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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) 

3.7 Chapter 16   - Memorial Avenue Business Park Stage 2 

Proposal 

4 Rather than repeat that evidence, I adopt that evidence as 

necessary for the purposes of this statement of evidence. A 

summary of my qualifications and experience is provided in the 

Introduction of any of the above briefs. 

5 I have been engaged by Christchurch International Airport Limited 

(CIAL) (submitter number 2348 / F-2817) to provide evidence on 

planning issues in relation to the Commercial and Industrial (Stage 

2) provisions of the pCRDP.  

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

before the Panel (for the Proposals identified in Paragraphs 3.1, 3.3 

– 3.5), specifically from Mr Christopher Day relating to noise 

issues. I have identified references to those statements in this 

evidence. I have also relied on the evidence of Mr Tony Penny 

(traffic) and Mr Eoghan O’Neill (wastewater) 

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

Stevenson (planning), Mr Andrew Milne (transport), Ms 
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Brigid O’Brien (water and wastewater), Mr Tim Heath (retail) 

and Mr Philip Osborne (economics).  

8 In preparing this evidence I have considered Proposal 16 Industrial. 

I have read the decision of the Hearings Panel on Strategic 

Directions (Proposal 3) released on 26 February 2015. I have also 

considered the following documents: 

8.1 The Land Use Recovery Plan (‘LURP’); 

8.2 The Christchurch Central Recovery Plan (‘CCRP’); 

8.3 The Statement of Expectations, Schedule 4 to the Canter 

Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 

2014 (‘Statement of Expectations’); 

8.4 The Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (‘CRPS’); and 

8.5 Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan 2013. 

9 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.  

10 I attended mediation on this Proposal on 9 September, 2015. 

 

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE  

11 CIAL’s submission points relevant to this hearing are narrow, and so 

my evidence is similarly confined.  I will address the following 

issues: 

11.1 Matters relevant to the protection of Airport operations from 

noise sensitive activities; and 

11.2 the zoning of the area of land known as the ‘North West 

Review Area 3’ and the proposed Industrial Park (Wairakei 

Road) Zone – in particular, with regards to infrastructure 

integration. 

12 Overall, I conclude that: 

12.1 Management of sensitive activities to airport operations is 

achieved in the Stage 1 Plan provisions reflected in the 

Council’s redline version of the Industrial proposal attached to 

Mr Stevenson’s evidence from the Stage 1 Commercial and 
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Industrial hearing1. These provisions appropriately manage 

activities within the proposed industrial areas of concern to 

CIAL. 

12.2 Areas of land sought to be rezoned that are not included in 

the Council’s Proposal as notified are either: outside of those 

areas identified in the CRPS as Priority Greenfield Business 

Areas and accordingly would not give effect to CRPS Policy 

6.3.1; or alternatively have hurdles in terms of CRPS 

Objective 6.2.2(4), Policy 6.3.3, and Policy 6.3.5(2) 

particularly in terms of wastewater infrastructure.    

AIRPORT OPERATIONS ISSUES 

13 Those matters that are directly relevant to the protection of Airport 

operations in the Industrial chapter are limited to noise sensitive 

activities. 

14 CIAL has made submissions seeking to ensure that proper provision 

is made throughout the Industrial chapter for the avoidance of noise 

sensitive activities within the 50dB Ldn Airport Noise Boundary 

Contour. Mr Stevenson has within his Evidence in Chief - Appendix 

4 ‘Revised Industrial Proposal2’ retained for the Industrial General 

Zone3 and for the Industrial Park Zone4 provisions that determine 

sensitive activities (as defined) within the 50dBA Ldn contour as 

non-complying activities. 

15 The issues relating to activities sensitive to airport operations have 

been well traversed in previous hearings. There is no dispute 

between Mr Stevenson and I on the appropriate status of sensitive 

activities within the 50dBA Ldn air noise contour within the 

Industrial zones; nor do I understand there to be any challenge to 

these provisions in terms of application to the site specific re-

zonings. Accordingly, and in considering that these provisions are 

the most appropriate in achieving higher order planning 

documents5, I support their retention.  

                                            
1 Also included as 18 June Revised Proposal as attached to Mark Stevenson’s EiC. 
Appendix 4. 

2 Dated 2 September 2015. 

3 Rule 16.2.2.5 (NC2) 

4 Rule 16.4.2.5 

5 Including, CRPS Objective 6.2.1(10), Policy 6.3.5(4) and Strategic Directions 
Objective 3.3.12. 
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ZONING OF LAND IN ‘AREA 3’ AND LAND NORTH OF 

WAIRAKEI ROAD - INFRASTRUCTURE INTEGRATION 

16 CIAL’s concerns are narrow and confined to the extent that 

development in proximate ‘Greenfield Priority Areas – Business’, 

may place a strain on, and limit efficient and appropriate 

development within the Special Purpose Airport Zone (SPAZ). 

16.1 These concerns are limited to the following Industrial Site 

Specific Issues: 

(a) Issue 14(a):  Area 3 (Land between Hawthorndon 

Road and Russley Road); and 

(b) Issues 15 – 23 Land North of Wairakei Road  

17 CIAL submitted in support of the Rural Urban Fringe Zoning of the 

area of land known as the ‘North West Review Area 3’.   

18 CIAL’s submission on the proposed Industrial Park (Wairakei Road) 

Zone was with regards to the wastewater capacity available to 

service the area. Further submissions were lodged by CIAL on 

various requests to rezone land to create additions to the proposed 

Industrial Park (Wairakei Road) zone.  

Proposed Industrial Park (Wairakei Road) Zone 

19 I understand that the Stage 2 Industrial Proposal is to rezone an 

additional 47ha, Industrial Park (Wairakei Road) zone. This is in 

addition to the Stage 1 Industrial Park (Tait) rezoning of some 10ha, 

and the existing (but re-labelled under Stage 1) Industrial Office 

and Industrial General zones already present in the proximate area. 

20 Ms O’Brien discusses at paragraph 9.2 of her Evidence in Chief that 

“wastewater from the Wairakei Industrial Park will discharge to the 

Wairakei Collector Sewer, which is already at capacity”.  For this 

reason, she concludes that there is only capacity for the notified 

Industrial Park (Wairakei Road) Zoning and no further additions to 

that zone.   

21 CIAL sought retention of provisions which restrict discharges to the 

Council’s reticulated wastewater network prior to the completion of 

upgrades to the Riccarton Interceptor Sewer.  I agree with Mr 

Stevenson at his paragraph 15.38 where he has endorsed a 

monitoring provision (Rule 16.4.6.2.4) to ensure the installation of a 

flow monitor to provide certainty for wastewater discharge pursuant 

to Rule 16.4.6.1.2(NC2).  I also support Mr Stevenson’s conclusion 

in his paragraph 15.39 that the non-notification clause below rule 

16.4.6.2.4 should be deleted.    
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22 The Council Stage 2 Industrial Proposal also included rezoning 733 

and 751 Harewood Road from Rural 5 to Industrial Park. These 

areas (6ha) were also identified in the ODP attached as Chapter 16 

– Appendix 16.7.12. Mr Stevenson has recommended deletion of 

these properties as a consequence of CRPS Policy 6.3.1. 

23 There are also various submissions seeking rezoning of rural land to 

extend the Industrial Park (Wairakei Road) zone. I agree with Mr 

Stevenson’s analysis of the area within Section 15 of his EiC. 

24 I support Mr Stevenson’s conclusions with respect to the 

submissions from: Devon Downs (Sub No 2014), Corstons (Sub 

2440), Murray (2271), Blue Lady Trust (Sub No 2355), and Sugrue 

(Sub No 2567).  

25 The land area subject to these submissions for rezoning to Industrial 

Park is located between the 65 and 50dBA Ldn Air Noise Contour. 

Matters subject to sensitive activities would be resolved through the 

non-complying activity provisions discussed in paragraph 14 above. 

26 Mr Stevenson identifies CRPS Policy 6.3.1 as a barrier to 

recommending these areas be rezoned as Industrial Park. These 

areas are not identified as Business Priority Areas – Business within 

Map A to Chapter 6 of the RPS, and hence are precluded from 

rezoning by clause 4 of that policy which states: 

“ensure new urban activities only occur within existing urban areas and 

greenfield priority areas as shown on Map A, unless they are otherwise 

expressly provided for in the CRPS”. 

27 Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.7(c) gives effect to this 

provision through seeking to: 

“Provide for urban activities only: 

(i) … 

(ii) on greenfield land on the periphery of Christchurch’s urban area 

identified in accordance with the Greenfield Priority Areas in the 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement Chapter 6, Map A.” 

 (emphasis added) 

28 Further hurdles to urbanisation of these areas is: their absence from 

an Outline Development Plan for the purposes of giving effect to 

CRPS Policy 6.3.3 ‘Development in Accordance with an outline 

development plan6’; and their likely implications on both the 

                                            
6 Proposal 16 Industrial Appendix 16.7.12 
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transport and wastewater network, which as identified by Mr Milne7 

and Ms O’Brien8 are at capacity.  

29 Mr Milne does identify that the impacts on the transport network 

are modest, and subject to mitigation could be acceptable from a 

transport perspective9. 

30 Amendments to the Industrial Park Zone (Wairakei Road) ODP10 are 

sought by representatives to Nichols / Gargiulo / Kenning (Sub 

2494) in terms of the number and location of stormwater basins.  

31 Briefly during mediation it was raised that amendments to the 

number of and locations of stormwater basins identified within, and 

developed in accordance with the respective ODP may result in 

increased birdstrike risk. My view is that risk reduction is a matter of 

stormwater facility design, that may (or may not) have a regulatory 

context pursuant to the Panel’s determination of Chapter 6. 

Accordingly I do not raise any issues as to the optimal number, or 

location of stormwater facilities in the ODP.  

Area 3 - Hawthornden Road and Russley Road 

32 In terms of that area between Hawthornden Road and Russley 

Road, Mr Stevenson has provided a comprehensive summary of 

the relevant matters at Section 16 of his Evidence in Chief (‘EiC’).  I 

consider that a Rural Urban Fringe zoning is more appropriate than 

the industrial zoning sought by some submitters.  The submission 

form Wilson et al (Sub 2278) and Equus Trust (Sub 2183) 

collectively seek to rezone 15.2ha of Area 3 as General Industrial 

(or similar) zoning. 

33 It is my view that the CRPS requires the rezoning of a ‘priority 

greenfield area’ to also be conjunctive with the provision of ‘efficient 

infrastructure integration’ and meeting ‘anticipated demand’. 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). 

                                            
7 Milne EiC. Paragraph 7.4 

8 O’Brien EiC. Paragraph 4.8. Noting Mr O’Neill’s response at paragraph 7 – 8 
responding that Ms O’Brien’s reference to CIAL halting all discharges to the Wairakei 
Collector sewer, maybe conflated with CIAL halting discharges only from Dakota 
Park. 

9 Milne EiC. Paragraph 7.6 

10 Proposal 16 Industrial Appendix 16.7.12 
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34 As outlined in the evidence of Mr Stevenson and Mr Osborne, the 

Council has identified that the Area 3 land is not required to meet 

anticipated demand.11 The proposed land rezoning also has the 

potential for detrimental effects on transport network 

infrastructure12, particularly the State Highway13. 

35 Mr Penny has concluded that rezoning the land as requested by 

both submitters, and providing a road connection through Area 3 

from the loop road of the Southern Airport Access on Russley Road 

to Hawthornden Road would cause adverse effects on the local road 

network.14  I have considered the appropriateness of the rezoning of 

this land in reliance on Mr Milne’s and Mr Penny’s conclusions that 

should any rezoning occur the sites relevant to submission 2278 

would need to be connected to Russley Road via a safe and efficient 

intersection and Mr Penny’s conclusion that the rezoning of 76 

Hawthornden Road would be inappropriate from a transportation 

perspective.15  

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

business as follows:16 

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 

       

37 The statutory context is well set out by Mr Stevenson17. 

38 The submitters seeking rezoning of land within the North West 

Review Area 3 did not provide an ODP that would illustrate how 

effect would be given to CRPS Policy 6.3.3. In addition, there is no 

transport or infrastructure assessment that would demonstrate how 

                                            
11 Stevenson EiC paragraph 16.1; Osborne EiC paragraph 5.41 to 5.51, and 6.5 to 
6.8. Refer also Section 32: Commercial and Industrial Proposals. Property Economics 
Commercial and Industrial Chapters Economic Analysis (2013). Section 12.5 
‘Industrial Demand / Supply Overview’. 

12 Stevenson EiC paragraph 16.9 to 16.10. 

13 Stevenson EiC. Paragraph 16.10 

14 Penny EiC, paragraph 6.  

15 Penny EiC, paragraph 9 and 14; Milne EiC paragraph 7.6.  

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

17 Stevenson EiC. Paragraph 16.5. 
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the respective transport18 and other infrastructure provisions can be 

achieved.  

39 Accordingly I consider that the submitter approach seeking rezoning 

of Area 3 does not provide for the integrated management of 

greenfield priority areas for business located near Christchurch 

Airport as sought through LURP Action 24(viii). Nor do I consider, 

based on the evidence of Mr Penny and Mr Osborne that the 

rezoning sought would give effect to CRPS Objective 6.2.2.  

CONCLUSION 

40 I conclude that CIAL’s concerns with regards to the management of 

activities sensitive to airport operational noise are addressed by the 

revised industrial chapter contained in Annexure B of Mr 

Stevenson’s rebuttal evidence filed at the Stage 1 Industrial 

hearing. These are carried through in Mr Stevenson’s revised 

provisions at Appendix 4 of his Evidence in Chief. 

41 I support retention of the rules restricting discharge of wastewater 

to the Council’s reticulated wastewater system until the upgrade of 

the Riccarton Interceptor sewer is completed.  I also support the 

monitoring provision proposed by Mr Stevenson and the deletion of 

the non-notification provision in relation to Rule 16.4.6.2.4.  

42 I consider that retaining the current proposed zoning of Rural Fringe 

for the area known as Area 3 and for the properties where rezoning 

is sought to expand the proposed Industrial Park (Wairakei Road) 

Zone is, at present, the more appropriate approach.  

 

Dated: 17 September, 2015 

 
Matthew William Bonis 

 

                                            
18 CRPS Policy 6.3.4, Policy 6.3.5. Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.12 and Objective 
7.1.1 (Decision 7 August). 


