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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 both Stage 1 and 2 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 (Stage 1) 

3.4 Chapter 15  – Commercial (Stage 1) 

3.5 Chapter 16  – Industrial (Stage 1 and 2) 

3.6 Chapter 2  - Definitions (Stage 1) 

3.7 Chapter 8  - Subdivision, Development and Earthworks (Stage 2) 

3.8 Chapter 16   - Memorial Avenue Business Park (Stage 2) Proposal 

4 I have also provided Planning evidence at these hearings on behalf of parties such as 

Property Council New Zealand (Sub #595, Stage 1 Strategic Directions), Kiwi Income 

Property Trust (Sub# 761, Stage 1 Strategic Directions, Commercial and Industrial), 

Progressive Enterprises Ltd (Sub#790, Commercial and Industrial), Lyttelton Port 

Company (Sub# 915 Stage 1 Strategic Directions) and Bunnings Ltd (Sub#725, Stage 

1 Commercial and Industrial).  

5 I have endeavoured to not repeat material contained in those briefs of evidence listed 

in paragraph 3. I adopt, and have cross referenced that evidence as necessary for the 

purposes of this statement of evidence.  

6 My qualifications and experience are provided in the Introduction of any of the above 

briefs. In summary I hold a Bachelor of Regional Planning degree, and have been 

employed in the practise of Planning and Resource Management for some 17 years.  I 

am a full member of the New Zealand Planning Institute. 

7 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 Rural 

(Stage 2) provisions of the pCRDP (‘Proposal 17’).  

8 I have relied on the evidence of Mr Chris Day relating to acoustics filed for this 

Hearing, and from Mr Rhys Boswell with regard to Engine Testing.  
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9 I have read the evidence of Ms Debbie Hogan (Planning) for the Christchurch City 

Council. 

10 I have considered the Rural Proposal in light of the relief sought by CIAL. In the 

context of the CIAL submission there are also overlaps with Proposal 8 (Subdivision, 

Development and Earthworks Stage 2) in terms of provisions which regulate allotment 

size. I have also considered the following documents: 

10.1 The Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP); 

10.2 The Christchurch Central Recovery Plan (CCRP) 

10.3 The Statement of Expectations, Schedule 4 to the Canterbury Earthquake 

(Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 (Statement of 

Expectations); 

10.4 The Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS) and 

10.5 Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan 2013. 

11 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.  

12 I attended mediation sessions on this proposal on 5, 6 and 7 of October 2015. 

 

GLOSSARY  

13 This evidence also uses the following abbreviations: 

50 Airport noise contour 50dB Ldn Airport Noise Boundary Contour 

50 Engine testing contour 50dB Ldn Engine Testing Contour 

  

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE  

14 CIAL’s submission points relevant to this hearing are narrow, and have been largely 

resolved through mediation. My evidence is similarly confined.  

15 This evidence in chief will address the following issues: 

15.1 The appropriateness of policy provisions in relation to the avoidance of sensitive 

activities within the 50 airport noise contour and 50 engine testing contour (the 

Contours), and importance of providing a nexus to the associated rules;  

15.2 Matters relevant to the protection of Airport operations, in regards to the status 

and density of residential units within the Rural environment where located 

under the contours; and 
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15.3 The status of noise sensitive activities, including Farm Stays and Minor 

Residential Units where located under the contours. 

16 I largely agree with the relevant revisions to the Rural Proposal as contained in 

Attachment ‘A’ of Ms Hogan’s Evidence.  

17 I have recommended some additional minor amendments. I consider these 

amendments necessary in the context of the higher order statutory documents, and as 

being more appropriate to achieve the objectives and policies of the pCRDP.   

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

18 I considered that a number of aspects of the notified Rural Proposal (Proposal 17) 

lacked clarity and certainty of application.  For the most part, this uncertainty has now 

been resolved in the revised proposal attached to Ms Hogan’s evidence.  

Net site areas and residential density controls 

19 Within the Rural Waimakariri Zone the establishment of a residential activity on a net 

site area below 20ha is a non-complying activity1. That approach is supported.  

20 The approach to the establishment of a residential activity on a net site area below 4ha 

in the Rural Urban Fringe zone is discussed in Section 11 of Ms Hogan’s Evidence. She 

has recommended new Rule 17.3.2.5 NCX which deems Sensitive Activities, inclusive 

of residential units on sites less than 4ha within the 50 airport noise contour to be non-

complying. I support that approach.   

Farm Stays and Minor Residential Units 

21 The regulatory approach to Farm Stays and Minor Residential Units in the notified Rural 

Proposal increased opportunities for the number of sensitive activities under the 50 

airport noise contour. The Operative City Plan (as at 2008) did not provide for Farm 

Stays, and limited Minor Residential Units to Family Flats (as defined).  

22 The proportion and extent of adverse effects would be relatively modest from such 

activities under the 50 airport noise contour. However, in my view the approach taken 

in the notified Rural Proposal conflicts with the restrictive approach contained in the 

Higher Order Documents (CRPS, LURP and Objective 3.3.12).  

23 Ms Hogan has discussed this matter in her Evidence in Chief2. She has recommended 

that Minor Residential Units are non-complying in the 50 airport noise contour, and 

that Farm Stays in the 50 airport noise contour are limited to be consistent with the 

regulatory approach provided under the Operative City Plan.  

24 I agree that the revised approach to Farm Stays is the more appropriate.  

25 Ms Hogan’s approach rendering Minor Residential Units non-complying, without 

permitting Family Flats is not supported. I consider Ms Hogan’s approach disenables a 

pre-existing accommodation option.  

                                            
1 Interplay of Rule 17.4.2.1(P6) and 17.4.2.5(NC2) 

2 Hogan Evidence in Chief, 16 October 2015. Paragraphs 13.11 to 13.16. 
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26 The CIAL relief provides for a consistent approach to the provision of Family Flats to 

those that existed in Operative City Plan. Such an approach has a statutory foundation 

in the CRPS and pCRDP within the definition of ‘Sensitive Activity’ which allows 

residential activity as per the provisions as they existed in August 2008. 

27 I have considered the provisions relating to density controls (minimum net site per 

allotment), Farm Stays and Minor Residential Units and the regulatory effect of the 50 

airport noise contour in the context of section 32 Resource Management Act 1991. In 

this respect: 

27.1 The CRPS contains numerous provisions as to the importance of Regionally 

Significant and Strategic Infrastructure. Such infrastructure is to be enabled, 

and protected from incompatible activities3.  

27.2 The CRPS provisions, statements in the LURP4, and Objective 3.3.12 of the 

replacement plan explicitly seek to avoid noise sensitive activities within the 50 

airport noise contour5. Engine testing as considered to be an integral component 

of Airport operations does not receive explicit attention. Engine testing would be 

contained within the broader context of recognising the benefits of strategic 

infrastructure and enabling their efficient and effective development and 

operation. 

27.3 The CRPS seeks to avoid urban activities outside of the urban boundaries or 

areas identified as priority greenfield areas. 

27.4 The Objectives and Policies in Rural Proposal seek to maintain and enhance the 

function, character and amenity of the rural environment6; maintain larger sites 

and avoid creating new sites less than 4ha7; and protect strategic infrastructure 

from incompatible activities, including by avoiding noise sensitive activities on 

rural land within the 50 airport noise contour and managing effects associated 

within the 50 engine testing contour8. 

28 I consider that a non-complying activity status for the breach of minimum net site 

areas within the 50 airport noise contour is the most appropriate way to achieve the 

objectives and policies of the Strategic Directions chapter, and Proposal 17.   

29 The policy approach of ‘avoid’ does not lend itself to a discretionary or restricted 

discretionary activity status. The higher order provisions seek to avoid both sensitive 

activities within the contours, and avoid urban land uses in rural areas. The Oxford 

Dictionary defines ‘avoid’ as “keep away or refrain from – prevent from doing or 

happening”. In a resource management context it is well understood that ‘avoid’ 

means to not allow a certain activity, or prevent an activity.  

                                            
3 Effect is to be given to these provisions. Resource Management Act 1991 section 75(4)(c).  

4 The District Plan must not be inconsistent with the Land Use Recovery Plan - Canterbury Earthquake 
Recovery Act 2011,section 23(1)). 

5 The policies of the District Plan are to implement the objectives. Resource Management Act 1991 
s75(1)(c). 

6 Hogan Evidence in Chief, 16 October 2015, Attachment A, Objective 17.1.1.  

7 Hogan Evidence in Chief, 16 October 2015, Attachment A, Policy 17.1.1.5 Density and distribution of 
residential units.  

8 Hogan Evidence in Chief, 16 October 2015, Attachment A, Policy 17.1.1.9.  
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30 Rural activities are defined in the CRPS as including residential activity on lots of 4ha 

or more.9   Rural residential activities are defined as residential units outside the 

identified Greenfield Priority Areas at an average density of between 1 and 2 

households per hectare.  

 

PART A – AIRPORT OPERATIONAL MATTERS 

31 The benefits of the Christchurch International Airport to the Canterbury Regional 

Economy are discussed in the Strategic Directions Evidence of Mr Philip Osborne10.  

32 The functional and operational parameters of the Airport are discussed in the evidence 

of Mr Rhys Boswell, as well as in his earlier evidence submitted at the stage 1 

Strategic Directions11 and Residential Evidence12. In his Evidence for this hearing Mr 

Boswell has also set out the engine testing component of Airport operations.  

33 Mr Chris Day has discussed acoustics issues in his evidence, as well as in his stage 1 

Residential13, Commercial and Industrial hearing Evidence. Mr Day identifies the 

background to the 50 airport noise contour. He has also set out the application of 

NZS6805:1992 “Airport Noise Management and Land Use Planning”.  

34 Mr Day also identifies that the air noise contours included in the CRPS and proposed 

District Plan are the revised contours14 as a consequence of an appeal to 

Environment Court (DJ & AP Foster vs SDC C138/07 – the ’Foster Appeal’).  An expert 

panel (including Mr Day) produced a new set of contours in January 2008. 

35 The revised contours are ‘shorter and fatter’ than the contours which were adopted in 

the operative plan after its last review, and therefore change the spatial area of land to 

which plan controls apply (Figure 1 in Mr Day’s evidence).  

36 Mr Day explains the modelling of the 50dB Ldn Engine Testing Noise Contour shown 

on the notified version of the planning maps through the application of the Engine 

Testing Noise Monitoring Software (ETMS).  

37 The planning background to urban consolidation and noise protection is outlined in my 

stage 1 Residential hearing Evidence. In short, the impact of airport noise on residents, 

and associated reverse sensitivity issues has formally been a Canterbury planning 

issue since 1958, and has been used to demarcate an urban – rural boundary since 

that date.   

38 Specific noise exposure lines were first used to control land use in 1974.  The Contours 

are designed to provide for the separation of noise sensitive land uses from airport 

operations.  An ‘outer control boundary’ based on 50dB Ldn noise levels has long been 

                                            
9 Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013, Glossary and Definitions, page 203.   

10 Strategic Directions Evidence. Osborne. Paragraphs 10, 11, 21 – 30. 

11 Strategic Directions Evidence. Boswell. Paragraph 12, 19 – 29. 

12 Residential Evidence. Boswell. Paragraphs 13 – 29. 

13 Residential Evidence. Day. Section 4 NZS6805; Section 6 Community Response. 

14 On 6 December 2013, the CRPS inserted the revised 50dB Ldn Air Noise Contours into both the CRPS and 
the Operative City Plan. 
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used in Christchurch as the point at which land use planning controls start in the 

Christchurch context. This is discussed further in the evidence of Mr Day.   

 

PART B – STATUTORY PLANNING CONTEXT 

39 The CRPS and LURP provide explicit direction to retain a consolidated urban form in 

Greater Christchurch15. The 50 airport noise contours associated with Christchurch 

International Airport in effect provide the north western urban boundary to 

Christchurch City. The rural / urban boundary as set by the CRPS and Objective 

3.3.7(c) provides for urban activities only within existing urban areas, and identified 

greenfield land in accordance with Map A of the CRPS. 

40 The policy context for rural land is one that avoids urban activities, unless expressly 

otherwise provided for16.  In that context the definition of ‘Rural Activities’ includes 

“residential activity on lots of 4ha or more”17. Rural Residential activities are defined as 

“residential units outside the identified Greenfield Priority Areas at an average density 

of 1 and 2 households per hectare”18. No further rural residential development is to be 

provided for within the Christchurch City Plan area19. 

41 In terms of sensitive activities – in relation to noise20, CIAL has made submissions and 

further submissions seeking to ensure that proper provision is made throughout the 

proposed District Plan for the avoidance of noise sensitive activities within the 50 

airport noise contour and the 50 engine testing contour.  

42 Christchurch International Airport is recognised as Regionally Significant and Strategic 

Infrastructure in the CRPS and Strategic Directions Objectives.  

42.1 CRPS Objective 5.2.1 is relevant in terms of the management of development 

on regionally significant infrastructure. The use of such infrastructure is to 

continue to be safe, efficient and effective, unencumbered by incompatible 

activities (Objective 5.2.1(2)(f) and (i)). 

42.2 Objective 6.2.1 seeks to ensure integrated development of strategic 

infrastructure with land use development (clause 9), and that development 

does not adversely affect the efficient operation, use, and development and 

future planning (clause 10) of strategic infrastructure. 

                                            
15 Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013, Objective 6.2.2 - implemented by Policies 6.3.1, 6.3.2, 
6.3.3, 6.3.4, 6.3.5, 6.3.7, 6.3.8, 6.3.9, 6.3.10 and 6.3.11.  

16 CRPS Objective 6.2.1(3). 

17 CRPS Glossary: ‘Rural Activities’. means activities of a size, function, intensity or character typical of 
those in rural areas and includes:  

•  Rural land use activities such as agriculture, aquaculture, horticulture and forestry.  
•  Businesses that support rural land use activities.  
•  Large – footprint parks, reserves, conservation parks and recreation facilities.  
•  Residential activity on lots of 4 ha or more.  
•  Quarrying and associated activities.  
•  Strategic Infrastructure outside of the existing urban area and priority areas for development 

18 CRPS Glossary: ‘Rural Residential Activities’. 

19 CRPS Policy 6.3.9(1) 

20 Definition included in CCC Closing Submissions (Part 1). Dated 23 July 2015. Page 107. 
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43 In the Rural zones under the 50 airport noise contour, the management of rural 

densities through a minimum net site area for residential units, in conjunction 

with avoiding other sensitive activities has a statutory foundation in both CRPS, 

LURP, and Strategic Directions Objectives: 

43.1 CRPS Policy 6.3.4(5) seeks to avoid noise sensitive activities within the 50 

airport noise contour. Noise Sensitive Activities is defined in the CRPS to include:  

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. 

43.2 LURP Section 4.4.321 identifies the negative health and amenity effects on 

those that live near the airport, even where mitigation measures are in place. 

The LURP then states that further “development of housing and noise sensitive 

community facilities in the affected area could lead to pressure from residents to 

curtail airport operations”. The LURP requires “councils to amend RMA 

instruments to prevent any new noise-sensitive activities establishing within the 

50dB  Ldn airport noise contour, avoiding adverse health and amenity effects on 

residents and enabling the airport to safely and efficiently operate and to 

continue to develop and expand.” 

43.3 Objective 3.3.12(a) seeks to recognise the benefits of strategic infrastructure 

and provide for their continuing enablement. Clause (b) specifically seeks to 

avoid noise sensitive activities22. Sensitive activities to airport noise exclude: 

Any residential activities in conjunction with rural activities that comply with the rules in the 

relevant district plans as at 23 August 2008.   

44 These provisions are more unequivocal than those that existed as of 23 August 2008. 

44.1 The 1998 Regional Policy Statement sought: to ‘discourage’ patterns of 

development which would impact on Airport Operations23; and provide for the 

enablement of an efficient and effective inter-regional and national transport 

system24. 

44.2 The Operative Christchurch City Plan also sought to ‘discourage’ the 

establishment of noise sensitive activities within the 50 airport noise contour 25 

(prior to the amendments imposed in 2013 which introduced the specific policy 

of avoidance26). Noise sensitive activities were not defined, but the explanation 

for Policy 6.3.7 identified ‘residential activities other than those in conjunction with rural 

activities and which comply with the rules of the Plan’. 

                                            
21 Land Use Recovery Plan. Page 32. 

22 The three exceptions relating to existing and greenfield residential areas, or permitted activities in the 
Open Space 3D (Clearwater) zone are not relevant in this context.  

23 Chapter 12, Policy 4 

24 Chapter 12, Objective 2. 

25 Policy 6.3.7 ‘Airport Operations’ 

26 Policy 6.3A.7 ‘Airport Operations’ 
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45 The operative Christchurch City Plan set the minimum net site area for residential units 

as a critical standard27.  

46 For those areas now proposed to be zoned as Rural Urban Fringe28 in the pCRDP, 

subdivision below 4ha is deemed a non-complying activity in the Operative City Plan29.  

For those areas now zoned as Rural Waimakariri in the pCRDP, subdivision below the 

minimum net area30 is also deemed non-complying under the operative City Plan.  

47 Under the Operative City Plan, being included within the 50 airport noise contour was 

not the sole determinant of activity status for a breach of the minimum site density 

provisions. By way of example, a subdivision below 4ha in the Rural 5 zone was a non-

complying activity regardless of whether located within the 50 airport noise contour or 

not. 

48 Of relevance to the consideration of s74(2)(c) RMA,31 both the Selwyn District Plan32 

and the Waimakariri District Plan33 require consent as a non-complying activity for the 

establishment of a single dwelling on sites of less than 4ha in rural zones the 50 airport 

noise contour.     

49 The relevant objectives and policies in the Chapter 17 Proposal (revised version as 

attached to Ms Hogan’s evidence)34, which the rules must implement35 seek to: 

(a) Maintain and where appropriate enhance the function, character and 

amenity of the rural environment (Objective 17.1.1(a)(i)), and 

maintain a contrast to the urban environment (Objective 

17.1.1(a)(iv)). 

(b) Maintain the predominance of larger sites, and avoid creating new sites 

less than 4ha. (Policy 17.1.1.5(a)(iii) and (v)); 

(c) Avoid the expectation of land use change of rural land to urban activities 

or for rural residential development (Policy 17.1.1.5(a)(vii) and avoid 

reverse sensitivity effects on strategic infrastructure (Policy 

17.1.1.5(a)(viii)); 

(d) Protect strategic infrastructure from incompatible activities by avoiding 

noise sensitive activities within the 50 airport noise contour and managing 

                                            
27 Rule 4-2.5.2 

28 Rural 2 Templeton-Halswell, Rural 3 Styx Marshaland, parts of Rural 1 Rural and Rural 5 Airport 
Influences.  

29 The exception to allow one residential unit for allotments less than 2ha where the undersized allotment 
existed prior to June 1995 did not apply within the 50 dB Ldn noise contour. (Rule 2.5.2(i)). 

30 Rural 6 Zone (100ha), Rural 1, Rural 4 zones (20ha), Open Space 3D (Isaac Conservation Park) Zone 
exclusion of Residential or travellers accommodation activity (Rule 6-2.4.8(b)). 

31 Which I understand the Panel must apply as if it were the council, under Canterbury Earthquake 
(Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014, clause 14(4)(b).  

32 Selwyn District Plan. Rural Section Rule 3.10.8 

33 Waimakariri District Plan. Chapter 31. Rule 31.1.1.1 and 31.4.1 

34 Subdivision, Development and Earthworks Proposal (CCC Revised Proposal dated 30 June 2015).  

35 Resource Management Act 1991, Section 75(1)(b) and (c) 
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effects associated with noise in the 50 engine testing contour associated 

with the Christchurch International Airport. (Policy 17.1.1.9(c)).  

 

PART C – MATTERS, POLICY AND EFFECTS: BASIS OF THE DISPUTE 

Relief sought in CIAL Submission 

50  In its submission, CIAL sought the following relief: 

51 Objectives and policies: 

51.1 Objective 17.1.2: Insertion of a new objective requiring protection of 

Significant Infrastructure from reverse sensitivity effects and incompatible 

activities.  

51.2 Policy 17.1.1.9: Amendments to ensure development takes into account 

impacts on the operation of the Christchurch International Airport, including 

through managing density, requiring acoustic treatment of dwellings, and 

otherwise avoiding noise sensitive activities within the Contours. 

52 Rural Urban Fringe Zone: 

52.1 Interplay of 17.3.2.1(P5), 17.3.2.4(D1) and 17.3.2.5(NC5) amendments to 

render a breach of a minimum net site area of 4ha a non-complying activity. 

52.2 Rule 17.3.2.1(P7) amendments to narrow the application of Minor Residential 

Units to Family Flats where located within the 50dB Ldn Airport Noise Boundary 

Contour and Engine Testing Noise Contour;  

52.3 Rule 17.3.2.1(P11) remove enablement of Farm Stays where located within 

the 50dB Ldn Airport Noise Boundary Contour and Engine Testing Noise 

Contour; and 

52.4 Rule 17.3.2.5(NC5) insertion to render all sensitive activities as non-complying 

where located within the 50dB Ldn Airport Noise Boundary Contour and Engine 

Testing Noise Contour. 

53 Rural Waimakariri Zone: 

53.1 Interplay of 17.4.2.1(P6) and 17.4.2.4(NC2). Support of a breach of a 

minimum net site area of 20ha as a non-complying activity; 

53.2 Rule 17.4.2.1(P8) amendments to narrow the application of Minor Residential 

Units to Family Flats where located within the Contours;  

53.3 Rule 17.4.2.1(P12) remove enablement of Farm Stays where located within 

the Contours; and 

53.4 Rule 17.4.2.4(NC5) insertion to render all sensitive activities as non-complying 

where located within the Contours.  
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Policy Basis for sought relief 

54 The overall policy basis for the relief sought by CIAL is as set out in Part B of this 

Evidence.  

54.1 The CRPS, the LURP and Objective 3.3.12 are prescriptive and directive with 

respect to ‘avoiding’ noise sensitive activities within the 50 airport noise contour. 

54.2 In addition, the CRPS and Objective 3.3.7(c) are prescriptive in terms of 

avoiding urban activities outside of existing urban areas, and the provision for 

urban activities only within the existing urban area or on identified priority 

greenfield areas. 

55 ‘Avoiding’ in this context means not allowing. The Rural Proposal must give effect to 

that policy direction. In my view, the appropriate status of rules to ‘implement’ this 

policy direction is a non-complying activity status. Non-complying activity status 

provides greater clarity that a district plan sets its face away from consenting such 

activities, or focusing on an incremental approach in the consideration of individual 

activities or their effects.   

56 The CRPS also states explicitly that rural residential development is not to be provided 

for in the case of the Christchurch City Plan area. 

57 The control of the minimum net site area for residential units has a foundation in 

higher order policy documents: 

57.1 For rural areas as a whole, the CRPS defines ‘Rural Activities including 

‘Residential activity on lots of 4ha or more’.  

57.2 For noise sensitive activities, the CRPS identifies these as ‘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’.     

58 I consider therefore that there are two policy pillars to setting the minimum allotment 

size and status in the proposed rural zones, and within the 50 airport noise contour.  

58.1 Policies36 relating to the use and development of the rural resource which seek 

to ‘avoid’ urban uses, although rural activities as defined do include residential 

activity on a 4ha or more allotment. 

58.2 Policies37 relating to the use and development of the rural resource under the 50 

airport noise contour which seek to ‘avoid’ noise sensitive activities, including 

reference to Operative City Plan provisions which set a 4ha minimum allotment 

per residential unit within the proposed Rural Urban Fringe Zone, and 20ha (or 

more) in the Rural Waimakariri Zone.    

                                            
36 CRPS Objective 6.2.1(3), Policy 6.3.1(4), Policy 6.3.9, Glossary: Greater Christchurch ‘Rural Activities’; 
Rural Proposal (Amended Attachment A, Hogan Evidence): Objective 17.1.1(iv), Policy 17.1.1.1, Policy 
17.1.1.5. 

37 CRPS Objectives 5.2.1, 6.2.1(10), Policy 6.3.5(4) Glossary: Greater Christchurch ‘Noise sensitive 
Activities’; Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.12, Rural Proposal Policy 17.1.1.5(vii), Policy 17.1.1.9(c). 
pCRDP Definition ‘Sensitive Activities to Noise’. 
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Effects Basis for relief sought by CIAL 

59 Issues of reverse sensitivity, amenity and cumulative effects are set out in my 

Residential Evidence at paragraphs 53 to 75. For the sake of brevity, I do not repeat 

that evidence. However, a synopsis is as follows: 

Amenity Effects 

60 The Airport Noise Contours as now incorporated into the CRPS and the LURP are 

prepared under the guideline methodology set out in NZS6805:1992.  The threshold at 

which land use controls are considered necessary to to protect people and communities 

from the adverse effects of aircraft noise has been set in the CRPS, LURP and 

Objective 3.3.12 as 50dB Ldn. 

61 Mr Day has outlined that the community response to noise between the Ldn 50dB Ldn 

and 55dB Ldn contours in the Christchurch context is that some 10% to 15% of people 

would be ‘highly annoyed’ by airport operations (a midpoint of 12%). Within the 

55dBLdn and 60dB Ldn contour, the extent of people highly annoyed would be 

between 15% and 22% (a midpoint of 18%). 

 

Reverse Sensitive Effects 

62 Reverse sensitivity refers to the vulnerability of an established activity to objection 

from new sensitive land uses located nearby. There is a risk that new noise sensitive 

activities that choose to locate near the established Airport may object to the effects 

from Airport operations and may therefore seek to impose constraints on operations. 

As identified in the examples by Mr Day reverse sensitivity issues can, and have 

resulted in restraints being applied to International Airport operations.  

63 A more localised example is the constraints applied to Ruapuna Raceway and the 

decision of Christchurch City Council to purchase seven affected properties at a cost of 

$5.3million surrounding the raceway. 

64 Management of the effects of noise from airport operations on the surrounding area is 

a dual responsibility to both the community and CIAL under NZS6805:1992. There is 

the regulatory imposition of on sensitive activities where located within the air noise 

contours; there is a reciprocal requirement on CIAL to monitor and ensure its 

operations comply with the air noise contours.  

 

Cumulative effects  

65 Intensification opportunities within the rural zones under the 50 airport noise contour 

will increase the number of residents exposed to noise generated by the Airport and 

therefore the number of residents ‘highly annoyed’ by Airport operations.  

66 In isolation such effects may be indiscernible, or may vary across individuals as 

outlined by Mr Day.  However collectively, an aggregation of such effects impacts on 
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community health and amenity, and may lead to restraints being imposed on airport 

operations.  

67 The purpose of NZS6805:1992 and its application in the CRPS and Objective 3.3.12 

in terms of ‘avoiding’ noise sensitive activities (including through establishing rural 

densities) is to impose an unambiguous higher order policy approach negating the 

propagation of incremental noise sensitive activities.  

68 The policy approach in higher order planning documents is, consequently, to require 

avoidance of noise sensitive activities within the 50dB Ldn Airport Noise Boundary 

Contour.  

 

Engine Testing Noise 

 

69 Mr Day at his paragraph 12.6 outlines the modelled basis for the engine testing noise 

contours, and his conclusions with regard to adverse effects. He concludes that as with 

the OCB (outer control boundary for the air noise contours), “there are adverse effects 

from the noise generated by engine testing activities within the 50dB Ldn Engine 

Testing contour.  Sensitive activities within this contour should be avoided in the same 

way as those within the OCB”.    

70 Mr Boswell at his paragraphs 42 – 45 outlines how engine testing is a component of 

Airport operations at Christchurch International Airport. On this basis, I agree that 

engine testing is an important part of the role and function of Airport operations which 

is a component of CIA’s role as strategic infrastructure.  

71 I am of the view, that engine testing and its associated effects come within the broader 

ambit of Objective 3.3.12, and CRPS Objectives 6.2.1 and Policy 6.3.5(4). Unlike 

the policy context for the 50dB Ldn air noise contour, there is no explicit policy 

direction relating to the engine testing contours.   
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PART D – PLANNING ANALYSIS OF THE RELIEF 

 

Objective 17.1.2 – Protection of Significant Infrastructure 

72 This matter was discussed at mediation. As identified in the evidence of Ms Hogan38, 

whilst there were submissions seeking explicit recognition of the need to avoid reverse 

sensitive effects on strategic infrastructure, the inclusion of a further Objective 

essentially replicating Objective 3.3.12 is considered unnecessary and inefficient.  

73 According, and as a party to that mediation, I agree with Ms Hogan that an additional 

Objective as sought by CIAL is not necessary.  

 

Policy 17.1.1.9 – Separation of Incompatible Activities. 

74 This matter is identified at paragraphs 10.97 to 10.107 of Ms Hogan’s evidence.  

75 Ms Hogan records that there was agreement on all parts of the amended Policy 9, 

with the exception of the adjective as it relates to sensitive activities within the 50 

engine testing contour (avoidance vs management).  

76 I record that there is agreement as to the principle of the Policy, especially splitting out 

clause (c) to specifically focus on strategic infrastructure.  

77 However, Ms Hogan has omitted to identify that my position in mediation was that the 

Policy should do more than duplicate objective 3.3.12 as to the avoidance of noise 

sensitive activities.  

78 There are three matters for consideration in regards to Policy 17.1.9: 

78.1 how avoidance is to be achieved; 

78.2 the inclusion of engine testing as a relevant matter; and 

78.3 avoidance vs management to deal with the effects (including reverse sensitivity 

effects) of engine testing contours. 

 

Policy 9 to incorporate how avoidance is to be achieved 

79 To be of benefit, Policy 9(c)(a) needs be specific as to how avoidance of noise sensitive 

activities, which the CRPS requires, is to be achieved.  

80 I consider that Policies provide guidance on how the associated objective is to be 

implemented, where the policy is to apply, and upon whom and how the policy is to be 

implemented. The policy should also identify a clear nexus between the rule to 

implement the policy and how this will assist in implementing the associated objective. 

81 By way of example, taking Ms Hogan’s revised provisions for Policy 17.1.1.9 as 

replicated below: 

 

17.1.1.9 Separation of Incompatible Activities 

…. 

                                            
38 Evidence. Hogan. Paragraph 10.15. 
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(c) Protect strategic infrastructure from incompatible activities by: 

   a. … 

b.  avoiding buildings, structures and sensitive activities on rural land that may compromise 

the National Grid within an identified buffer corridor; and 

c.  providing separation between buildings and the strategic transport network. 

 

82 The revised clauses for Policy 17.1.1.9(c) b. and c. articulate matters of setback 

controls and an associated buffer corridor in terms of a broader objective for protecting 

strategic infrastructure associated with the National Grid and Strategic Transport 

corridor. A specific direction as to anticipated development in the airport noise and 

engine testing contours would be consistent with that approach. 

83 Improved specificity in the Policy as it relates to noise sensitive development within 

both the air noise and engine testing contours would also be more appropriate in 

achieving Objective 3.3.2(b) and (c). These Strategic Directions objectives seek that 

policies in the plan clearly state the outcomes intended, and that the plan is easy to 

understand and use.  

84 Greater specificity within Policy 17.1.1.9 will also improve certainty for users of the 

Plan that a number of the rules applicable in the rural zones also achieved a purpose 

as to implementing Objective 3.3.12.  

85 Relevant rules in the plan that have a foundation in the CRPS, LURP and Objective 

3.3.12 include density controls on the establishment of rural units subject to minimum 

net allotment area; acoustic attenuation; and the avoidance of activities sensitive to 

airport noise.  

86 Accordingly, I have redrafted Policy 9 below. My proposed clause a. sets out where the 

policy is to apply; clause a.(i) and (ii) specify how the policy is to be implemented and 

establishes a nexus to the rules that will implement the policy. 

 

The inclusion of engine testing as a relevant matter 

87 Objective 3.3.12(b) explicitly seeks to regulate activities within the air noise 

contours; Objective 3.3.12(a) seeks that infrastructure, including strategic 

infrastructure’ is recognised and its efficient and effective operation enabled.  

88 Engine testing (being the pre-flight testing of engines prior to take off) is, as set out in 

the evidence of Mr Boswell and Mr Day a critical component of the function and role 

of Christchurch International Airport. Engine testing is intrinsically linked to the 

efficient and effective operation of the airport, and therefore is a relevant consideration 

under Objective 3.3.12.  

89 I note that Ms Hogan39 agrees as to the appropriateness of referencing the engine 

testing contours within the Policy. As discussed above and set out in CIAL’s 

submission, while the engine testing boundary is not specifically referred to in the 

CRPS or the Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.12, management of noise sensitive 

activities is consistent with the overall intent of avoiding adverse effects of 

incompatible activities in relation to strategic infrastructure. 

90 I consider, from my understanding of Mr Day’s evidence, that the effects caused by 

exposure of sensitive activities to 50dB engine testing noise can be considered to be 

                                            
39 Evidence Hogan. Paragraph 10.105 
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the same as effects within the 50 airport noise contour.  I consider then that similar 

provisions would be required to manage these effects.  In addition, as Ms Hogan 

identifies40, given the considerable overlap between the air noise and engine testing 

contours, inclusion of a policy of avoidance of sensitive activities within the 50 engine 

testing contour will not add any further restrictions to the Rural proposal.  

 

Avoidance vs Management as applied to engine testing contours 

91 In considering the matters below, and relying on Mr Day’s evidence as to the 

applicability of the health and amenity effects on residents and sensitive activities 

within the 50 engine testing contour, I consider that reference to ‘avoidance’ is more 

appropriate than ‘management’.    

92 Whilst not as explicit as provisions relating to air noise contours, Objective 3.3.12(b) 

seeks to protect strategic infrastructure, including ‘its role and function’, by avoiding 

adverse effects from incompatible activities. CRPS Objective 5.2.1(2)(g) seeks to 

avoid adverse effects on regionally significant infrastructure, and Objective 6.2.1(10) 

seeks development patterns that do not adversely affect the efficient use, 

development, appropriate upgrade, and future planning of strategic infrastructure; 

Policy 6.3.5(4) seeks that new development does not affect the efficient use and 

development of existing strategic infrastructure. 

93 Collectively, these provisions seek to not allow, or preclude the occurrence of activities 

that would otherwise be incompatible with the role, function, use and development of 

Airport operations as Strategic Infrastructure. In my view the Higher Order provisions 

therefore support an avoidance policy for sensitive activities in the context of the 50 

engine testing contour. 

94 I accept that such a proposition is dependent on the Panel’s decisions to Proposal 6. 

Specifically that engine testing and its associated regulatory implications are related to 

the efficient operation of the Airport (CRPS Objective 6.2.1, Policy 6.3.5(4)) and 

associated noise effects. I am reliant on the evidence of Mr Boswell and Mr Day in 

this regard. 

95 In the alternative, Ms Hogan has recommended that the Policy direct that activities 

within the 50 Engine testing contour be ‘managed’. ‘Management’ contains the 

spectrum of actions ranging from avoidance of sensitive activities to ‘do nothing’ (the 

latter may be essentially Land Information Memorandum recognition of the engine 

testing contours and identification of the engine testing contours on the district plan 

maps).  For the reasons explored above I do not think this is as appropriate.  

‘Avoidance’ is a more specific and directive policy; it would provide a statutory hurdle 

in terms of s104(b)(vi) for activities sensitive to airport noise obtaining consent41.   

96 The benefits of a ‘manage’ policy direction is that it links to the tiered regulatory 

approach of: recognition of the 50dB engine testing contours (and associated relevance 

in terms of density controls in association with air noise contours where included in 

policy); the application of acoustic requirements within the 55dB Ldn contours42 and 

                                            
40 Evidence Hogan. Paragraph 10.106. 

41 The 50dBdB engine testing contour is subsumed within the 50dBdB Ldn air noise contour in the Rural 
zones. It does not trigger additional consents, or amend the status of non-compliant activities.  

42 Rule 6.1.5.1.4(NC2) Any new buildings and additions to existing buildings located within the 55 
dB Ldn engine testing noise contour line shown in the Planning Maps not complying with any of the 
standards in Rule 6.1.5.3.1 or Rule 6.1.5.3.2 

http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=48776
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/Book.aspx?HID=30751
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/Book.aspx?HID=30752
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prohibition of new sensitive activities within the 65dB Ldn contours43. However, the 

approach does not have the certainty that the use of ‘avoidance’ would provide, which 

has the meaning of not allowing or preventing the occurrence of; and would be 

inconsistent with the approach associated with the air noise contours.  

 

17.1.1.9 Policy 9 Separation of Incompatible Activities 

(c) Protect strategic infrastructure by avoiding adverse effects 

from incompatible activities, by:  

a. ensuring that development within the 50dB Ldn Airport 

Noise Boundary Contour and 50dB Ldn Engine Testing 

Noise Contour takes into account the impacts of the 

operation of Christchurch International Airport, 

particularly noise effects through: 

i. Avoiding sensitive activities to airport noise ; and  

ii. Managing density, and requiring acoustic 

treatment (including mechanical ventilation) of 

residential units on rural land to restrict the 

numbers of people exposed to aircraft noise. 

 

 

Necessity of an additional rule for engine testing  

97 CIAL have sought in their relief that Minor Residential Units44, Farm Stays45, and 

Sensitive Activities46 be non-complying activities where located within the 50dB Ld 

Engine Testing Contour. 

98 Within the amended Rural Proposal appended to Ms Hogan’s evidence, the activities 

above are non-complying activities where located within the 50dB Ldn Airport Noise 

Boundary Contour but not the Engine Testing Contour. 

99 For the rural zones, the 50dB Ldn Engine Testing Contour is completely contained 

within the 50dB Ldn Airport Noise Boundary Contour (Refer Attachment A). 

100 There are two alternative approaches to the CIAL relief (based on a consideration as to 

merits): 

100.1 As outlined by Ms Hogan47, one approach would be to not provide separate 

provisions limiting sensitive activities within the 50 engine testing contours. The 

outcomes sought by CIAL with regard to sensitive activities within the engine 

testing contours is achieved as these contours are subsumed within the 50 

                                            
43 Rule 6.1.5.1.4(PA2) Any new sensitive activities within the 65 dBdB Ldn engine testing noise contour line 
shown in the Planning Maps, other than as provided for in Rule 6.1.5.3.2. 

44 Rule 17.3.2.1(P7) (Rural Urban Fringe), Rule 17.4.2.1(P8) (Rural Waimakariri Zone). 

45 Rule 17.3.2.1(P11) (Rural Urban Fringe), Rule 17.4.2.1(P12) (Rural Waimakariri Zone). 

46 Rule 17.3.2.5(NC5) (Rural Urban Fringe), Rule 17.4.2.4(NC5) (Rural Waimakariri Zone). 

47 Evidence Hogan. Paragraph 10.106 

http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=48943
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=48776
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/Book.aspx?HID=30752
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airport noise contour. Accordingly, additional duplication or complexity in the 

provisions would be reduced; the full breadth of effects can be considered; and 

Policy 17.1.1.9 and the 50 engine testing contour highlights the need to consider 

relevant amenity and reverse sensitivity effects.  

100.2 The preferred alternative is to explicitly identify the status of such activities 

where located within the 50 engine testing contour. That approach would: 

improve clarity in the application and consideration of sensitive activities within 

the engine testing contours, through removing any potential for confusion and 

misunderstanding as to why one effect is regulated but another is not where 

both issues are deemed relevant; and such an approach does not increase 

regulatory costs (as these activities would already be deemed non-complying 

through containment in the 50 airport noise contour).  

101 Accordingly, using the revised example of Rule 17.3.2.1 (P11) as an example, 

amendments are sought to those rules48 that only currently refer to the 50dB Ldn 

Airport Noise Boundary Contour as follows: 

P(11) Farm Stay  Any farm stay shall: 

i. … 

iii where located with the 50dB Ldn 

Airport Noise Boundary Contour 

or 50dB Ldn Engine Testing 

Contour, the maximum number 

of farm stay guests at one time 

shall not exceed four, and shall 

only be accommodated in the 

existing residential dwelling.  

 

 

Rural Urban Fringe: Interplay of 17.3.2(P5), 17.3.4(D1) and 17.3.2.5(NC5) 

amendments to render a breach of a minimum net site area of 4ha a non-complying 

activity 

102 Ms Hogan’s analysis at Section 11 of her evidence49 extends beyond the implications 

of rural density within the 50dB Ldn Airport Noise Boundary Contour.  

103 At paragraph 11.2 of Ms Hogan’s evidence she sets out the amended plan provisions 

for residential units associated with allotments of less than 4ha as non-complying 

activities50 within the 50dB Ldn Airport Noise Boundary Contour. At her paragraph 11.7 

Ms Hogan explains the policy basis for that recommendation, I agree with her 

conclusions and the amended rule provisions. 

                                            
48 Minor Residential Units: Rule 17.3.2.1(P7) (Rural Urban Fringe), Rule 17.4.2.1(P8) (Rural Waimakariri 
Zone); Farm Stays Rule 17.3.2.1(P11) (Rural Urban Fringe), Rule 17.4.2.1(P12) (Rural Waimakariri 
Zone); and Sensitive Activities: Rule 17.3.2.5(NC5) (Rural Urban Fringe), Rule 17.4.2.4(NC5) (Rural 
Waimakariri Zone). 

49 Evidence Hogan. Paragraphs 11.1 to 11.17. 

50 Proposed Rule 17.3.2.5 NCX. 
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104 Paragraph 49 of this evidence outlines that the higher order statutory documents seek 

to ‘avoid’ both urban activities and sensitive activities to airport noise within the 50dB 

Ldn Airport Noise Boundary Contour. Paragraph 55 identifies that ‘avoid’ means to 

preclude, or not allow activities, which supports a non-complying activity status for a 

breach. Paragraph 57 identifies the statutory foundation for a 4ha minimum net site 

area for a residential unit. 

105 As discussed by Mr Day, the management of rural densities, and accordingly minimum 

allotment size is an important method in terms of reducing the potential number of 

sensitive occupiers located in close proximity to strategic infrastructure.   

106 I consider that Proposed Rule 17.3.2.5 (NCX) in the revised proposal gives effect to the 

relevant provisions of the CRPS, and is the most efficient and effective means of 

achieving Objective 3.3.12 and policies in Proposal 17 ‘Rural’. 

107 Ms Hogan at her paragraphs 11.12 to 11.17 discusses the remaining dispute as to the 

status of establishing a residential dwelling on a site below 4ha that existed prior to 15 

May 2015.  

108 She has omitted at her paragraph 11.13 to identify that the operative City Plan 

grandparent clause for undersized allotments, did not apply to allotments located 

within the 50dB Ldn airport noise contour51.  Accordingly, the amendments proposed to 

Rule 17.3.2.4(D4) ensure consistency to the provisions as applied under the Operative 

City Plan for the residential units on existing undersized allotments. Such an approach 

is consistent within the current higher order policy context that seeks to ‘avoid’ such 

activities, in comparison to the ‘discourage’ approach under the previous operative City 

Plan.  

109 The only alternative that I have considered is the notified Rural Proposal approach.  

110 In my view the notified proposal did not effectively nor efficiently achieve the 

respective statutory tests. The application of a discretionary consent for the 

establishment of dwellings on allotments that existed prior to 15 May 2015 provided 

benefits to individual landowners in terms of potentially being a more benign activity 

status for consideration.  

111 A discretionary activity status does not overcome the need to consider the relevant 

provisions of the CRPS or (district) plan52. As identified above the relevant provisions 

                                            
51 Rule 4-2.5.2 Minimum net site area for a residential unit 

Each residential unit shall be contained within its own separate site with a minimum area … as follows: 

  (c)  Rural 2 Zone, Rural 3 Zone and that part of the Rural 5 Zone east and south of the Christchurch 

International Airport as shown in Part 4, Appendix 4 

  4ha  

(i) 

  

in respect to subclause (c) above, for allotments existing as at 24 June 1995 within the Rural 2, Rural 

3 and Rural 5 Zones, the minimum area shall be 2ha, provided that there shall be not more than one 

residential unit on any allotment. (This exception does not apply to land within that part of the 

Rural 5 Zone north or west of Christchurch International Airport as shown in Part 4, Appendix 4, or 

where the dwelling is proposed to be sited within the 50 dB Ldn noise contour around 

Christchurch International Airport as shown on the Planning maps) and; 

Emphasis added 

52 s104(1)(b)(v) or s104(1)(b)(vi) 
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seek to avoid sensitive activities. Ultimately, a discretionary activity status may 

generate individual expectation but provide reduced certainty of outcome.  

112 The costs associated with the more restrictive non-complying status are limited. The 

operative City Plan as identified above contained the same activity status and 

minimum density requirement as sought by CIAL at this hearing. Only those specific 

land holdings between 2-4ha that were not inside the pre-LURP 50dB Ldn Airport Noise 

Boundary Contours, but which fall within the revised Contours are subject to additional 

regulatory costs. 

113 As identified in Attachment B, the total number of land parcels in the Rural Fringe 

Zone now included in the revised 50dB Ldn Airport Noise Boundary (which were not 

under the pre-LURP contours), that do not contain a dwelling is 10. Table 1 below sets 

out the comparison. 

Table 1: Land parcels and dwellings in the Rural Fringe Zone subject to the 

revised 50dB Ldn Airport Noise Boundary 

Total no of Stage 2 pCRDP RuRF Land Parcels < 4ha 97 

Total no of Stage 2 pCRDP RuRF Land Parcels < 4ha with an existing 

dwelling 

61 

Total no of Stage 2 pCRDP RuRF Land Parcels < 4ha without an existing 

dwelling 

36 

 

114 I consider that the district and regional community benefits from Airport activities are 

likely to considerably outweigh individual costs to the landowners newly affected by the 

revised contours in this instance. District Plans are developed based on the imposition 

of land use controls to provide for overall community health and wellbeing within the 

wider ambit of Section 5 of the RMA.  

 

Rural Waimakariri Zone: Interplay of 17.4.2.1(P6) and 17.4.2.4(NC2)  

115 These provisions do not appear to be in dispute.  

116 I support Rules 17.4.2.1 P6 and 17.4.2.4 NC2 on the basis of the policy context set out 

in Part B of this evidence.  

117 The distinction for support for a minimum net area of 20ha in the Rural Waimakariri 

Zone has its statutory foundation in the definition of noise sensitive activities in the 

CRPS53 and the Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.12 and associated definition for 

Sensitive Activities to Airport Noise54 which define Sensitive Activities as excluding 

residential activities in conjunction with rural activities that comply with the rules in the 

district plans as at 23 August 2008. 

                                            
53 Refer Paragraph 43.1 

54 Refer Paragraph 43.3 
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118 As at August 2008, in those collective zones now proposed to be the Rural Waimakariri 

Zone, the establishment of residential unit was set as a critical standard (non-

complying activity) where associated with a minimum net site area of less than 20ha.   

 

Farm Stays – Rural Urban Zone: Rule 17.4.1(P12), Rural Waimakariri Zone Rule: 

17.4.2.1(P12) remove enablement of Farm Stays where located within the 50dB Ldn 

Airport Noise Boundary Contour. 

119 CIAL sought that Farm Stays as defined55 be deemed non-complying activities where 

located within the 50dB Ldn Airport Noise Boundary Contour.  

120 The submission identifies concern as to the drafting, definition and application of Farm 

Stays within the Proposal. Such activities are not Travellers Accommodation under the 

CRPS definition of ‘noise sensitive activities’ nor Guest Accommodation under the 

pCRDP definition.   

121 I now understand that the intent of the definition is to provide for modest ‘Bed and 

Breakfast’ type accommodation within the Rural zones.  

122 Subsequent to mediation on this matter, I have had further discussions with Ms 

Hogan. She has accurately recorded these at paragraphs 13.12 and 13.13 of her 

evidence. I agree with her analysis, conclusions and proposed amendments to the 

above rules, which provide for Farm Stays, but with associated caveats where located 

within the 50 airport noise contour. The respective caveats are: 

 No more than four travellers at a tariff; where 

 these are accommodated within the main residential unit. 

123 A breach of the caveats should render such an activity as non-complying56 pursuant to 

17.3.2.5 (Urban Rural Fringe) and 17.4.2.4 (Rural Waimakariri Zone). Ms Hogan does 

not appear to have carried her recommendations at paragraphs 13.13 of her Evidence 

through to the revised provisions.  

124 Without improved clarity as to the status of Farm Stays that breach these caveats, 

there is the prospect that 17.3.2.3 (RD2) and 17.4.2.3 (RD2) would render such 

activities restricted discretionary activities. Discretion is limited only to matters of 

scale.  

125 I have provided below some proposed amendments to 17.3.2.5 (NCX) to address this 

matter (and to remedy matters relating to Minor Residential Units57 discussed below 

which also appear to be absent from the revised Proposal): 

NCX Any sensitive activities located within the 50dB Ldn Airport Noise 

Boundary Contour, including: 

 Any residential unit on a site less than 4ha;  

                                            
55 “guest accommodation offered accessory to a farming, conservation or rural tourism activity” 
56 Refer Evidence Hogan paragraph 13.13. 
57 Despite support from Ms Hogan. Refer Evidence Hogan paragraph 13.15, 13.16. 
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 Farm Stay activities that do not comply with Rule 

17.3.2.1(P11)(iii); and 

 Minor residential units, not otherwise defined as Family 

Flats permitted under Rule 17.3.2.1(P7)(d). 

 

126 The basis of my recommended approach is a combination of: higher order policy 

guidance to ‘avoid’ noise sensitive activities within the 50dB Ldn Airport Noise 

Boundary Contours for Christchurch International Airport58; and the associated CRPS 

definition for ‘noise sensitive activities’ which seeks to provide only for residential 

activities in conjunction with rural activities that complied with the plan provisions in 

August 2008. 

127 These provisions are direct and explicit as to the treatment of noise sensitive activities 

within the 50 airport noise contour. They are more inflexible than previous CRPS and 

operative City Plan provisions which sought to ‘discourage’ noise sensitive activities. 

128 Farm Stays were not provided for in the operative City Plan. The interplay of 

‘Residential Unit’ and ‘Residential Activity’ did provide for accommodation for up to 

four travellers at a tariff, where at least one permanent resident remains on site. The 

definition of residential unit specified a maximum of one kitchen. This further limits the 

provisions for travellers such that they would be practically internalised within the 

single residential unit on the site. 

129 In my view, the policy and associated definition for noise sensitive activities within the 

50 airport noise contour does not support the permissive application of Farm Stays in 

the notified proposal. However, the appropriate approach does not extend to further 

limiting opportunities where these rights existed as of August 2008 as otherwise 

opposed in the submission from CIAL.  

130 Accordingly, I consider that the amendments as set out by Ms Hogan, as subject to 

my proposed amendments to 17.3.2.5 (Urban Rural Fringe) and 17.4.2.4 (Rural 

Waimakariri Zone) are the most appropriate way to give effect to the objectives and 

policies in the Strategic Directions and Proposal 17, as well as the most appropriate 

way to give effect to the higher order planning documents.  

 

Minor Residential Units – Rural Urban Zone: Rule 17.4.1(P7), Rural Waimakariri 

Zone Rule: 17.4.2.1(P8) narrow enablement of Minor Residential Units to Family 

Flats where located within the 50dB Ldn Airport Noise Boundary Contour. 

131 This matter is outlined at paragraphs 13.15 and 13.16 of Ms Hogan’s evidence.  

132 I understand that the Council is seeking to move from an approach in the Operative 

City Plan that provided for Family Flats, to one that is less narrowly prescribed and has 

been defined as Minor Residential Units. The main difference, as outlined by Ms 

Hogan, is that the latter is not dependent on a limited application to only family 

members and associated legal encumbrances.  

                                            
58 Example refer Policy 6.3.5(4) 
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133 I understand that such an approach reduces transaction costs (Objective 3.3.2), and in 

an urban context only, assists in the achievement of 23,700 dwellings through 

residential intensification, brownfield and greenfield development (Objective 3.3.7(a)). 

134 However, in the rural zones, and within the context of the 50dB Ldn air noise contours, 

I consider that the policy direction of avoiding noise sensitive activities prevails.  

135 I acknowledge that a change from the narrow provision of Family Flats under the 

operative plan, to Minor Residential Unit59 is likely to result in only a limited take up of 

such additional accommodation, and consequentially only a very small number of 

additional residents ‘annoyed’ or ‘highly annoyed’ by airport activities.  

136 However, I consider that such an approach does not give effect to the objective and 

policy context of the CRPS or Objective 3.3.12. In particular, permitting minor 

dwellings under the 50dB Ldn airport noise contour does not achieve the limitation 

imposed by the definition of ‘noise sensitive activities’ which excludes residential 

activities beyond those that complied with the Rural provisions as they existed in 

August 2008. As of August 2008, only Family Flats were permitted under the 50dB Ldn 

airport noise contour. 

137 It is also for this reason that I do not agree with the extent to which Ms Hogan has 

curtailed additional accommodation opportunities under the 50 airport noise contour in 

her revised proposal. In my view rendering Family Flat opportunities under the 50dB 

Ldn Contours as non-complying imposes costs, not supported by the policy approach, 

on individuals who previously were permitted to develop such accommodation 

opportunities. 

138 In my view, whilst there are transaction costs this narrowed provision for Family Flats 

allows individual land owners to weigh up these costs against the social and well-being 

benefits of providing for additional family members on an allotment. I am unaware of 

any s45 analysis that has identified that the previous regime was either inefficient or 

ineffective.  

139 Accordingly, I support the CIAL relief which seeks to narrow the provision of Minor 

Residential Units where located under the 50dB Ldn air noise contours to Family Flats.  

140 To achieve this relief, the required amendments to the plan provisions for both the 

Rural Urban Fringe Zone and Rural Waimakariri Zone are: 

17.3.2.1 Permitted Activities 

(P7) Any Minor Residential Unit shall: 

(a) the site containing both units shall have a minimum net site 

area of 4ha; 

(b) the minor residential unit shall have a minimum gross floor 

area of 35m2 and a maximum of 75m2; 

(c) the vehicle access for both units shall be from the same 

                                            
59 Means: For the purposes of the Rural Chapter, means self-contained living accommodation, whether 
located within the primary residential unit or in a building separate to the primary residential unit on the 
same site. 
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access; and 

(d) where located within the 50dB Ldn Airport Noise Boundary 

Contour or 50dB Ldn Engine Testing Contour60 are limited 

to Family Flats. 

 

Insert amendments to 17.3.2.5(NCX) as set out in paragraph 125. 

Insert definition of Family Flat as follows: 

“Self contained living accommodation, whether contained in a residential unit or located separately to a 

residential unit on the same site, which is occupied by family member(s) who are dependent in some 

way on the households living in that residential unti and which is encumbered by an appropriate legal 

instrument which ensures that the use of the family flat is limited to the dependent family members of 

the household living in the residential unit.” 

 

Rural Urban Fringe: Rule 17.3.2.5(NC5), Rural Waimakariri Zone Rule 17.4.2.4(NC5) 

insertion to render all sensitive activities as non complying where located within 

the 50dB Ldn Airport Noise Boundary Contour. 

141 These provisions do not appear to be in dispute, except for the inclusion of reference to 

the 50dB Ldn Engine Testing Contour as outlined at paragraph 101 of this evidence.  

142 I support the above provisions, with the inclusion of reference to the 50 engine testing 

contour on the basis of the policy context set out in Part B of this evidence.  

 

CONCLUSION 

143 I conclude that CIAL’s concerns with regards to the Rural Proposal (Stage 2) are 

largely addressed by the Amended Provisions contained in Attachment ‘A’ of Ms 

Hogan’s Evidence in Chief.  

144 I have in this evidence recommended additional amendments which I consider to be 

more appropriate given the Higher Order Statutory context to ‘avoid’ noise sensitive 

activities as associated with airport operations, as represented by both the 50 airport 

noise contour and 50 engine testing contour. I have also identified amendments to 

Policy 17.1.1.9 as to the appropriate inclusion of engine testing contours as a policy 

consideration. Matters associated with the engine testing contour are clearly dependent 

on the Panel’s finding to the Chapter 6 General Provisions.  

145 I consider the proposal as amended in this evidence to represent the most appropriate 

way to achieve the objectives and policies of the proposed District Plan.   

 

                                            
60 Refer Paragraph 101 
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Dated: 29 October, 2015 

 

Matthew William Bonis  
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Attachment A: pRCDP Rural Zoning and overlap of 50dB Ldn Airport Noise Boundary Contour and 50dB Ldn Engine Testing 

Contour 
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Attachment B: pRCDP Urban Rural Fringe Zone:  Land Parcels within the 50dB Ldn Airport Noise Boundary Contour, with / without 

residential units 
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Mapping and Analysis 

Interpret Geospatial Solutions were commissioned by Christchurch International 

Airport Limited (CIAL) to provide GIS support for the District Plan Review Stage 2 

Independent Hearings Panel. 

The fundamental basis of the analysis is to consider the implications of restrictions on 

rural development where these intersect the 50dB Ldn air noise contour and the 50dB 

Ldn engine testing contour. 

Data requirements included: 

Christchurch City Council (CCC) Data – pCRDP and Operative Plan Zoning, air noise 

contours, engine testing contours, land parcel data and dwelling data. Dwelling data is 

that as used in the District Plan Review- Rural Chapter, Section 32: Appendix 4 ‘The 

rural environment of Christchurch District’ (October 2014)  


