the district planning framework. This is due to:  

33.1 the economic significance of the Airport;  

33.2 a framework that enables the Airport to operate and develop 

in an efficient manner; and    

33.3 the cross-zone implications of Airport operation in terms of 

transport integration, land use constraint, environmental 

nuisance (noise and hazardous substances) employment and 

business development, and stormwater management.  

                                            
7  2013. PEL Plan Change 84. SPAZ Business Land Study. Page 6. 
8  Osborne. Paragraph 11. 
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STATUTORY CONTEXT 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013 

34 Attachment ‘B’ outlines the relevant provisions of the CRPS. To 

summarise: 

34.1 The Airport is defined as regionally significant infrastructure 

and a component of the strategic transport network for 

Greater Christchurch. 

34.2 The Airport is also defined as ‘essential infrastructure’ and 

‘critical infrastructure’ (although this only has relevance in 

terms of resilience for natural hazards). 

34.3 Objective 5.2.1(f) requires that ‘development is located so 

that it functions in a way that … is compatible with, and will 

result in the continued safe, efficient and effective use of 

regionally significant infrastructure’. The explanation notes 

that regionally significant infrastructure provides considerable 

economic and social benefits to the region. 

34.4 Objective 6.2.1 states that: ‘Recovery, rebuilding and 

development are enabled within Greater Christchurch through 

a land use and infrastructure framework that:… (10) achieves 

development that does not adversely affect the efficient 

operation, use, development, appropriate upgrade, and future 

planning of strategic infrastructure and freight hubs; (11) 

optimises use of existing infrastructure.  

Unlike Objective 5.2.1, Objective 6.2.1(10) focuses more 

specifically on reverse sensitivity effects, including those that 

may limit the ‘efficient operation, use and development’ of 

regionally significant infrastructure.  

34.5 Policy 6.3.5 relates to achieving Objective 6.2.1. Clause 

(b) ‘avoids’ noise sensitive activities from being located 

within the 50dBA Ldn airport noise contour. Clause (4) is 

quoted in full in Mr Eman’s Statement (paragraph 21.2). The 

policy as a whole is focused on the integration of land use 

with infrastructure. Underpinning the policy in my view, is the 

premise that infrastructure needs to operation in an effective 

and efficient manner.  

I consider Policy 6.3.5 to be of considerable importance to 

the CIAL submission, and CIAL’s opposition to Eros 

Clearwater (Sub# 730, relief A).  

34.6 Chapter 9 - Ecosystems and Indigenous Biodiversity. 

Objective 9.2.2 seeks the restoration or enhancement of 

ecosystems and indigenous biodiversity. Policy 9.3.4 seeks 
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to promote the enhancement and restoration of Canterbury’s 

ecosystems and indigenous biodiversity, in appropriate 

locations, with associated Method (3) stating that territorial 

authorities are to: 

“Ensure that enhancement or restoration activities are 

managed so that they are compatible with adjacent existing 

and consented land use activities, including airports”. 

34.7 The Regional level objectives and policies are focused on the 

appropriate location and design of development. They are 

applicable in terms of the strategic directions as to the use, 

operation and development of infrastructure as a whole, and 

issues of reverse sensitivity as these relate to strategic 

infrastructure (as defined including CIAL). There is the need 

to avoid reverse sensitivity issues on the operation of CIAL, 

specifically through recognition of the limitations of the 

notated 50dBA Ldn contours. Habitat enhancement or 

restoration is to be managed to ensure compatibility of bird 

strike risk with Airport operations.  

34.8 There is a clear, underlying premise that regionally significant 

infrastructure, inclusive of CIA should be able to operate and 

develop in an efficient manner. The relief from CIAL would 

ensure that the Strategic Direction provisions more 

appropriately give effect to this Regional direction than those 

in the pDPR.  

Land Use Recovery Plan9 

35 The Land Use Recovery Plan (2013) provided specific directions 

(Action 37) to show the 50dBA Ldn Noise Contour in the 

Christchurch District Plan maps. Appendix 2, Amendment 5 

introduced the 50dBA Ldn contour, definitions of ‘noise sensitive 

activities’ and amendments to Policy 6.3A.7 to ‘avoid’ noise sensitive 

activities within the contour. Exceptions include noise sensitive 

activities associated with (a) compliant rural activities; (b) activities 

within existing living zones; and (c) activities in the Openspace 3D 

(Clearwater) zone.   

36 Appendix 1 to the LURP (inserting Section 6 to the CRPS) introduced 

Policy 6.3.5(4). There is a direct conflict with Policy 6.3.5(4) CRPS 

as the higher order statutory document and Operative Policy 

6.3A.7 in terms of the Openspace 3D (Clearwater) zone. The 

process associated with the LURP did not allow this matter to be 

reconciled.  

                                            
9
  Section 23(1) Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011. Councils not to act 

inconsistently with Recovery Plan.  
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37 I consider that the resolution of this matter requires that the 

exemption provided to the Openspace 3D (Clearwater) zone in the 

Christchurch District Plan be discontinued in the pDPR.  

38 Action 40 ‘Support an integrated transport network’ seeks to protect 

‘future’ opportunities in network rebuild. 

39 The Land Use Recovery Plan (2013) does not provide specific 

directions relating to development within the Airport. Section 4.4.3 

recognises the need to support strategic transport networks and 

freight, and identifies: 

“Christchurch International Airport and Lyttelton Port 

represent strategic infrastructure of national significance, 

enabling international and domestic freight to move to and 

from the South Island”. 

“Their [CIA and Lyttelton Port of Christchurch] ability to 

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

essential for the full social, economic, cultural and 

environmental recovery of metropolitan greater 

Christchurch”. (page 32). 

Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch 

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

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

consider the relevant Goals to include: 

 5.1 Built Environment – Co-ordinating and prioritising 

infrastructure investment that effectively contributes to the 

economy and community during recovery and into the future.  

 5.4 Built Environment – Developing a transport system that 

meets the changing needs of people and businesses and enables 

accessible, sustainable, affordable and safe travel choices. 

41 For the avoidance of doubt, I consider that the other Statutory plans 

and statements identified in the evidence of Mr Theelan (Figure 1) 

whilst relevant to setting Strategic Directions, do not conflict with 

the relief from CIAL. 

42 In particular I note that Mr R Osborne has also referred in evidence 

to the Greater Christchurch Transport Statement 2012 and 

Christchurch Transport Strategic Plan10 (‘CTSP’). I note that my 

reading of these Plans is that they are aligned with the CIAL 

submission seeking specific recognition of the Airport and 

integration of the transport network (particularly freight) with land 

                                            
10  Section 74(2)(b)(i) of the RMA - ‘have regard’ to plans prepared under other 

legislation.  
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use. Goal 3 of the CTSP which seeks to ‘support economic activity’ is 

supported by Objective 3.1 which focuses on the importance of 

freight to the economy and the role of the airport and port.  

Summary in terms of statutory context 

43 The statutory context in setting the Strategic Directions provisions is 

that the pDPR must give effect 11 to the NZCPS and Canterbury 

Regional Policy Statement (2013), not be inconsistent with the LURP 

or Recovery Strategy, have regard to other relevant plans including 

the CTSP, and have particular regard to the OiC. With regard to 

urban growth and the efficient operation and development of the 

CIAL, these provisions broadly seek to: 

43.1 Ensure development is located and designed so as to be 

compatible with, and will result in the safe, efficient and 

effective use of regionally significant infrastructure (the 

definition of which includes CIAL) (Objective 5.2.1, 

Objective 6.2.1)) 

43.2 Manage the effects of land use activities on infrastructure, 

through avoiding activities that would limit the efficient and 

effective provision, operation, development, maintenance and 

upgrade of strategic infrastructure and freight hubs (CPRS 

Objective 6.2.1, Policy 6.3.5, Method (3)). 

43.3 Integrate transport infrastructure and land use to manage 

network congestion and optimise existing capacity on the 

network (CRPS Objective 6.2.4, 6.3.5, Policy 6.3.4, 

Policy 6.3.5(5) CTSP) 

43.4 Recognise the benefits of strategic infrastructure to 

community wellbeing and provide for their functional needs. 

(CPRS Policy 6.3.5). 

43.5 Manages the implications of habitat enhancement and 

restoration to ensure compatibility between bird strike risk 

and airport operations (Policy 9.3.4, Method (3)). 

INFRASTRUCTURE MEDIATION / PCNZ VERSION 

44 As requested by the Hearing Panel, the infrastructure providers met 

on 20 November for Commissioner assisted mediation. I understand 

that CIAL were represented by legal counsel.  

45 The principles set out in the mediation were: 

 recognising and providing for infrastructure (i.e. the benefits); 

                                            
11

  Section 75(3)(c) RMA 
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 avoid the effects on infrastructure (being direct effects, 

including reverse sensitivity effects); and  

 manage the effects of infrastructure (being the effects of 

infrastructure on other things). 

46 The infrastructure providers identified a preference for a separate 

objective and supporting policies to address these principles. 

Attachment A to Peter Eman’s evidence dated 18 November 2014 

(‘Eman version’) was acknowledged as better than the pDPR in 

terms of addressing these principles, but the diffuse nature of the 

references to infrastructure throughout the provisions and absence 

of some clarity was considered unhelpful.  

47 Attachment ‘C’ sets out the Infrastructure mediation version of the 

provisions. I have amended these pursuant to the relief of both CIAL 

and LPC (I have provided Planning evidence for both parties). In the 

first instance I support the mediation provisions (Attachment ‘C’), 

as these improve on the pDPR suite of provisions. If these are not 

acceptable to the Panel, I support the pDPR provisions as amended 

by the CIAL relief as discussed in the remainder of this evidence.  

48 The PCNZ version has also been amended to incorporate 

Attachment ‘D’ as appended to my statement on behalf of PCNZ. 

RELIEF 

Amendments to Objective 3.6.1(a)(iv) 

49 The purpose of Objective 3.6.1 appears to set criteria for integrated 

development and urban form.  

50 I have identified in my evidence for PCNZ that I do not consider that 

the pDPR provides a coherent strategy for the management and 

integration of infrastructure (particularly strategic infrastructure and 

land use).  

51 Regardless, the relief seeks to ensure that a greater distinction is 

provided for strategic infrastructure in terms of protecting its role, 

function and development. Strategic infrastructure is defined 

consistently in the CRPS, LURP and pDRP as ‘being of importance 

beyond a local area’. Accordingly, such infrastructure forms part of, 

or represents, regional networks or facilities, and enables wider 

communities to provide for their social, economic, and cultural 

wellbeing and their health and safety. 

52 The CRPS (Policy 6.3.5) provides a distinction between 

‘infrastructure’ generally and Strategic Infrastructure.   

53 Clauses (1), (2), and (3) of Policy 6.3.5 identify the need to ensure 

Infrastructure is well integrated with land use.  
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54 Clauses (4) and (5) respectively go further for Strategic 

Infrastructure. The provisions are focused on limiting reverse 

sensitivity effects from new development on the ‘efficient, use, 

development and appropriate upgrading… of Strategic 

Infrastructure; and  ‘managing the effects of land use activities… 

including avoiding activities that have the potential to limit the 

efficient and effective provision, operation, maintenance or upgrade 

of strategic infrastructure and freight hubs’. 

55 The current Objectives of the pDPR do not provide this nuanced 

distinction12. Given that policies are to achieve and implement the 

Objectives13, it is important that a distinction between 

‘Infrastructure’ and ‘Strategic Infrastructure’ in terms of the latters 

need to be protected from reverse sensitivity is established at the 

Objective level.  

56 Accordingly, I support the submission from CIAL, with the 

amendment to remove ‘transport’ so that applies to Strategic 

Infrastructure, as follows: 

(a) ….  

(iv) transport and other infrastructure that is coordinated and 

integrated with land use and supports sustainable development and 

economic growth, including protecting the role and function and 

future development of strategic transport infrastructure 

including Christchurch International Airport, Lyttelton Port of 

Christchurch, and the strategic road and rail network.  

 

Amendments to Objective 3.6.2(a)(vi) 

57 As noted above, the relevant provisions of the CRPS (specifically 

Policy 6.3.5) and the LURP identify the importance of ensuring that 

the ‘efficient development’ of strategic infrastructure is a relevant 

consideration.  

58 I note that reference to the term ‘development’ is used in this 

context in the CRPS Policy 6.3.5(4)14 but is excluded from 

consideration in terms of the pDPR Objective 3.6.2(a)(vi). 

59 The inclusion of the CIAL submission does not provide for unlimited 

development of infrastructure in this context. The qualifiers 

‘promotes’ and ‘efficient’ seeks to ensure such an outcome enables a 

more efficient use of the infrastructure resource, where the effects 

were considered appropriate, and where the proposal is shown to 

                                            
12 Objective 3.6.1(a)(iv), Objective 3.6.2(vi) 

13 Section 32(1)(b) and Section 75(1)(b) 

14 The phrase ‘development’ is also used in this context in Policy 6.3.5(2), whereas 
‘maintenance and upgrade’ are utilised in Policy 6.3.5(5). 
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promote sustainable management (as against other provisions of 

the pDPR). 

60 I agree with the statement made by Mr Osborne in his economic 

evidence for Council where he identifies that ‘Strategic 

Infrastructure’ is fundamental to local economy competiveness, and 

that “it is therefore important to retain the efficiency and 

effectiveness of strategic infrastructure to provide for and safeguard 

appropriate development potential”15. 

61 Accordingly, I support the submission from CIAL seeking: 

(a) …  

 

(vi) promotes the efficient provision, development, and use of 

infrastructure, particularly strategic infrastructure. 

   

62 I note that Mr Eman has reached the same conclusion16. 

Amendments to Policy 3.6.2.8 (b), (c) insert (e) 

63 CIAL have submitted on clause (b) seeking that the provision be 

amended such that ‘development does not affect or limit the 

efficient and effective provision…’. 

64 This wording is consistent with that of Policy 6.3.5(4) of the CRPS, 

and according is more appropriate than the less prescriptive 

‘limiting’ verb contained in the pDPR. 

65 Amendments sought to clause (c) would improve clarity and 

certainty. The CPRS17 Policy 6.3.5(4) mirrors the wording in this 

clause, but has defined ‘Noise Sensitive Activities’ as excluding 

those activities permitted in conjunction with rural activities in the 

rural zones18.  

66 The pDPR definitions for ‘Sensitive Activities (b) in relation to noise’ 

also provides for these exemptions. Accordingly, I am comfortable 

that the exceptions sought by CIAL are contained in the respective 

definitions rendering the amendments sought to the policy 

unnecessary. Accordingly, I am neutral as to whether the CIAL 

submission be accepted.  

67 Amendments sought in relation to (e) are discussed by Mr Eman at 

his paragraph 19.11. CPRS Policy 9.3.4 (Method 3) raises issues of a 

                                            
15 P Osborne. EiC Christchurch City Council. Paragraph 5.30. 

16 P Eman. Attachment A pDRR Supported Changes. 

17 Policy 6.3.5(4) 

18 CPRS Definition ‘Noise Sensitive Activities’ exclude: ‘Residential activities other 
than those in conjunction with rural activities that comply with the rules in the 
relevant district plan as at 23 August 2008’ 
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territorial authority response to ensuring compatibility of the 

enhancement and restoration of natural habitats with Airport 

operations. These matters traverse a number of zones and hence 

warrant recognition in this Chapter. I note that there are several 

further submissions questioning what constitutes a ‘Bird Strike Risk 

Activities’, but believe that the phrase is necessary in the policy. 

68 Mr Boswell has canvassed the matters associated with Bird Strike 

Risk Activities at paragraphs 39 - 42 of his EiC. Based on that 

material I share his concerns as to the potential risks associated 

with Bird Strike, and that they should be signalled at a Policy level in 

the Strategic Directions Chapter of the pDPR. The mechanism in 

which to manage this matter is complex, and requires careful 

consideration in terms of the broader statutory framework.     

69 Accordingly, I do have concerns as to the specificity of the 

suggested relief, and its focus on processes. Accordingly, I support 

the following addition: 

(e)  Ensure the threat of bird strike to Christchurch 

International Airport operations is minimised when 

considering plan changes, resource consents or any other 

development for through the management of Bird Strike 

Risk Activities. Such Bird Strike Risk Activities should be 

carefully designed and managed to reduce their 

attractiveness to dangerous bird species to ensure that 

passenger and aircraft safety is not put at risk.  

  

Amendments to Objective 3.6.6(a) and (iii) 

70 There is a conflict created with the syntax of (a). The provision 

seeks to protect or enhance amenity values in all instances.  

71 Such an Objective does not sustain the subsequent Chapters of the 

pDPR that provides differing amenity expectations for zones 

(particularly working zones).  

72 The Objective conflicts with provisions of the Plan and CPRS that 

recognise that a maintained or improved amenity may not occur in 

some instances where it would otherwise diminish the role and 

function of Strategic Infrastructure. 

73 The insertion of the qualifier ‘or managed appropriate to the 

context’ as suggested by CIAL is supported. Such a qualifier is also 

consistent with the CPRS Policy 6.3.2 as it relates to development 

form and urban design which requires good principles of urban 

design to be adhered to, ‘to the extent appropriate in the context’.  

74 I do not agree with the comment provided by Mr Eman at his 

paragraph 19.7. I consider that the amendment sought clarifies that 

amenity protection or enhancement will not be sought in each and 



  16 

 

032709833/389400.1 

every instance. The provisions relating to strategic infrastructure, as 

enhanced by CIAL submissions, then clarify that in those 

environments, amenity protection or enhancement may well be 

secondary to matters relating to reverse sensitivity.  

75 The second part of CIAL’s submission on this provision seeks to 

include specific reference to ‘hazardous substances’ as a further 

matter which informs reverse sensitivity provisions within the pDPR.  

76 Identification of such matters is as relevant as issues relating to 

noise and odour as already included in the provision. Accordingly, I 

support the submission of CIAL, but as amended by Mr Eman in 

Attachment A of his evidence as follows: 

Sensitive activities are not established near lawfully established 

activities that generate noise, odour, that involve the storage of 

store large volumes of bulk fuel or other hazardous 

substances, and other adverse effects. 

Definitions 

77 The Panel has determined that the definitions relevant to the 

Strategic Directions chapter are also to be considered in Hearing 

One.  I consider the definitions discussed in this section of my 

evidence to be relevant to Hearing One as the definitions inform the 

meaning of critical provisions in the Strategic Directions chapter. 

78 The definition suggested by CIAL in relation to ‘Bird Strike Risk 

Activities’ is far reaching, and at first blush would add prolixity and 

uncertainty in manner that would be inconsistent with the 

Statement of Expectations. The definition states: 

Bird Strike Risk Activities: Within 13 kilometres of Christchurch 

International Airport includes, but is not limited to, the creation, 

design and management of water features, stormwater 

management systems, the establishment of refuse dumps, 

landfills, sewage treatment and disposal, pig farming, fish 

processing, cattle feed lots, wildlife refuges, abattoirs and freezing 

works, and any other activities that have the potential to attract 

dangerous bird species.  

 

79 However, as outlined by Mr Boswell19, the costs associated with an 

absence of regulation could well be considerable, and in my view 

comes within the ambit of s3(f) which also deems as an ‘effect’ for 

the purpose of the RMA: ‘Any potential effect of low probability 

which has a high potential impact’.  

80 There is also recognition of this issue as a matter to which territorial 

authorities should turn their attention to.  

                                            
19 Boswell. Paragraph 40. 
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81 In my view, the policy inclusion (Policy 3.6.2.8(e)) and the definition 

are appropriate within the context of the RMA, and warrant inclusion 

in terms of the Strategic Directions Chapter. What may well not be 

appropriate is an overly regulated response as to the application of 

these matters on land use in a manner where the benefits of 

regulation are outweighed by the costs.  

82 The operative (and pDPR) provisions as these relate to stormwater 

management provide in a number of instances a consenting 

framework to reduce bird risk associated with stormwater 

management and design.  

83 The operative and pDPR provisions are inconsistent in terms of both 

the definition of the risk and application of provisions. A more 

certain and consistent approach, would be appropriate. The basis of 

such provisions would find a base in the CIAL relief as amended.  

84 The definition of ‘Surface Water Management Structure’ is 

supported as being deleted. The definition is only used in terms of 

matters relating to Bird Strike Risk Activities, and would be 

subsumed within definition of Bird Strike Risk Activities. 

Furthermore, the definition of ‘Surface Water Management 

Structure’ would include many structures, enclosed tanks and below 

ground sumps that pose no Bird Strike Risk.  

85 The definition of ‘Critical Infrastructure’ is sought to be amended 

to include reference to ‘and the wider Region’. This insertion is 

supported for consistency with the definition of Critical 

Infrastructure in the CRPS. Furthermore, there would be little 

dispute about the importance of the listed infrastructure, both at a 

district and regional level, nor that they have a ‘lifeline’ character in 

responses to some emergencies involving natural hazards at that 

wider Regional level.  

86 The definition of ‘guest accommodation’ requires greater specificity. 

The addition of ‘hotels’ and ‘resorts’ is supported, so that there is 

reduced ambiguity as to any possible aspects of accommodation 

used by travellers.  

87 CIAL have also submitted on the definition of ‘Residential units’ on 

the basis that an enlarged definition to incorporate Holiday Homes 

creates the prospect of an increase in intensity of noise sensitive 

activities within the 50dBA Ldn. My evidence supports the avoidance 

of noise sensitive activities within the 50dBA Ldn.  

88 I am unable to provide any evidence however on this matter as it 

there is no definition of Holiday Homes within the pDPR, and 

therefore it cannot be ascertained with any clarity as to whether the 

amendments in the definition would intensify sensitive activities 

within the contours. 
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89 CIAL have also sought to provide for greater clarity in terms of the 

definition for ‘Sensitive Activities b. in relation to noise’. The 

provisions are supported as they provide a clearer and more 

prescriptive application of the exemptions relating to noise sensitive 

activities in a manner that is consistent with the CRPS. Accordingly, 

in so far as these reduce complexity and uncertainty in terms of this 

provision, they are supported.  

b. in relation to noise:  

1.  residential activities, including family flats and any elderly 

persons' housing units or complex, retirement village, but 

excluding those in conjunction with rural activities that 

comply with the rules in the relevant district plans as at 23 

August 2008;  

2.  education activities including pre-schools, but not including 

flight training, or trade training or other trade and industry 

related training facilities located within the Special 

Purpose (Airport) Zone in the Christchurch District Plan 

on land zoned or legally used for commercial or 

industrial activities;  

3.  guest accommodation, except that which is designed, 

constructed and operated for short term stays and to a 

standard to mitigate the effects of aircraft noise on occupants 

within the airport noise contours;  

4.  health care facilities;  

 

MATTERS OF DISPUTE 

EROS Clearwater (Sub 730) 

90 I have discussed this matter in paragraph 34.5 above. I consider 

that that Chapter 6 prevails over a conflicting LURP direction made 

to an operative plan. I acknowledge the zone specific and targeted 

exemptions provided by Plan Change 93 for Clearwater, but note 

that these were not as far reaching as the submission sought from 

Eros. Accordingly, I oppose the relief to include an exemption for 

activities in the Openspace 3D (Clearwater) zone. 

Isaac Conservation Wildlife Trust (Sub 704) 

91 I also find no support in the CRPS for the suggested relief to provide 

for custodial, management, educational or conservation 

accommodation within the Open Space 3D(ICP) zone. Accordingly I 

oppose this relief on the basis that it would not give effect to the 

need to avoid noise sensitive activities within the 50dBA Ldn 

contour.    

A Kyle (Sub 800, relief (c) and (d)) and Independent 

Fisheries (Sub 732, page 2) 

92 These parties seek to delete or defer decisions in relation to the 

50dBA Ldn contour. I understand that the High Court judicial review 

on the contours being inserted into Chapter 6 of the RPS via the 

LURP has been rejected. The contours and provisions give effect to 

the RPS requirements and are supported accordingly.   
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Maurice R Carter Ltd (Sub 377) 

93 This submitter seeks to amend the Strategic Directions Chapter to 

better recognise the role of quarrying within the rural environment, 

and acknowledge its potential effects.   

94 The rural environment surrounding CIA contains a number of 

quarrying operations. The operation, use and restoration of 

quarrying operations has the potential to create reverse sensitivity 

effects on CIA operations as defined ‘strategic infrastructure’, 

particularly in terms of Bird Strike risk.  

95 Provisions that provide clarity of purpose as to the use of the 

quarrying resource, particularly where this would assist recovery 

would, in my view be beneficial and have a focus in the Strategic 

Directions Chapter. Provisions should also assist in terms of 

managing conflicts, and avoiding impacts on the use, development 

and operation of Strategic Infrastructure. Subject to those caveats, 

the principle behind this relief is supported.   

The Crown (Sub 495) 

96 Seeks amendments to Policy 3.6.2.8(b) to prevent reverse 

sensitivity effects on all infrastructure, particularly strategic 

infrastructure. This amendment has been supported by Mr Eman as 

follows, and is supported, 

Policy 3.6.2.8(b) seeks to ensure20: 

development does not limit the efficient and effective 

provision, operation, safety, and maintenance or upgrade of 

strategic infrastructure and freight hubs, including reverse 

sensitivity 

CONCLUSION 

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

under s8, nor matters of national importance under s6, apart from 

historic heritage (Section 6(f)) which should be afforded more 

contextual weight in the consideration of the character of 

intensifying areas. In terms of s7 ‘matters to which we are to have 

particular regard’, the following are considered relevant: 

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

physical resources; 

(c)  the maintenance and enhancement of amenity values; 

                                            
20 Note, the underlined part of this Policy is an addition recommended by CCC’s 
planning witness, Mr Peter Eman in Attachment A to his evidence in chief. 
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(f)  maintenance and enhancement of the quality of the 

quality environment;” 

98 In this context, Section 7(b) has particular importance, in that the 

provisions contained within the Strategic Directions Chapter are 

directly linked to the efficient functioning of the Christchurch 

International Airport as strategic infrastructure and avoiding noise 

sensitive activities within the 50dBA Ldn contour.  Potentially placing 

this facility’s operation at risk in any way raises the possibility of a 

significant and adverse impact on the Region’s economic activity, 

would not give effect to the CRPS and be inconsistent with the 

LURP.   

99 In terms of Section 7(c) and (f), it is considered that with the 

amendments sought by CIAL, the provisions of the Strategic 

Directions Chapter (albeit with the caveats identified in the evidence 

for PCNZ) provide consideration of matters relating to the efficient 

operation, use and development of Christchurch Airport. 

100 Consequently, the strategic approach in relation to future land use 

and urban growth decisions will diminish the prospect of increasing 

the extent of annoyance to airport operations from those noise 

sensitive activities within the 50 dBA Ldn air noise contours.  

101 The provisions, as amended all support the sustainable management 

of Christchurch Airport in the public interest, as well as seeking to 

avoid unnecessary location and exposure to sensitive activities in 

proximity to areas known as being likely to be exposed to future 

aircraft noise effects. 

102 Subject to the changes sought, (and again with caveats contained in 

the PCNZ evidence), I consider that the Strategic Directions Chapter 

could be confirmed to carry out its functions under s31 of the RMA, 

and to achieve the purpose of the Act.  

Dated:  25 November 2014 

 
Matthew William Bonis 
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ATTACHMENT A:  LONG BAY FRAMEWORK (AS AMENDED BY S70 

OF THE RMA AMENDMENT ACT 2013) AND THE 
CANTERBURY EARTHQUAKE (CHRISTCHURCH 

REPLACEMENT DISTRICT PLAN) ORDER 2014 

 

A. General requirements 

1 A district plan (change) should be designed to accord with21, and 

assist the territorial authority to carry out - its functions22 so as to 

achieve the purpose of the Act23. 

2 When preparing its district plan (change) the territorial authority 

must give effect to any national policy statement or New Zealand 

Coastal Policy Statement24. 

3 When preparing its district plan (change) the territorial authority 

shall: 

(a) have regard to any proposed regional policy statement25; 

(b) give effect to not be inconsistent with any operative regional 

policy statement26. 

4 In relation to regional plans: 

(a) the district plan (change) must not be inconsistent with an 

operative regional plan for any matter specified in section 

30(1) [or a water conservation order]27; and 

(b) must have regard to any proposed regional plan on any 

matter of regional significance etc28; 

5 When preparing its district plan (change) the territorial authority 

must also: 

 Have regard to any relevant management plans and 

strategies under other Acts, and to any relevant entry in the 

Historic Places Register and to various fisheries regulations29; 

and to consistency with plans and proposed plans of adjacent 

territorial authorities30; 

 Take into account any relevant planning document 

recognised by an iwi authority; and 

 not have regard to trade competition31; 

6 The district plan (change) must be prepared in accordance with 

any regulation32 (there are none at present); 

                                            
21

  Section 74(1) of the Act. 

22
  As described in s31 of the Act 

23
  As described in s72 and 74(1) of the Act 

24
  Sections 75(3)(a) and (b) 

25
  Section 74(2). 

26
  Section 75(3). 

27
  Section 75(5)(4) of the Act. 

28
  Section 74(2)(a). 

29
  Section 74(2)(b). 

30
  Section 74(2)(b). 

31
  Section 74(3). 

32
  Section 74(1). 
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7 The formal requirement that a district plan (change) must33 also 

state its objectives, policies and the rules (if any) and may34 state 

other matters. 

 

B. Objective [the section 32 test for objectives] 

8 Each proposed objective of the proposal (amending proposal) is to 

be evaluated by the extent to which it is the most appropriate way 

to achieve the purpose of the Act35. 

 

C. Policies (‘the provisions’ as there are no policies and 

methods) [the section 32 text for policies and rules] 

9 The policies are to implement the objectives36. 

10 The provisions of the proposal are to be examined, and quantified if 

practicable37, assessing their efficiency and effectiveness38, 

against reasonably practicable options39 for achieving the 

objective taking into account: 

(a) the benefits and costs40 of the environmental, economic, 

social and cultural effects anticipated from the provisions, 

including economic growth and employment; and 

(b) the risk of acting or not acting if there is uncertain or 

insufficient information about the subject matter of the 

policies, rules, or other methods41. 

 

D. Other statutes: 

11 Finally territorial authorities may be required to comply with other 

statutes.  Within the Canterbury Region they are subject to: 

 The Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act, and resultant 

Recovery Plans including not being inconsistent with: 

o The Canterbury Recovery Strategy (2012)42 

o The Central City Recovery Plan (2012)43 

o The Land Use Recovery Plan (2013)44 

 Particular Regard (s.6) is to be had to the Statement of Expectations 

(Schedule 4) within the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch 

Replacement District Plan) Order 2014
45

 (‘OiC’). 

                                            
33

  Section 75(1). 
34

  Section 75(2). 
35

  Section 32(1)(a). 
36

  Section 75(1)(b) and (c) (also s76(1)). 
37

  Section 32(2)(b) 
38

  Section 32(1)(b)(ii) 
39

  Section 32(1)(b)(i). 
40

  Section 32(2)(a) 
41

  Section 32(2)(c). 
42 S15(2) Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011. Councils not to act 

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

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

inconsistently with Recovery Plan. 
45 Clause 14(5) of the OiC. The LURP prevails over the Statement of Expectations. 
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ATTACHMENT ‘B’ HIGHER ORDER STATUTORY PROVISIONS 

CANTERBURY REGIONAL POLICY STATEMENT 

Objective 5.2.1 – Location, design and function of development (Entire Region) 

Development is located and designed so that it functions in a way that: 

(1) achieves consolidated, well designed and sustainable growth in and around 

existing urban areas as the primary focus for accommodating the region’s growth; 

and 

(2) enables people and communities, including future generations, to provide for their 

social, economic and cultural well-being and health and safety; and which: 

(a) maintains, and where appropriate, enhances the overall quality of the 

natural environment of the Canterbury region, including its coastal 

environment, outstanding natural features and landscapes, and natural 

values; 

(b provides sufficient housing choice to meet the region’s housing needs; 

(c) encourages sustainable economic development by enabling business 

activities in appropriate locations; 

(d) minimises energy use and/or improves energy efficiency; 

(e) enables rural activities that support the rural environment including 

primary production; 

(f) is compatible with, and will result in the continued safe, efficient and 

effective use of regionally significant infrastructure; 

(g  avoids adverse effects on significant natural and physical resources 

including regionally significant infrastructure, and where avoidance is 

impracticable, remedies or mitigates those effects on those resources and 

infrastructure; 

(h) facilitates the establishment of papakāinga and marae; and 

(i) avoids conflicts between incompatible Activities. 

 

Objective 6.2.1 - Recovery framework 

Recovery, rebuilding and development are enabled within Greater Christchurch through 

a land use and infrastructure framework that: 

(1) identifies priority areas for urban development within Greater Christchurch; 
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(2) identifies Key Activity Centres which provide a focus for high quality, and, where 

appropriate, mixed-use development that incorporates the principles of good 

urban design; 

(3) avoids urban development outside of existing urban areas or greenfield priority 

areas for development, unless expressly provided for in the CRPS; 

(4) protects outstanding natural features and landscapes including those within the 

Port Hills from inappropriate subdivision, use and development; 

(5) protects and enhances indigenous biodiversity and public space; 

(6) maintains or improves the quantity and quality of water in groundwater aquifers 

and surface water bodies, and quality of ambient air; 

(7) maintains the character and amenity of rural areas and settlements; 

(8) protects people from unacceptable risk from natural hazards and the effects of 

sea-level rise; 

(9) integrates strategic and other infrastructure and services with land use 

development; 

(10) achieves development that does not adversely affect the efficient operation, use, 

development, appropriate upgrade, and future planning of strategic infrastructure 

and freight hubs; 

(11) optimises use of existing infrastructure; and 

(12) provides for development opportunities on Māori Reserves in Greater 

Christchurch. 

 

Objective 6.2.4 – Integration of transport infrastructure and land use 

Prioritise the planning of transport infrastructure so that it maximises integration with 

the priority areas and new settlement patterns and facilitates the movement of people 

and goods and provision of services in Greater Christchurch, while: 

(1) managing network congestion; 

(2) reducing dependency on private motor vehicles; 

(3) reducing emission of contaminants to air and energy use; 

(4)  promoting the use of active and public transport modes; 

(5) optimising use of existing capacity within the network; and 
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(6) enhancing transport safety. 

 

Policy 6.3.5 – Integration of land use and infrastructure 

Recovery of Greater Christchurch is to be assisted by the integration of land use 

development with infrastructure by: 

(1)   Identifying priority areas for development to enable reliable forward planning for 

infrastructure development and delivery; 

(2)  Ensuring that the nature, timing and sequencing of new development are co-

ordinated with the development, funding, implementation and operation of 

transport and other infrastructure in order to: 

(a) optimise the efficient and affordable provision of both the development and 

the infrastructure; 

(b) maintain or enhance the operational effectiveness, viability and safety of 

existing and planned infrastructure; 

(c) protect investment in existing and planned infrastructure; and 

(d) ensure new development does not occur until provision for appropriate 

infrastructure is in place; 

(3)  Providing that the efficient and effective functioning of infrastructure, including 

transport corridors, is maintained, and the ability to maintain and upgrade that 

infrastructure is retained; 

(4)  Only providing for new development that does not affect the efficient operation, 

use, development, appropriate upgrading and safety of existing strategic 

infrastructure, including by avoiding noise sensitive activities within the 50dBA 

Ldn airport noise contour for Christchurch International Airport, unless the activity 

is within an existing residentially zoned urban area, residential greenfield area 

identified for Kaiapoi, or residential greenfield priority area identified in Map A 

(page 64); and 

(5)  Managing the effects of land use activities on infrastructure, including avoiding 

activities that have the potential to limit the efficient and effective, provision, 

operation, maintenance or upgrade of strategic infrastructure and freight hubs. 

 

Objective 8.2.3 – Regionally significant infrastructure and commercial 

maritime facilities 

Subdivision, use or development in the coastal environment does not adversely affect 

the efficient development and use of regionally significant infrastructure and other 

commercial maritime activities 
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ATTACHMENT ‘C’ INFRASTRUCTURE MEDIATION TEXT AS AMENDED BY CIAL 

AND LPC RELIEF 

[Mediation text in bold, CIAL / LPC text in bold underline, existing text regular]. 

 

Objective – Strategic infrastructure 

Ensuring:  

a) existing critical and strategic infrastructure is recognised and provided 

for and the recovery, efficient provision, development, upgrade and 

use of infrastructure, particularly strategic infrastructure is 

promoted; and  

b) the role and function of strategic infrastructure is protected by avoiding 

the establishment of activities which could lead to adverse effects 

including reverse sensitive effects  

 

Policy 1 Benefits and provision of strategic infrastructure 

Recognise the social, economic and cultural benefits of infrastructure, 

particularly Strategic Infrastructure and nationally significant infrastructure, 

by enabling the recovery, efficient and effective operation, maintenance, 

upgrading, and development of infrastructure.  

 

Policy 2 Avoiding the effects of activities on strategic infrastructure 

Avoid the adverse effects, including reverse sensitivity effects, of activities on 

the efficient and effective functioning, maintenance and upgrading of 

strategic infrastructure. , including through: 

(a) Avoiding noise sensitive activities within: 

(i) the Lyttelton Port Influences Overlay area; 

(ii)  the 50dBA Ldn noise contour for Christchurch International 

Airport, unless within an existing residentially zoned urban area 

or a Residential Greenfield Priority Area identified in the Canter 

Regional Policy Statement Chapter 6, Map A as at December 

2013. 

(b)  Ensure the threat of bird strike to Christchurch International Airport 

operations is minimised through the management of Bird Strike Risk 

Activities. 

 

Policy 3 Management of effects of infrastructure 

To ensure that significant adverse effects from strategic infrastructure are 

appropriately managed. 

http://proposeddistrictplanint.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41742

