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STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF MATTHEW WILLIAM BONIS  

INTRODUCTION 

1 My full name is Matthew William Bonis.   

2 I am an Associate at Planz Consultants in Christchurch.  I have held 

this position since 2009.  

3 My qualifications and experience are set out in previous statements 

of evidence that I have prepared for Hearings on stage 1 of the 

proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan (pCRDP).   I have 

presented evidence on behalf of CIAL for the following District Plan 

Proposals: 

3.1 Chapter 3  – Strategic Directions 

3.2 Chapter 10  – Designations 

3.3 Chapter 14  – Residential (Part) 

3.4 Chapter 15  – Commercial (Part) 

3.5 Chapter 16  – Industrial (Part) 

3.6 Chapter 2  - Definitions (Part) 

4 I have been engaged by Christchurch International Airport Limited 

(CIAL) (submitter number M11 / F-M34) to provide evidence on 

planning issues in relation to the Memorial Avenue Investments 

Limited (MAIL) Business Park plan change (the MAIL plan change), 

which is being heard as part of stage 2 of the pCRDP.  

5 I am familiar with the submission and further submission made by 

CIAL. I am familiar with, and have visited the 24.55ha site. 

6 In preparing my evidence I have relied on the existing evidence 

before the Panel (for the Proposals identified in Paragraphs 4.1 – 

4.5), specifically from Mr Christopher Day relating to noise issues. 

I have identified references to those statements in this evidence.  

7 I have read the Christchurch City Council’s evidence from Ms 

Janice Carter, Mr Simon Collin, Mr Tim Heath and Mr Philip 

Osborne. I have read the evidence of Mr Stephen Chiles, Mr 

Fraser Colgrave and Mr Martin Winder for MAIL.  

8 In preparing my evidence I have reviewed the code of conduct for 

expert witnesses contained in part 7 of the Environment Court 

Practice Note 2014. I have complied with it in preparing my 

evidence. I have also sought to focus my evidence pursuant to the 
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22 May 2015 Panel Minute regarding length and repetition in 

evidence. 

9 I did not attend mediation on this proposal on 31 August, 2015 due 

to a pre-existing engagement. CIAL was represented by Mr Dean 

Chrystal who I briefed prior to his attendance.  I am aware of the 

outcome of the mediation.  

 

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

10 My evidence discusses: 

10.1 Those matters that are directly relevant to the protection of 

Airport operations: 

(a) Provisions for Runway End Protection Areas (‘REPA’); 

(b) Noise sensitive activities, including travellers’ 

accommodation; and health care facilities. 

(c) Bird-strike. 

10.2 Those matters that relate to broader issues of strategic 

planning: 

(a) Infrastructure integration – sewer and transport; 

(b) Commercial provision (office and retail activities). 

11 I have evaluated the proposal based on the MAIL Proposal: 20 

August provisions (‘the MAIL Proposal’) and the Council Industrial 

Park Mail Provisions1.  

12 I have also considered the previous material associated with the 

Proposal, commencing with the Plan Change notified on 29 

November 2014. 

 

  

                                            
1 Carter EiC. Attachment B. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

13 The scope of this evidence is narrow. The subject site is identified in 

the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (Chapter 6, Map A) as a 

Greenfield Priority Area – Business. A business zoning is the means 

to ‘give effect’ to the Regional Policy Statement2. There are no 

explicit timeframes in the CRPS for such a rezoning; Objective 

6.2.2(4) states: 

“ providing for development of greenfield priority areas on the periphery 

of Christchurch’s urban area … at a rate and in locations that meet 

anticipated demand and enables the efficient provision and use of 

network infrastructure”. (underlined emphasis). 

14 Being identified in CRPS Chapter 6 in Map A is, in itself, not enough 

to warrant an immediate rezoning. The CRPS also requires rezoning 

of a ‘priority greenfield area’ to be conjunctive with the provision of 

‘efficient infrastructure integration’ and meeting ‘anticipated 

demand’. 

15 LURP Action 24 seeks that the District Plan review provide for 

business as follows:3 

Christchurch City Council to enable in the next review of its district plans 

the following measures: 

Greenfield priority areas for business 

vii. … 

viii. an integrated approach to greenfield priority areas for business that 

are located near Christchurch Airport 

ix. zoning provisions for other greenfield priority areas for business 

shown on map A, appendix 1 

x. thresholds for commercial activities in greenfield priority areas for 

business where these are considered necessary to avoid reverse 

sensitivity effects or effects on the viability of key activity centres. 

       

16 The hierarchy of planning documents4 then establishes the nature, 

type, and staging of activities within that business zoning 

appropriate to achieve the purpose of the Resource Management Act 

1991. 

17 The site is zoned Industrial Park Zone under both the Council’s 

Stage 2 Proposal for the site and the MAIL Proposal. There is a 

                                            
2 Section 75(3) 

3 Land Use Recovery Plan, 2013, Volume I, page 29, Action 24 

4 These matters are identified in the Independent Hearing Panel’s Strategic Directions 
Decision ‘Statutory Framework’ paragraphs [25 – 28]. 
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substantial divergence in the range of commercial activities as 

sought for the site between the Council5 and MAIL6.  

18 I agree with the commentary provided by Mr Mark Tansley7. 

Whilst the MAIL site has achieved an urban zoning, it is not a 

commercially orientated zoning. The extent of commercial activity 

sought (by MAIL) conflicts with the Industrial Park status and 

context. 

19 The site can be serviced. Albeit not necessarily the most efficient co-

ordination of development with the provision and operation of 

infrastructure8.  

20 For wastewater infrastructure capacity and management of 

constraints, the MAIL Proposal modified by Mr Collin’s Table A9 and 

an associated staging rule, would promote the optimisation of the 

existing network, until the Riccarton Interceptor sewer network is 

upgraded.  

21 Additional transport modelling is being undertaken by the respective 

witnesses to confirm whether the land uses proposed in the MAIL 

Proposal will inappropriately congest the supporting network.   

22 Attachment A to my evidence outlines both the land use and 

infrastructure provisions associated with the MAIL Proposal. It 

identifies the progression between the Plan Change sought by MAIL 

in November 2014; the framework of the Council’s notified 

provisions relating to the subject site; and the updated MAIL 

Proposal submitted on 20 August 2015. 

23 The maximum built scenario under the MAIL provisions provides for: 

23.1 36,700m2 + GLFA of Commercial Activity: With 7,500m2 

of retail; 15,000m2 of office10; 200 hotel rooms; Food and 

Beverage; Commercial Services; Service Stations; and 

ancillary retail and office activity allowed as Permitted 

activities. A 4,200m2 Supermarket and 10,000m2 Trade 

Suppliers11 are provided as Restricted Discretionary activities. 

                                            
5 EiC Carter, Heath and Osborne. 

6 EiC Colgrave and Winder.  

7 Tansley EiC. Paragraph 22 and 35. 

8 Policy 6.3.5 CRPS. Policy 3.3.7(i) and (j). 

9 Collins. EiC. Paragraph 7.11 

10 It is assumed that 16.4.2.1 P11 (5,000m2 Office Activity), is additive with 16.4.7.1 
P3 Office Activity (15,000m2 Office Activity).  

11 Trade Suppliers are excluded as being ‘retail activities’. It is unclear as to whether 
they are considered by the Council to be nested as ‘commercial activities’ or 
‘industrial activities’. I would  
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23.2 Industrial Activity: With Industrial, warehousing and 

distribution, service industry activities allowed as Permitted 

activities. 

24 The respective higher order planning provisions can be summarised 

as: 

24.1 provisions seeking to remove the number, extent and 

prescriptiveness of development controls;12 

24.2 provisions associated with rezoning, urban form and 

integration with infrastructure;13 

24.3 enabling provisions seeking to expedite recovery and promote 

a range of opportunities for business activities and long-term 

economic and employment growth, where the Central City is 

revitalised, and commercial centres are maintained and 

enhanced as community focal points;14 and 

24.4 provisions seeking to manage the integration of land use and 

the role and function of strategic infrastructure, and for 

Christchurch International Airport, matters associated with 

avoiding noise sensitive activities.15 

25 With regard to the specific matters sought by CIAL, I consider: 

25.1 (P1) Guest Accommodation. Gives effect to the CRPS 

policy of avoiding noise sensitive activities.  I note that 

definition includes travellers’ accommodation unless it is 

“designed, constructed and operated to a standard that 

mitigates the effects of noise on occupants”.  The cross 

reference to the acoustic design levels16 goes part of the way 

towards meeting the exclusion but, I have concerns as to the 

arbitrary and general nature of the 30 day limit suggested by 

CCC as indicating the length of time considered to be “short 

stay”, and the nature of limitations on “outdoor amenity 

areas”. 

25.2 (P3) Heath care facility.  Does not give effect to the CRPS 

definition of noise sensitive activities which defines health 

                                            
12 Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014, 
Schedule 4 Statement of Expectations.  

13 Canterbury Regional Policy Statement, Policies 6.3.1, 6.3.2, 6.3.3, and Map A, 
Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.7  

14 Canterbury Regional Policy Statement, Policies 6.3.6, 6.3.7, 6.3.8 and 6.3.9. 
Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.7(e), 3.3.8, 3.3.10  

15 Canterbury Regional Policy Statement, Policy 6.3.5. Strategic Directions Objective 
3.3.12 

16 Rule 6.1.5.2(a)(ii) 
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care facilities as a noise sensitive activity to be avoided.  The 

Council proposal of allowing for up to 10 days of 

accommodation for patient care are the aspects of concern. 

25.3 Bird strike risk activity provisions, are appropriately 

omitted from the specific zone, and contained in the General 

Rules and Procedures Provisions in Part 6. 

25.4 Specific lighting provisions, are appropriately omitted from 

the specific zone. These will be contained in the General Rules 

and Procedures Provisions in Part 6. CIAL also has the ability 

pursuant to s176(1)(b) to further control lighting in the 

designated area referred to as Area B17 that overlays the 

MAIL site.  

25.5 The Runway End Protection Area (‘REPA’), as designated 

is identified within the Outline Development Plan.  However, 

this is “for information purposes only” and I understand 

CIAL’s legal advice to be that the ODP and/or the zone rules 

should contain restrictions on the activities that can occur 

within the part of the zone which is in the REPA. 

25.6 Wastewater, can be resolved in a manner that services both 

the MAIL site, without undermining capacity to the Specific 

Purpose (Airport) zone. This matter is contained in the 

evidence of Mr O’Neill18, Ms Carter19 and Mr Collin20. I 

understand that the agreed approach is a proportional staging 

rule apportioning allowable discharge between MAIL and the 

Specific Purpose Airport Zone of 6.7l/s and 27l/s respectively.  

25.7 Transport. I understand that the network is subject to some 

safety and congestion issues. This matter is being further 

tested by the respective Transport witnesses. If there are 

issues, these may be resolved through mechanisms such as 

staging, access design and controls, and limiting the extent of 

high trip generating activities on the site.    

 

PART A – URBAN ZONING AND PURPOSE  

26 The  higher order planning provisions particularly relevant to the 

rezoning of the MAIL site are: 

                                            
17 Chapter 10. Designation Decision D1 ‘Christchurch International Airport’. Schedule 
2 Designation Purpose’ Area B(ii)(d) light beams and reflective glare. 

18 O’Neill. EiC. Paragraph 16. 

19 Carter EiC Paragraph 12.11 

20 Collins EiC. Paragraph 6.4. 
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CRPS Objective 6.2.2(4) 

“ providing for development of greenfield priority areas on the periphery 

of Christchurch’s urban area … at a rate and in locations that meet 

anticipated demand and enables the efficient provision and use of 

network infrastructure”.  

CRPS Policy 6.3.1(1) 

“In relation to recovery and rebuilding for greater Christchurch: (1) give 

effect to the urban form identified in Map A” 

And 

LURP Action 24, which seeks that the District Plan review provide: 

ix ‘zoning provisions for other greenfield priority areas shown on map A, 

Appendix 1 [to be completed by 2016]. 

27 However, CRPS Objective 6.2.2(4) is not unconstrained. Caveats in 

the provision requires consideration of both ‘anticipated need’ and 

the efficient provision and use of network infrastructure. 

28 Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.7 also provides for urban 

activities on greenfield land as identified in CRPS Map A. 

29 CRPS Objective 6.2.1(9) and (11) seek to integrate infrastructure 

and services with land use development, and optimise use of 

existing infrastructure. Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.7(i) 

seeks to promote the efficient and effective provision and use of 

infrastructure, and coordinate the nature, timing and sequencing of 

new development with the funding, implementation and operation of 

necessary transport and infrastructure (clause j).  

30 Chapter 7 Transport21 seeks:  

30.1 a safe, efficient and integrated transport system (Objective 

1);  

30.2 that high trip generating activities do not compromise the 

safe, efficient and effective use of the transport system and 

support land use patterns that optimise the use of the 

existing transport system (Policy 2, clauses d and e); and  

30.3 to integrate and coordinate with the transport system 

(clause h).    

                                            
21 Decision 7: Transport (Part) 7 August 2015. 
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31 CRPS Policy 6.3.6(5) identifies that new greenfield priority areas 

for Business in Christchurch City are primarily for industrial 

activities, with commercial use restricted. I consider that this area is 

a ‘new’ greenfield priority area for business. Clause (7) requires 

new greenfield priority areas for Business to utilise existing 

infrastructure availability, capacity and quality.  

32 The MAIL proposal is for an Industrial Park zone for the 24.55ha 

site. There is no dispute over the zone type sought. The Industrial 

Park zone policies and objectives applicable to the MAIL site are also 

uncontested. Given the gulf between the Council and MAIL 

witnesses as to the extent of (mainly commercial) activities to be 

undertaken on the site, this is surprising.  

33 That the objectives relating to the MAIL site are not in dispute and 

not proposed to be amended is significant. I have therefore 

assumed that the objectives and policies for the Industrial Park zone 

are the relevant objectives and policies applicable to the proposed 

MAIL zone, and hence:  

(a) The proposed rules are required to implement the Industrial 

Park zone policies22; 

(b) The provisions of the MAIL Proposal are to be examined with 

respect to whether they are the most appropriate way of 

achieving the Industrial Park objectives and policies23; and  

(c) In making a rule the territorial authority must have regard 

to the actual or potential effect of the proposed activities in 

the MAIL Proposal on the on the environment24. 

34 Attachment A to this evidence sets out the evolution of the 

provisions sought by MAIL since the Plan Change process as notified 

on 29 November 2014. The final suite of commercial activities 

sought by MAIL and the provisions as set out in the Attachment B to 

Ms Carter’s evidence detailing the Council’s preferred position are 

set out in Figure 1 below: 

 

  

                                            
22

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

23 Section 32(1)(b). 

24
 Section 76(3).  
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Figure 1: Commercial Floorspace ‘MAIL / Council Approaches’ 

Activity Status Process 4 

The Mail Proposal 

Carter 

Attachment ‘B’ 

(Council 

Provisions) 

Accommodation  Permitted 200 beds^  200 beds^ 

  1 Jan 2018 1 Jan 2020  

Office Permitted 10,00025 15,000 5,000 

Commercial Services Permitted - - - 

Food & Beverage Permitted - - - 

Trade Supplier26 RDA# 7,000 10,000 Discretionary 

Ancillary Retail Permitted - - - 

Supermarket RDA# 4,200 4,200 Discretionary 

Retail <450m2 GFA Permitted 3,000 6,000 Discretionary 

Retail > 450m2 GFA Permitted  500 1,500 Discretionary 

Sensitive Activities (to 

noise) 

Non-

Complying 

(Rule 

16.4.2.5) 

   

Commercial Total  24,700+ 36,700+ 5,000+ 

  

  

PART B - INFRASTRUCTURE AND THE PROPOSAL 

Water Supply 

35 Mr Collin has identified that there are water supply constraints that 

can be overcome27. 

Wastewater infrastructure 

36 There are constraints as to wastewater and infrastructure capacity 

at the MAIL site and surrounding area. 

37 The extent of this constraint is a matter upon which all the 

stormwater/wastewater experts agree upon.28 Mr O’Neill agrees 

with Mr Collin for the Council that this matter can be resolved 

through a staging rule as set out in Table A of Mr Collin’s 

Evidence29. In this manner, Table A from Mr Collin’s evidence 

would supersede Rule 16.4.7.2.7, with associated amendments to 

Rule 16.4.7.1.4 (NC3).  

38 I have spoken to Ms Carter on this matter. She agrees with my 

interpretation of Mr Collin’s EiC and how the provisions would be 

inserted into the Proposal. Ms Carter advises that these matters 

                                            
25 Inclusive of Industrial Park General Provisions (P11) 5,000m2 of ‘Office’ as 
undefined. 

26 Trade Suppliers are excluded from the definition of ‘retail activities’. It is unclear as 
to whether these are nested as ‘commercial’ or ‘industrial’ activities. 

27 Collins. EiC. Paragraph 5.1 – 5.4 

28 O’Neill. EiC. Paragraphs 10-11 

29 Mr Collins. EiC. Table A, Paragraph 7.11 
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and issues relating to the details of drafting will be addressed after 

the 31st August Mediation30.  

39 I support the intent of those proposed changes in ensuring 

appropriate integration of the proposed MAIL development with 

supporting land use, and ensuring optimised use of the existing 

infrastructure.  

40 The effects of this approach on CIAL are explained fully in Mr 

O’Neill’s evidence. Through the Plan Change 84 process, the 

Council and CIAL agreed on staging requirements with respect to 

connection and availability of wastewater capacity for the Specific 

Purposes (Airport) Zone (SPAZ)31.  That rule, provided for additional 

capacity for the Special Purpose Airport zone when the Riccarton 

Interceptor sewer catchment was upgraded to a capacity to accept 

additional discharge of at least 30L/s. The additional capacity would 

be made available to CIAL for the SPAZ.   

41 It is understood that the recalibrated wastewater capacity allocation 

identified by Mr Collin would reduce capacity to the SPAZ to 27L/s 

(with MAIL able to access 6.7L/s), from that provided for under 

PC84.  

42 Such an approach offers a pragmatic and proportional solution. The 

implementation of such an agreement may well require a 

mechanism outside of the District Plan process. Most likely, this 

would involve a memorandum of agreement to formally record flow 

volumes and monitoring responsibilities and flow measuring points 

between the parties.  

43 I have discussed this matter with Mr Collin and consider that the 

allocation of wastewater capacity provided via a staging rule and 

amendment to Rule 16.4.7.1.4 (NC3) would adequately address 

the effects of the MAIL Proposal on wastewater capacity.  

Stormwater infrastructure 

44 I understand from Mr O’Neill’s evidence and the 

stormwater/wastewater Joint Witness Statement that all experts are 

agreed regarding the need to ensure that design of stormwater 

facilities minimises bird strike risk.  Mr O’Neill is satisfied that the 

proposal will not result in standing water for a period longer than 25 

hours in a 1 in 50 storm event and that CIAL will be taken into 

account in respect of the stormwater design at the MAIL site.   

45 In light of this, and provided that bird strike risk management rules 

are to be considered as part of the General Rules and Procedures 

                                            
30 Carter. EiC. Paragraph 12.10. 

31 Rule 8-3.3.2 ‘Staging of Development’ which provides up to 30L/s.  
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chapter (Chapter 6), I am satisfied that a specific provision relating 

to bird strike risk is not appropriate in the MAIL zone rules.  

Transport infrastructure 

46 With regards to transport integration, the scale of effects is 

dependent on the final expert modelling results. The respective 

transport provisions are set out in paragraph 30 above.  

47 Limitations on the scale, type and range of activities promoted on 

the site can improve the achievement of these provisions. Given the 

high traffic generating and public attractant activities identified in 

the MAIL proposal (Table 1), the Council’s range of activities (Table 

1) is likely to be more efficient and effective in achieving these 

respective provisions.    

PART C – THE AIRPORT, COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL 

ACTIVITIES PROPOSED FOR THE MAIL SITE, AND 

ASSOCIATED POLICY 

48 Matters relating to the operations and function of Christchurch 

International Airport have been outlined in previous evidence of Mr 

Boswell, Mr Osborne and Mr Day respectively.   

49 Matters relating to commercial enablement, use and development of 

the Industrial land resource, and the importance of industrial land 

for expediting recovery and long term growth are contained in the 

evidence of Mr Heath and Mr Osborne for the Council. Mr Mark 

Stevenson32 has also discussed these matters in the Commercial 

and Industrial Proposals. Mr Tansley33 and I34 have also provided 

evidence relevant to this issue to this Panel on the Commercial and 

Industrial Proposals. 

50 Within the higher order statutory documents there are a number of 

provisions relevant to these matters: 

50.1 Provisions which seek to remove the number, extent and 

prescriptiveness of development controls35. 

                                            
32 Stevenson. EiC. Commercial and Industrial Proposal. 13 April 2015. 

33 Waterloo Park Ltd. 

34 Bunnings, Progressives and Kiwi. 

35 Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 
Schedule 4 Statement of Expectations – Matter (a); Land Use Recovery Plan Action 
2(iv) ‘Reduced Consenting’ and Action 45 ‘reduce consenting’; Strategic Directions 
Objective 3.3.2; and Resource Management Act 1991, specifically the requirements 
of Section 32 to assess the ‘efficiency and effectiveness of provisions in achieving 
objectives’. 
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50.2 Enabling provisions seeking to expedite recovery and 

promote a broad range and diversity of activities in 

commercial and industrial zones36.  

51 The provisions relating to recovery of centres and promotion of 

activities in commercial and industrial zones differentiate between 

commercial and industrial activities.  

52 Commercial activities are to be directed towards the Central City 

and existing commercial centres to revitalise the former37, as well as 

maintaining and enhancing the latter38. This strategic direction is 

further focused in the Commercial and Industrial Proposals, with 

non-industrial activities to be avoided in industrial zones where 

these could adversely affect the strategic role of the Central City, 

District and Neighbourhood centres39.  

53 The CRPS provides as follows: 

53.1 Objective 6.2.6, seeks to provide for the recovery and 

growth of business activities in a manner that supports the 

settlement pattern; (3) new commercial activities are 

primarily directed to the Central City, Key Activity Centres 

and neighbourhood centres; (4) a range of other business 

activities are provided for in appropriate locations; and 

53.2 Policy 6.3.6 seeks to ensure the provision, recovery and 

rebuilding of business land to maximise business retention 

and attract investment.  Relevant clauses include (1) which 

seeks to promote utilisation of existing business land, (5) 

new greenfield priority areas for business in Christchurch City 

are primarily used for industrial activities, and that 

commercial use in these areas is restricted; (8) which seeks 

to ensure that reverse sensitivity effects and conflicts 

between incompatible activities are identified and avoided or 

mitigated against.   

53.3 Policy 6.3.1(3) enables development of existing urban areas 

and greenfield priority areas… where these support the 

recovery of Greater Christchurch. 

54 There are several higher order provisions seeking to manage the 

integration of land use and infrastructure, and specifically 

                                            
36 Strategic Directions. Objective 3.3.5 a range of opportunities provided for 
business activities to establish and prosper’.  LURP Action 24(ix) Zoning provisions for 
other greenfield priority areas for business shown on Map A.  

37 Strategic Directions, Objective 3.3.8. 

38 Strategic Directions. Objective 3.3.7(e) 

39 Industrial Proposal. Stevenson 1 May. Policy 4(c) ‘Activities in the Industrial 
Zones’.  
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avoiding noise sensitive activities within the 50dBA Ldn airport 

contour (with exceptions within residential areas as identified earlier 

in my Residential Proposal evidence). I have outlined these matters 

in previous evidence. Of specific relevance are:  

54.1 Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.12; and 

54.2 CRPS Objective 6.2.1(9) seeking integrated development, 

and (10) that development does not adversely affect the 

efficient operation, use, and development and future planning 

of strategic infrastructure.   

54.3 The above aspects of Objective 6.2.1 are to be achieved 

through Policy 6.3.5 ‘Integration of Land use and 

Infrastructure’ which provides for avoidance of noise 

sensitive activities within the 50dB Ldn airport noise contours 

(with exceptions as noted above). 

54.4 The CRPS also provides a definition of noise sensitive 

activities, as meaning: 

•  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; 

•  Education activities including pre-school places or premises, but 
not including flight training, trade training or other industry related 

training facilities located within the Special Purpose (Airport) Zone 
in the Christchurch District Plan; 

•  Travellers’ accommodation except that which is designed, 
constructed and operated to a standard that mitigates the 
effects of noise on occupants; 

•  Hospitals, healthcare facilities and any elderly persons 

housing or complex.      

     (emphasis added) 

Industrial Park zoning of the MAIL site 

55 Rezoning the MAIL site to accommodate Industrial Park activities, 

would give effect to the higher order provisions seeking rezoning of 

the area for business purposes40. But I consider that the extent of 

commercial activity sought within the MAIL provisions would not 

achieve the Industrial Park zone objectives, nor the objectives and 

policies in the higher order documents. In this respect I agree with 

the evidence of Mr Heath41, Mr Osborne42, and Mr Tansley43. I 

disagree with the evidence of Mr Colgrave where he concludes: 

                                            
40 CRPS Objective 6.2.2. LURP Action 24(ix), Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.5 

41 Heath EiC. Paragraph 8.12 

42 Osborne EiC. Paragraph 7.2 and 7.5. 
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“that there are no (modelled) retail distribution effects arising from the 

revised level of both permitted and restricted discretionary retail 

proposed by MAIL…” 

56 I consider that Mr Colgrave is applying the wrong test. The 

applicability of the objectives and policies of the Industrial Park zone 

to the proposed MAIL site are uncontested. The MAIL provisions as 

modelled by Mr Colgrave are less efficient and effective in 

achieving these objectives and policies than the Council’s preferred 

approach.  

57 The extent of commercial activity sought by MAIL in its Proposal 

represents a substantial centre. I reach this view based on Ms 

Carter’s figures at paragraph 10.3, the evidence of Mr Tansley, 

and my resource management experience in Christchurch’s 

commercial market.   

58 The extent of retail activity sought by MAIL is similarly incongruous 

with the Industrial Park zoning and objectives and policies. 

59 The extent of office activities sought by MAIL has no nexus to 

proposed Policy 16.1.1.5 Policy 5(ii) Office Development44, and 

could not be seen as appropriate in implementing that policy. Policy 

16.1.1.5 Policy 5(ii) seeks:  

to avoid office development in industrial areas other than where it is: 

(ii) A secondary component to a high technology industry activity 

located in an Industrial Park zone that supports the function of 

the zone for primarily industrial activities.  

60 There are also unintended consequences of the MAIL approach. An 

example is the permitted state of food and beverage outlets (Rule 

16.4.2.1.1 P8)45. Under the MAIL proposal, as identified by Mr 

Tansley46, the scale, number and amenity of such outlets would be 

substantial to provide for the needs generated by effectively a large 

scale district centre. The sum of food and beverage outlets and 

commercial services (P10), would be additive to the total floorspace 

figures I have identified at Figure 1.  

61 By comparison, a different composition and fewer food and 

beverage outlets would be necessary to serve the demands 

associated with an Industrial Park zone under the Council’s 

preferred provisions.   

                                                                                                             
43 Tansley. EiC Paragraph 36. 

44 Stevenson. Rebuttal Revised Industrial Proposal Attachment B. 1 May, 2015. 

45 General Industrial Park Rule 16.4.2.1 (P8). 

46 Tansley EiC. Paragraph 18.3 
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62 I do not wish to be drawn into whether a commercial outcome in 

this location is appropriate or otherwise. Such would raise the 

spectre of Part 11A of the Act. I simply record my professional 

opinion that there is a substantial disjunct between the uncontested 

zone description that is being sought, and the activities that are 

then proposed as being consistent with what is expected for such a 

zone. 

Runway End Protection Area 

63 There is agreement between Council and MAIL47 to identify the 

Runway End Protection Area (for information purposes only) on 

the Outline Development Plan [Chapter 16 - Appendix 16.7.13]. 

64 REPA at Christchurch Airport are based on the US Federal Aviation 

Administration Runway Protection Zones (FAA RPZ). The dimensions 

of the REPA trapezoids are 300m (inner) x 525m (outer) x 750m 

(length). The restrictions seek to limit the intensity of, and scale of 

development within the REPA to reduce prospective risks to people 

and communities from aircraft operations, and provide for a safer 

and more efficient airport. 

65 The evidence of Mr Boswell (in his designation evidence) was that 

REPA controls are necessary for the purpose of risk reduction, and 

to limit the consequences of runway related accidents. The REPA is 

not a requirement of the Civil Aviation Authority of New Zealand, it 

is understood to be best practice. 

66 The spatial context of REPA envelope at the MAIL site relates to that 

area designated as Area B within Chapter 10 – Designation D1 

‘Christchurch International Airport Ltd’48.  

67 The purpose of that designation is to restrict the use and 

development of land for the purposes of a Runway Protection Area 

(as set out in Schedule 2 of the Decision). The designation does not 

authorise the undertaking of any airport project or work on the land 

subject to the designation. The REPA contributes to meeting the 

objectives as to the safe, efficient and effective operation and 

development of the airport.  

68 The CIAL submission was to amend the MAIL Industrial Park Outline 

Development Plan (‘ODP’) to incorporate the REPA envelope. 

Additional land use controls were sought prohibiting a range of 

buildings and intensive land use activities within the REPA area of 

the zone.  The extent of that land use control is already described in 

the designation purpose of Area B.  

                                            
47 Joint Memorandum of Counsel – MAIL and City Council 24 August, 2015 

48 Decision Released 2 August 2015. 
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69 CIAL have submitted on Chapter 6 – General Provisions supporting a 

common suite of REPA land use restrictions at the northern and 

southern end of Runway 02/20 and western and eastern end49 of 

Runway 11/29.  

70 The following Rule (16.4.7.1.5 Prohibited Activities) is sought in 

CIAL’s submission for the MAIL Industrial Park Zone as linked to the 

ODP notation of the REPA. 

Activity  

PR1  Mass Assembly of People 

PR2  Any building or utility excluding:  
1. navigational aids for aircraft 
2. structures associated with upgrades for State 

Highway 1 
3. maintenance or repair works on any existing 

permitted building or utility; and 

4. enclosed walkways associated with vehicle parking 
areas which are no greater than 2.4m in height and 
1.8m in width 

PR3  Notwithstanding any zone provisions, the use or storage 
of hazardous substances exceeding the quantities 
permitted within the underlying zone.  

PR4  Production of direct light beams or reflective glare that 
could interfere with the vision of a pilot excluding:  

1. normal operational reflection from glass and 
mirrors used in motor vehicles; and 

2. normal operational light from motor vehicles 
Note:  
1. Refer also to Rule 6.3.2.2.5 with regard to Outdoor 
Lighting and Glare restrictions within a 500m distance 
of the runway thresholds.  

 

71 The appropriateness of REPA land use controls in relation to other 

sites will be a matter discussed in relation to hearings for Chapter 6 

‘General Rules and Procedures’. I accept that CIAL has no option 

given the timing of this plan change hearing but to seek its relief at 

this time. If the Panel is minded to accept CIAL’s legal argument 

that REPA rules should relate to the MAIL land I consider a single 

suite of rules under Rule 6.7.2.2.1.550 is preferable. 

72 I understand that legal submissions will be presented to the effect 

that it is relevant to consider the presence of an existing designation 

in determining the appropriateness of a plan change and the rules 

that should apply to any new zone.  I also understand the legal 

                                            
49 Within the SPAZ, except for the MAIL Proposal.  

50 Council Proposal Chapter 6 – General Provisions. Prohibited Activities Areas within 
the Runway End Protection Areas’ 

http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=48922
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=48952
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=48922
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=48952
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=48934
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=48853
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=48756
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/Book.aspx?HID=31674
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position of CIAL to be that when considering the underlying zoning 

of land covered by a designation the assessment of the appropriate 

zoning should reflect what is appropriate to occur on the site should 

the designation be uplifted and the public work already exists.  

73 In the context of the MAIL site and the CIAL designation I 

understand that CIAL’s position is that: 

73.1 the CIAL designation for the purposes of the REPA protections 

is a part of the environment that should be considered when 

deciding on the zoning of the site and the rules which should 

apply within the zone;  and regardless, 

73.2 Airport operations and existing infrastructure, including the 

use of Runway 11/29, are also a part of the environment. The 

REPA requirements are likely to enure in perpetuity, given 

their function is tied to the operation of the Airport. Were the 

designation to be uplifted the need for protection areas at the 

end of each runway would remain.   

74 If the Panel agrees with those legal submissions then, I conclude 

that it is appropriate to reflect the REPA land use controls and 

provide for them in the district plan rules.  One way to do so would 

be to amend the Outline Development Plan in order to remove the 

“for information only” note underneath the key symbol which 

identifies the REPA on the MAIL site and to instead cross reference 

to the single suite of REPA provisions at Rule 6.7.2.2.1.551.   

75 At present, indicating that the REPA area is noted on the ODP ‘for 

information only’ means that were the designation to be uplifted, 

there would be no restriction on industrial activities able to be 

undertaken within the REPA, including the erection of warehouses 

and other buildings.  This would not take into account the fact that 

the REPA seeks to ensure public safety and is a necessary 

component of efficient airport operations at the Airport. 

76 There are additional benefits in terms of having land use provisions 

on the MAIL land that mirror the REPA restrictions. The land use 

provisions would assist in terms of ensuring the integrated 

management of the wider development of the block. Such provisions 

would achieve the CRPS Policy 6.3.3 that seeks that outline 

development plans and associated rules (for greenfield priority 

areas) will illustrate land set aside from development (clause 

(3)(h); assist with staging and co-ordination of the land (clause 

7); and illustrate how  potential adverse effects from nearby 

existing or designated strategic infrastructure (including 

requirements for designations, or planned infrastructure) will be 

avoided, remedied or mitigated (clause 9).  

                                            
51 Should these prevail. 
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77 Ms Carter is of the view that additional REPA controls are 

inappropriate. She considers that the rules in the underlying zone 

should reflect what is appropriate to occur in the underlying zoning 

should the designation be uplifted52.  

78 The designation is in place, and in my view it appropriately restricts 

land uses within the REPA subject to s176. The necessity and 

appropriateness of additional land use provisions will be a matter of 

legal submissions.  

 

Guest Accommodation   

79 Rule 16.4.7.1.1 (P1) Guest Accommodation activities. There 

appears to be agreement between MAIL and the City Council that 

the amendments set out in Attachment B of Ms Carter’s evidence 

represent an appropriate approach.  

80 That approach seeks to give effect to the CRPS exception to the 

definition of noise sensitive activities including travellers’ 

accommodation unless designed, constructed and operated to 

mitigate noise through cross reference to the acoustic design 

levels53, limitations on the duration of stay and avoidance of outdoor 

amenity. 

81 The CRPS definition for noise sensitive activities provides that 

travellers’ accommodation is acceptable within the 50dB Ldn contour 

provided that it is appropriately designed and operated (as well as 

constructed) such that the effects of noise on occupants are 

mitigated. Accordingly, non-construction aspects of guest 

accommodation within the 50dBA contour can be managed to 

‘mitigate the effects of noise on occupants’. Such controls need to 

be efficient, effective and appropriate.  

82 The 30 day limitation on stay, and avoidance of ‘outdoor amenity 

areas’ for Guest Accommodation ensures any guest accommodation 

will meets the RPS definition. However I consider the provisions to 

be arbitrary and broad.   

83 There is an absence of expert evidence to justify specific limits in 

terms of: length of occupation better defining a hotel “short stay”; 

or “outdoor amenity” which encourage long stay. The Agreed 

Statement by Mr Chiles and Mr Camp records that Guest 

Accommodation within the 50dBA Ldn contour could be appropriate 

subject to: 

                                            
52 Carter. EiC. 16.4 

53 Rule 6.1.5.2(a)(ii), noting that these extend beyond ‘bedrooms’. 
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(a) sound insulation controls54. 

(b) a limitation on ‘outdoor amenity’55; and 

(c) short stay accommodation56.  

84 I am aware that there is a spectrum of traveller. At one end is the 

transit visitor who is typically focused on the connecting trip or the 

purpose of a short stay (such as business, or connecting flights) 

typically staying up to a few nights and where the outdoor amenity 

of the guest accommodation is not such a focus.  

85 At the other end is the longer stay travellers who live in 

apartment style living for a week or more, either on holiday or 

more permanently for work. In that instance there is more of a 

focus on full self-catering kitchens and self-supporting 

amenities, resort destinations with facilities such as golf courses, 

pools and tennis courts, and linkages to a surrounding higher 

amenity environment including restaurants and cafes.  

86 A limitation on the design and operation of a range of amenities 

associated with the specific guest accommodation offered at the 

MAIL site would, in all likelihood, reduce the number of long stay 

travellers.  

87 The 30 day limitation would function as a regulatory deterrent to the 

prospect of such accommodation being leased for long term and 

apartment style living.  

88 I am unsure of the basis of the 30 day limit for defining “short stay”. 

A reasonable consideration of a 30 day stay would suggest such is 

more akin to holiday length stay than that undertaken by transit 

travellers.   

89 I do not have any evidence that would support a specific number of 

nights as defining short stay, how compliance would be monitored, 

or why 29 days would be acceptable and 31 inappropriate. However, 

in general I support the retention of a limitation on the length of 

stay as based on the evidence of Mr Chiles and Mr Camp. I believe 

the limit should reflect the period of stay typically occupied by a 

business or transit traveller which I would expect to be under 14 

days. I understand from discussions with Ms Carter that the 

Council is pursuing further evidence as to an appropriate length of 

stay. 

                                            
54 Joint Statement. Camp and Chiles. Paragraph 3.2 

55 Joint Statement. Camp and Chiles. Paragraph 3.2 

56 Joint Statement. Camp and Chiles. Paragraph 3.3 
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90 In my view, the focus should be on ensuring that guest 

accommodation close to the Airport which generates revenue as a 

consequence of airport operations and which lies within the 50dBA 

contours, is functionally designed and operated to be compatible 

with airport operations and cater primarily for transit travellers.  

91 The proposed provision seeking to avoid ‘outdoor amenity areas’ is 

appropriate in principle but is too broad, undefined and uncertain; at 

its worst it would extend to exclude outdoor landscaping areas. 

92 I recommend that the provision be amended as follows: 

 Rule 16.4.7.1.1 (P3)(b): 

Any bedroom Guest Accommodation57 must be 

designed and constructed and operated to comply with 

the indoor design levels sound levels contained in Rule 

6.1.5.2(a)(ii). 

 Rule 16.4.7.1.1 (P3)(e) be deleted: 

(e) There shall be no outdoor amenity areas associated 

with guest accommodation.  

 Insert new Rule 16.4.7.1.3(RD3): 

 Activity The Council’s discretion shall 

be limited to the following 

matters: 

RD3 Guest Accommodation 

providing any of the 

following, either singularly 

or in combination: 

Outdoor balconies; opening 

external windows; outdoor 

swimming pools; outdoor 

seating areas catering for 

dining as associated with 

accommodation restaurants 

or cafes; tennis courts or 

recreational facilities; fully 

self-catering facilities for 

individual units.  

a. Reverse sensitivity effects 

on Christchurch 

International Airport and 

visitor amenity  - 

16.4.7.3.4 

 

                                            
57 Consequential amendment sought for consistency. Rule 6.1.5.2(a)(ii) is not 
narrowly limited to bedrooms only.  
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93 A breach of this provision would appropriately render such an 

activity a Restricted Discretionary Activity58. The matters of 

discretion are confined to reverse sensitivity effects on Christchurch 

International Airport, and amenity effects on occupiers of guest 

accommodation. Such an activity status would not preclude the 

activity, but allows a measured consideration of its costs and 

benefits. The recommended assessment matters are: 

16.4.7.3.4 Reverse sensitivity effects on Christchurch 

International Airport and visitor amenity 

a.  the extent to which the activity, either individually or in 

combination with other facilities and services provided, 

avoids conflicts or incompatibilities (including reverse 

sensitivity effects) between activities undertaken at the 

Guest Accommodation Facility and Christchurch 

International Airport.  

Heath Care Facilities 

94 Mr Chiles and Mr Camp consider that “overnight accommodation 

associated with healthcare facilities in the proposed zone would only 

be acceptable if it were on the same basis as guest accommodation; 

in that it would be short stay and should not include areas of 

outdoor amenity”59. 

95 Ms Carter recommends a 10 day limitation for patients (Rule 

16.4.7.1.1 P3(b), and no outdoor amenity areas P3(c).  I do not 

understand the basis for the distinction of 10 days as short stay for 

health care but 30 days short stay for travellers. 

96 Health care facilities are defined in the CRPS as noise sensitive 

activities, regardless of design, construction and operation. Mr Day 

responding to questions from the Panel in the Commercial and 

Industrial Proposals, identified that where there was no overnight 

accommodation, an exception could be provided for health care 

facilities within the 50dBA Ldn air noise contour60. 

97 In my Definitions (Part 2) evidence for this Panel, and based on the 

advice of Mr Day, I advised the Panel that Health Care facilities 

located within the 50dBA contour should be avoided where 

overnight accommodation is provided. 

                                            
58 Attachment B to Ms Carter’s Evidence deems a breach of 16.4.7.1.1(P1)(e) as a 
non-complying activity. 

59 Chiles and Camp. Agree Statement. Paragraph 3.5. 

60 Industrial and Commercial Hearing, Transcript 25 May 2015, page 996, line 30 to 
page 997, line 30.   
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98 Based on the evidence of Mr Day, and the definition of Noise 

Sensitive Activities within the CRPS which precludes all Heath Care 

facilities within the 50dBA Ldn, I oppose the Council and MAIL’s 

approach to Rule 16.4.7.1.1(P3).   

99 The proposed exclusion relating to allowance of overnight stay for 

up to 10 days should be deleted. Pragmatically the need to avoid 

outdoor amenity becomes redundant (clause (b)). Indoor acoustic 

levels are already prescribed for Health care facilities in Rule 

6.1.5.2(a)(ii), meaning that clause (a) is redundant and confusing. I 

consider that the rule should be amended as follows: 

P3 Health Care 

Facility (with no 

overnight 

accommodation) 

(with no 

overnight 

accommodation) 

a. Nil Any room intended for on-site 

accommodation shall comply with 

the indoor design sound levels 

contained in Rule 6.1.5.2(a)(ii). 

b. Any health care facility shall be for 

patients in the facility’s care for no 

more than 10 days at any one time.  

c. There shall be no outdoor amenity 

areas associated with Heath care 

facilities. 

 

99.1 General Industrial Park Rule 16.4.2.5 (NC2) determines Heath 

Care facilities with overnight accommodation as non-complying 

activities. The agreed CIAL and Council definition for such activities 

as provided to the Panel in the rebuttal evidence of Mr Stevenson (2 

July) states: 

Sensitive activities means: 

(i) Residential activities 

(ii) … 

But excludes in relation to airport noise  

… 

(c)  Guest accommodation, which is designated, constructed and 

operated to a standard to mitigate the effects of aircraft noise on 

occupants 

(d)  Health care facilities with no accommodation for overnight care. 

(underlined emphasis) 

  

Bird strike 

99.2 I agree with Ms Carter that this matter is better considered in the 

General Provisions in Part 6. 
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Lighting  

99.3 Specific lighting provisions, are appropriately omitted from the 

zone. These will be contained in the General Provisions in Part 6. 

CIAL also has the ability pursuant to s176(1)(b) to further control 

lighting in the designated area referred to as Area B61 that overlays 

the MAIL site.  

 

PART C – CONCLUSIONS 

100 I have reviewed the Industrial Park Zone (Memorial Avenue) 

Proposal as notified in Stage 2 of the District Plan Review and the 

MAIL proposal. I agree that subject to standards to ensure 

appropriate infrastructure rezoning the site as Industrial Park is 

appropriate in terms of the higher order statutory documents. 

101 There is a considerable divergence between the Council and MAIL as 

to the range of commercial uses that an Industrial Park zone should 

enable. For my part, I consider that the MAIL proposal (20 August, 

2015) does not give effect to the respective CRPS provisions, nor is 

it efficient and effective in achieving the Strategic Directions 

objectives, nor the Industrial Proposal objectives and policies. 

102 I am satisfied that subject to further polishing, provisions for the 

MAIL site can appropriately take account of effects on Airport 

operations and can be made to better align with the site’s Industrial 

Park zoning. I consider that matters relating to bird strike and 

lighting will be better left for consideration under the Part 6 – 

General Chapter Proposal. 

 

Dated: 3 September, 2015 

 

Matthew William Bonis 

  

                                            
61 Chapter 10. Designation Decision D1 ‘Christchurch International Airport’. Schedule 
2 Designation Purpose’ Area B(ii)(d) light beams and reflective glare. 
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Attachment A – MAIL PROVISIONS 

 
Footnotes 
! Minus any retail less than 450m2. Submission from MAIL seeking 30,000m2glfa. 

                                            
62 Inclusive of Industrial Park General Provisions (P11) 5,000m2 of ‘Office’ as undefined. 

 Process 1 

(Nov 2014) 

‘Plan 

Change’ 

Process 

2A 

(2014) – 

Industria

l Park 

Framewo

rk 
DPR – 

Stage 1 

Process 2B 

(May 

2015) 

Applicatio

n of IP 

Zone to 

MAIL (Map 
23) 

DPR – 

Stage 2 

Process 3 

The Mail Proposal 

5 August 2015 

 

 

Process 4 

The Mail Proposal 

20 August 2015 

Accommodation  200 beds^  200 beds^ Permitted 200 beds^ 200 beds^ 

     As 1 Jan 

2018 

As 1 Jan 

2020 

As 1 Jan 2022 1 Jan 2018 1 Jan 2020 

Office 5,000ŧ Ancillary@  Ancillary Permitted
* 

10,000 15,000 20,000 10,00062 15,000 

Commercial 

Services 

Permitted (8 April) –Permitted  Permitted - - - - - 

Food & Beverage Permitted& (8 April) – Permitted Permitted - - - - - 

Trade Supplier Discretionary Discretionary RDA# 7,000 10,000 10,000 7,000 10,000 

Ancillary Retail Permitted Permitted Permitted - - - - - 

Supermarket Discretionary
% 

Discretionary RDA# 4,200 4,200 4,200 4,200 4,200 

Retail <450m2 

GFA 

800 Discretionary Permitted 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 6,000 

Retail > 450m2 

GFA 

4,100! Discretionary Permitted 3,000 6,000 6,000  500 1,500 

Sensitive 

Activities (to 

noise) 

Non-

complying 

Non-complying Non-Complying (Rule 16.4.2.5)   

Sub Total Retail 4,100    10,200 13,200 13,200 7,700 11,700 

Combined 

Commercial 

    27,200+ 38,200+ 43,200+ 24,700+ 36,700+ 
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ŧ CIAL Submitted in opposition to 5,0002m2 of office activity 

& Limits on scale and hours of operation. NOTE Submission from MAIL sought to delete these limits. 

% Unless provided for by the 4,100m2 retail limit. 

^ Bedrooms to comply with acoustic design 

@ 5,000m2 GFA Tait, Awatea. Final Planning evidence and Closing Legal Subs CCC (pg 280 of 356) P12 11 June 2015) 

*15,000 Related to Aviation, Rural Business or Professional Office Rule 16.4.7.1(P3). Rule 16.4.2 (P11) Provides for 5,000m2 unrestricted. 

# no assessment matters documented 

 

Infrastructure & REPA 

 Process 1 (Nov 2014) Process 2A (2014) – 

Industrial Park 

Framework 

Process 2B (May 2015) 

Application of IP Zone to 

MAIL (Map 23) 

Process 3 

5 August 

Process 4 

20 August 

REPA Identified in ODP (and s32). 

Not included in rules*. 

NA No rules. 

ODP - Appendix 16.7.13 – 

Not shown 

No rules. 

No reference to ODP 

Reference in ODP to designation 

No Rules 

Bird Strike RDA – Creation of surface 

water bodies& 

Surface Water Management%   

Sewage Flows exceeding 

0.09/L/s/ha# 

NA Flows exceeding 0.5l/s/ha 

 

Discharges until Upper 

Riccarton Interceptor  

 

NC4 Breach Rule 16.4.7.2.7 

Flows exceeding 0.5l/s/ha 

 

Discharges until Upper Riccarton 

Interceptor. RDA where on site 

storage and released off-peak. NC 

where breached (Rule 16.4.7.2.7) 

 
 

Flows exceeding 0.5l/s/ha 

 

Discharges until Upper Riccarton 

Interceptor. RDA where on site storage 

and released off-peak. NC where 

breached (Rule 16.4.7.2.7) 

 
 

Traffic Reliance on HTG and 

modelled scenarios 

Reliance on HTG Reliance on HTG Reliance on HTG and modelled 

scenarios 

Reliance on HTG and modelled scenarios 

Lighting and Glare@ -  - - - 

 

Footnotes 
* CIAL Submission seeking inclusion 

# CIAL Submission seeking policy. Submission MAIL seeking night-time disposal. 

& CIAL Submission seeking additional rule restricting ‘bird strike risk activities’ – also could be replaced with single district plan suite of provisions. 

@ CIAL Submission seeking adherence to DP standards and use of Type 6 luminaires as practicable. 

% Agreed Stevenson / Bonis Evidence to agglomerate single suite of provisions 


