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STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF JONATHAN GUY CLEASE 

INTRODUCTION 

1 My name is Jonathan Guy Clease. 

2 My qualifications and experience are set out in my evidence on 

behalf of Christchurch International Airport Limited (CIAL) on the 

Stage 1 Natural Hazards Chapter 5.  

3 I am familiar with and have visited the Christchurch International 

Airport landholdings. 

4 In preparing my evidence I have reviewed: 

4.1 the notified proposal; 

4.2 Christchurch International Airport Limited’s stage 2 

submission and further submission; 

4.3 the evidence prepared and circulated by Council experts, and 

in particular the evidence of Mr Blair and Mr Schaffoener; 

and 

4.4 the Hazardous Substances expert witness conferencing 

statement dated 9th September. 

5 I also attended and participated in mediation on 25th September. 

6 Although this is not an Environment Court hearing (or a hearing 

being conducted under the Resource Management Act 1991), I note 

that in preparing my evidence I have reviewed the code of conduct 

for expert witnesses contained in part 5 of the consolidated 

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

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

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

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

detract from the opinions expressed. 

SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE 

7 In my evidence I conclude that: 

7.1 the Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP) and Canterbury Regional 

Policy Statement (CRPS) both identify the need to enable and 

provide for strategic infrastructure as part of the City’s 

recovery; 
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7.2 The storage of large volumes of aviation fuel is an integral 

component of Airport operations; 

7.3 The operative District Plan appropriately recognised this 

through an exception to the rules that provided for large 

volumes of aviation fuel, and concurrently retained control 

over the location and design of large facilities; 

7.4 That there is no RMA-related justification for not including this 

exception in the pRDP with reference to the specific context of 

the Airport precinct; 

7.5 The notified proposal does not give effect to the LURP and 

CRPS insofar as the proposed planning framework relates to 

managing aviation fuel in the Special Purpose (Airport) Zone 

and represents unnecessary regulation;  

7.6 That this shortcoming can be rectified through an amendment 

to the pRDP to include the long-established operative Plan 

exception for enabling and managing the storage of large 

volumes of aviation fuel within the Specific Purpose (Airport) 

Zone.  

STRATEGIC PLANNING FRAMEWORK  

8 The replacement District Plan is required to give effect to the CRPS 

and is to be consistent with the LURP.  

9 The strategic framework provided through the LURP and associated 

amendments to Chapter 6 of the CRPS in relation to Strategic 

Infrastructure has been set out in some detail in the evidence of Mr 

Bonis for CIAL in relation to the hearing on the Strategic Directions 

Chapter. This earlier evidence provides a useful assessment of the 

role and benefits of strategic infrastructure and the general 

approach of enablement and protection of such infrastructure as 

expressed through these higher order documents. It is well settled 

that the airport constitutes ‘strategic infrastructure’. 

10 The Chapter 3 Strategic Directions provisions will be well known to 

the Panel. In summary Objective 3.3.12 relating to infrastructure: 

a. identifies the benefits of infrastructure and the need to 

enable the safe, efficient, and effective development, 

upgrade, maintenance, and operation of such 

infrastructure; 

b. Protects the role and function of strategic infrastructure 

by avoiding adverse effects from incompatible 

activities; and 
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c. Manages the adverse effects of infrastructure on the 

surrounding environment, having regard to the 

economic benefits and technical and operational needs 

of infrastructure. 

11 Objective 3.3.14 relating to incompatible activities is also relevant in 

that the location of activities is controlled primarily by zoning to 

minimise such conflict, with conflicts to be avoided where there may 

be significant adverse effects on the health, safety, and amenity of 

people and communities. 

12 The overall approach to strategic infrastructure is therefore to 

recognise its benefits, enable its upgrading and operation, protect it 

from incompatible activities, and manage its effects on the 

surrounding area.  

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE PROPOSED CHRISTCHURCH 

REPLACEMENT DISTRICT PLAN (‘pRDP’) 

13 CIAL’s submission on this chapter is narrowly focussed on an 

amendment to Objective 12.1.1 and the rules governing the 

quantities and management of jet fuel and aviation gasoline within 

the Specific Purpose (Airport) Zone. 

Objective 12.1.1 

14 I support and agree with CIAL’s submission that this objective needs 

to better focus on management of the risk posed by hazardous 

facilities, and that such risk should be to acceptable levels, noting 

that what is ‘acceptable’ will vary depending on context and the 

sensitivity of the receiving environment. The Objective as amended 

also seeks to recognise the benefits of such facilities as an 

anticipated element in the recovery and development of the City.  

The text changes sought are as follows: 

Objective 12.1.1.1 Objective – Adverse environmental effects 

The risks associated with the storage, use, disposal or transport 

of hazardous substances in the district is managed to acceptable 

levels to does not adversely affect people, property and the 

environment above acceptable levels while recognising the 

benefits of these facilities. 

15 Mr Blair has recommended1 that the above relief be accepted.  

 

                                            
1 Mr Blair’s evidence, para. 10.1. 
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Aviation fuel rules for the Specific Purpose (Airport) Zone 

16 The operative City Plan contains a schedule2 that sets out the 

permitted volumes of various hazardous substances, according to 

zone. The Operative Plan contains the following exception: 

3.3.6(d) In the case of the Special Purpose (Airport) Zone the 

quantity standards in Schedule 2 shall apply to leased sites or in the 

case where there is more than one facility on a leased site to 

individual facilities within the leased site. In addition, the Special 

Purpose (Airport) Zone is exempt from the limits of class 3.1 and 

3.2 Flammable liquids, and is permitted to store a combined total of 

5 million litres of jet fuel and aviation gasoline. 

An increase in the storage of these substances beyond these limits, 

within the Special Purpose (Airport) Zone, is a discretionary activity 

with the Council’s discretion limited to the relevant Assessment 

Matters set out in clause 3.4.2. 

However within the permitted activity level of 5 million litres, any 

change in the location or method of aviation fuel storage, or any 

modification or alteration of the storage facilities, in either case 

involving more than or equal to 100,000 litres of these substances, 

is a controlled activity. For the purpose of this rule each oil company 

facility is deemed to be a separate facility. 

The matters over which control may be exercised are: 

 The method of storage. 

 The location and layout of the storage facility. 

 The site management and spill contingency plan. 

 The methods involved in transporting or otherwise moving 

the hazardous substances to and from the storage facility. 

 Compliance with the “Code of Practice for the Design, 

Installation and Operation of Underground Petroleum 

Storage Systems”3. 

Note: The quantities specified in Clause 3.3.6(d) above, exclude 

any fuel held in aircraft or road tankers, provided they are 

                                            
2 Volume 3, Part 11, Schedule 2. 

3 I note that this last bullet point has now been overtaken by HSNO regulations and 
the standards required to achieve consent under Canterbury Regional Council Plans 
concerning soil and water quality. 
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being used for the purpose of refuelling and not for long term 

storage. 

17 The CIAL submission simply seeks the roll-over of this long-

established exception4 as an efficient and effective method for 

managing these two discrete categories of hazardous substance 

within the Airport precinct. I have appended as Attachment A text 

amendments to incorporate the exception within the new format of 

the pRDP, rule 12.1.2.3. 

18 Mr Akacich sets out in his evidence the current management of 

aviation fuel in the Airport, including its siting and the volumes 

involved. Mr Boswell for CIAL has set out the background to wider 

CIAL operations, the role of the airport, and anticipated changes in 

flight and passenger numbers in his evidence on the Strategic 

Directions Chapter 3 and Designations Chapter 10.  

19 The evidence of Mr Boswell establishes that the Airport is a 

regionally significant piece of strategic infrastructure, with the 

company taking a long-term view on developing the facilities 

necessary to support growth in both flights and passenger numbers. 

Inherent in the operation of an airport is the need to be able to 

refuel aircraft, which in turn necessitates the storage of large 

volumes of aviation fuels as an integral component of airport 

operations.  

20 The operative Plan appropriately recognises the strong functional 

requirements for large volumes of aviation fuel as a permitted and 

anticipated component of the Specific Purpose Airport Zone. As set 

out in Mr Akacich’s evidence, the threshold of 5 million litres is 

adequate for providing for existing storage volumes, and for 

providing sufficient head room for increasing those volumes to 

service both any potential increase in the number of days storage 

required on-site and anticipated growth in airport operations over 

the ten year life of the pRDP.  

21 It is important to emphasise that the roll-over of the existing rule 

exception does not constitute a ‘free for all’. All new storage 

facilities of 100,000 litres or more require consent, as do any 

changes to existing large storage facilities. The matters over which 

Council can exercise control include the location of new facilities 

within the site, the methods of storage, and site and spill 

management plans. 

22 Council’s response to the relief sought is limited to paragraphs 12.1-

12.4 of Mr Schaffoener’s evidence. Mr Schaffoener appears to 

                                            
4 Mr Akacich’s evidence contains an attachment of the consent order that confirmed 
the exception following appeals on the operative Plan process in 2001. 
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have misunderstood what CIAL is seeking, and raises concerns 

about the potential for off-site risks of relocating large storage 

facilities, necessitating a case-by-case assessment. The operative 

Plan (and sought) exception provides for just such a case-by-case 

assessment, with Council’s control extending to consideration of the 

location of any large new, relocated, or modified facility. 

23 Mr Blair’s evidence defers to the evidence of Mr Schaffoener on 

this issue. Mr Blair does however set out a useful framework in 

para 5.10 for considering the need for regulation in the District Plan 

in relation to hazardous substances. He notes that a method (rule) 

in an RMA plan should have a clear link to an RMA effect or issue 

and be evaluated in terms of section 32 of the RMA. I have reviewed 

the s.32 report prepared by the Council and have been unable to 

locate any specific assessment or consideration as to why the long-

established exception is no longer appropriate for the Airport, 

beyond a general desire to delete exceptions in the interest of 

having a streamlined District Plan. There does not appear to be any 

assessment that demonstrates that the benefits of additional 

regulation it the context of the Airport outweigh the costs of such 

regulation. There is likewise no assessment that identifies any 

proven issues or unacceptable effects that have resulted under the 

existing provisions. 

24 In my view exceptions, where appropriate, are integral to delivering 

a streamlined District Plan where it is possible to identify that a ‘one 

size fits all’ approach to regulation will be inefficient and will result 

in unnecessary regulation. 

25 Mr Blair, in para 5.4 of his evidence, sets out the RMA- related 

environmental effects that might arise from hazardous substances 

and that therefore might warrant regulation through a District Plan. 

I consider each of these matters in turn, with reference to the 

specific context of the Airport. 

26 Reverse sensitivity effects: The Airport is a very large site that is 

under single ownership and control. This means that there is 

sufficient flexibility within the extensive landholding to enable new 

facilities to be located within the site such that they will not pose a 

risk to off-site third parties or high occupancy activities within the 

Airport precinct such as the passenger terminals. Council will 

likewise retain the ability to consider the appropriateness of 

locational choices for new large storage facilities under the 

controlled activity rule sought by CIAL. The site is designated and 

therefore any third party seeking to locate within the Airport needs 

the consent of CIAL, both as landowner and as Requiring Authority. 

There is not therefore the issue of reverse sensitivity/ risk posed by 

unrelated third parties locating close to fuel storage facilities that 
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might otherwise occur in the more general industrial zones 

elsewhere in the City. 

27 Cumulative and synergistic effects: The potential for cumulative 

effects of multiple large aviation fuel storage facilities can be 

considered through the proposed controlled activity rule. The relief 

sought by CIAL is limited to a more enabling approach for aviation 

fuel. All other hazardous substances will remain subject to the 

general rules proposed in Chapter 12, with these rules considered to 

be appropriate for managing synergistic effects. The potential for 

synergistic effects is likewise limited in the context of the Airport 

Precinct where unlike general industrial zones there is no unrelated 

heavy industry or manufacturing taking place in an uncontrolled 

manner. 

28 Protection of sensitive environments: The Airport does not 

contain any listed heritage buildings, significant natural features, 

sensitive ecological areas, or waterways. As set out in the evidence 

of Ms Fiona Ambury, the relevant Canterbury Regional Council 

Plans provide a robust framework for assessing potential effects on 

soil and water quality. The Airport likewise does not have any 

residential zones within close proximity of its boundaries due to a 

long-term approach adopted through past District Plans and the 

current CRPS of limiting residential development adjacent to the 

airport for noise and safety reasons. 

29 Combination of natural hazards and hazardous substances: 

The Airport is not identified in the pRDP as being subject to any 

natural hazards. It is not in a flooding or coastal inundation overlay, 

rockfall hazard area, and is not prone to liquefaction. Mr Akacich’s 

evidence confirms that no spills or significant equipment failure 

relating to fuel storage facilities was experienced in the recent 

earthquake sequence.  

30 CONCLUSION 

31 In conclusion, both the LURP and CRPS higher order planning 

documents, and the Strategic Directions objectives, provide a 

framework within which the role and benefit of strategic 

infrastructure and the need to enable the ongoing growth and 

development of such is recognised as a key component of recovery. 

32 Such recognition and enablement needs to be considered 

concurrently with the need to also appropriately manage the risk to 

people and the environment posed by the use and storage of 

hazardous substances. 

33 The operative Plan contains a set of provisions that have worked 

effectively for over 15 years in managing aviation fuel-related 
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hazardous substances within the Airport and were the result of a 

consent order agreed to by the Council. 

34 There is no evidence that the current operative provisions are not 

adequate for managing risk to both people and the environment 

within the specific context of the Airport as a single large 

landholding under single ownership. Council will retain the ability to 

control the location and design of new or modified large facilities in 

order to manage both on-site and off-site risk. The Canterbury 

Regional Council Plans effectively manage risks to soil and water. 

The design of individual facilities is further managed through 

Hazardous Substance and New Organisms Act 1996.  

35 I accordingly consider that the removal of the existing operative 

Plan exception is unjustifiable, is an inefficient method in terms of 

section 32 (as it places a level of regulation beyond what is 

necessary for managing potential effects), does not better achieve 

the strategic policy directions, and is not in accordance with the 

Ministers’ statement of expectations in Schedule 4. Conversely, 

inclusion of the exception sought by CIAL in the pRDP is considered 

to better meet these requirements than the notified pRDP. 

 

Dated:  30 September 2015 

 

__________________________ 

Jonathan Guy Clease 
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Attachment 1. Text amendments sought 

Amend Objective 12.1.1.1 as follows: 

 

Objective 12.1.1.1 Objective – Adverse environmental effects 

The risks associated with the storage, use, disposal or transport of 

hazardous substances in the district is managed to acceptable levels to 

does not adversely affect people, property and the environment above 

acceptable levels while recognising the benefits of these facilities5. 

 

Amend rule 12.1.2.2.2 by adding a new permitted activity clause as 

follows: 

P10 Jet fuel and aviation gasoline 

in the Specific Purpose 

(Airport) Zone is exempt 

from the limits of class 3.1 

and 3.2 Flammable liquids 

(Rule 12.1.2.3)  

a. Jet fuel and aviation 

gasoline shall not 

exceed a combined total 

of 5 million litres, 

excluding any fuel held 

in aircraft or road 

tankers and provided 

they are being used for 

the purpose of refuelling 

and not for long term 

storage; 

b. Does not involve any 

change in the location or 

method of aviation fuel 

storage, or any 

modification or 

alteration of the storage 

facilities, in either case 

involving 100,000 litres 

or more of these 

substances. 

 

                                            
5 The wording sought has been supported in Mr Blair’s evidence for Council and as 
such is shown in the 15th September ‘redline’ Council version of Chapter 12. 
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Add a new Controlled Activity rule6 as follows: 

C1 Any change in the location or 

method of aviation fuel 

storage that does not meet 

activity standard P10(b). 

The matters over which 

control may be exercised 

are: 

a. The method of storage; 

b. The location and layout 

of the storage facility; 

c. The site management 

and spill contingency 

plan; 

d. The methods involved in 

transporting or 

otherwise moving the 

hazardous substances to 

and from the storage 

facility. 

 

Amend Restricted Discretionary rule 12.1.2.2.2 as follows: 

RD2 Any hazardous facility that fails to 

meet any of the activity specific 

standards specified in Rule 12.1.2.2.17, 

except for P10(b). 

a. 12.1.3(a) to (j) 

 

 

                                            
6 There are currently no controlled activity rules in this section. The addition of a new 
controlled activity rule will necessitate consequential amendments to Restricted 
Discretionary and Non-Complying rule numbers. 

7 It is noted that exceeding 5 million litres will result in a proposal not meeting 
activity specific standard P10(a), and therefore the proposal will be subject to RD2. 


