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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 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 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. My 

qualifications and experience is provided in the Introduction of any 

of the above briefs. In brief, 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. 

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 Subdivision, Development and 

Earthworks proposal (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 

– 3.6).  

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

Andrew Long (Planning). 
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8 In preparing this evidence I have considered Proposal 8 Subdivision, 

Development and Earthworks. In the context of the CIAL submission 

there are also overlaps with Proposal 17 (Rural Stage 2) in terms of 

the density of development. 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 sessions on this proposal on 21 and 22 

September 2015, and again in part on 8 October 2015. 

  

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE  

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

have been resolved through mediation. Accordingly my evidence is 

similarly confined.  I address the following: 

11.1 Matters relevant to the protection of Airport operations, as to 

a breach of the minimum rural allotment sizes to be deemed 

non-complying activities where located under the 50dBA air 

noise contour;  

11.2 Removal of a minimum allotment size within the Specific 

Purpose (Airport) Zone; and 

11.3 Earthworks provisions, relating to the rule ‘mechanics’ of 

Provision 8.8.2 in terms of improving clarity1 and certainty2, 

                                            
1 Objective 3.3.2 

2 Objective 3.3.1(b) 
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and maximum excavation volumes3 within the Specific 

Purpose (Airport) Zone. 

12 I conclude that the relevant amendments to the Proposal 8 

provisions as contained in Attachment ‘A’ of Mr Long’s evidence in 

chief give effect to the CRPS and are the most appropriate approach 

in terms of achieving the Strategic Directions objectives and the 

objectives of the proposed Chapter 8.   

 

AIRPORT OPERATIONS ISSUES 

13 Those matters directly relevant to Airport operations in the 

Subdivision, Development and Earthworks chapter relate to matters 

associated with: 

13.1 the status of  breach of the subdivision minimum allotment 

size in Rural zones under the 50dBA Ldn air noise contours; 

13.2 minimum allotment sizes within the Specific Purpose (Airport) 

zone; and  

13.3 maximum excavation volumes within the Specific Purposes 

(Airport) zone.  

14 In terms of sensitive activities – in relation to noise4, 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 50dB Ldn air 

noise contour.  

 

Minimum Rural Allotment Size – Rule 8.2.3.1, Table 6, 8.2.2.4 

15 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; in this case as represented by the 50dBA air 

noise contours associated with operations at Christchurch 

International Airport. The principle reasons and explanation for 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (‘CRPS’) Policy 6.3.5 

discuss this as follows: 

                                            
3 Proposed Rule 8.8.2 Table 1. 

4 Definition included in CCC Closing Submissions (Part 1). Dated 23 July 2015. Page 
107. 



 4 

“Strategic infrastructure represents an important regional and sometimes 

national asset that should not be compromised by urban growth and 

intensification”.      

Emphasis added. 

16 Similarly, the LURP identifies this issue at Section 4.4.3 ‘Support 

strategic networks and freight5 where it states: 

“Noise from airport operations can have negative health and amenity 

effects on those that live near the airport even when mitigation measures 

are used. Further development of housing and noise sensitive community 

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

curtail airport operations. The Land Use Recovery Plan requires councils 

to amend RMA instruments to prevent any new noise-sensitive activities 

establishing within the 50dBA 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.” 

17 The policy provisions regarding implications of development of 

airport operations have been traversed in my earlier briefs of 

evidence outlined in paragraph 3. In summary:  

17.1 The proposed District Plan must give effect to the 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (‘CRPS’), which 

provides a matrix of provisions seeking to ensure the 

continued safe, efficient and effective operation of regionally 

significant infrastructure6 / strategic infrastructure7, and that 

such infrastructure remains unencumbered by incompatible 

activities.  

17.2 CRPS Policy 6.3.4(5) seeks to ensure that new 

development does not affect strategic infrastructure, including 

by avoiding noise sensitive activities within the 50dBA Ldn 

airport noise boundary contour. Noise sensitive activities as 

defined in the CRPS 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. 

Emphasis added 

17.3 Rules are to implement the policies8, and together with 

policies (as provisions) are to be the most appropriate to 

                                            
5 Land Use Recovery Plan. Page 32. 

6 Objective 5.2.1 and Policy 5.3.7, specifically (Objective 5.2.1(2)(f) and (i)). 

7 Objective 6.2.1(9), (10) and Policy 6.3.5(4) and (5)  

8 Resource Management Act 1991, Section 75(1)(c) 
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achieve the objectives9. The relevant objective of the 

proposed Replacement District Plan is Objective 3.3.12, 

which seeks in clause (a) to recognise the benefits of 

strategic infrastructure and provide for their safe, efficient 

and effective development and operation, and in (b) to 

specifically avoid noise sensitive activities within the 50dBA 

Ldn airport noise contour.  

17.4 Sensitive Activities as they relate to noise, as defined in the 

Definitions Proposal (Chapter 1) as amended in the 

Christchurch City Council closing legal submissions presented 

at the stage 1 definitions hearing, exclude: 

Any residential activities in conjunction with rural activities that comply 

with the rules in the relevant district plans as at 23 August 2008.   

Emphasis added.   

18 The relevant objectives and policies in the Chapter 8 Proposal10, 

which the provisions are to implement11 seek to: 

(a) Provide an integrated pattern of development and 

urban form, that provides allotments for the 

anticipated or existing land uses for the zone 

(Objective 8.1.2(a)(i)); 

(b) Ensure that allotment layout and sizes created are 

appropriate for anticipated or existing land uses, and 

have regard to effects on … the environment. (Policy 

8.1.2.3) ; 

(c) Subdivision design and development promotes efficient 

provision and use of infrastructure (Objective 8.1.3), 

and ensuring that the requirements of infrastructure, 

including ongoing operation and development are 

recognised in subdivision, including reverse sensitivity 

effects (Policy 8.1.3.10).  

19 Under the 50dBA Ldn airport noise boundary contours within the 

Operative Christchurch City Plan are a combination of Rural 2, 4, 5 

and 6 zones.   

20 The respective Critical Standards within the Operative City Plan 

(Rule 14-4.3.1)12 rendered a breach of minimum allotment size 

                                            
9 Resource Management Act 1991, Section 32(1)(b) 

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

11 Resource Management Act 1991, Section 75(1)(b) and (c) 
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within these zones a non-complying activity, irrespective of the 

50dBA air noise contours. The Operative City Plan minimum 

allotment sizes are as follows: 

Zone 

  
Minimum net area 

  

Rural 1, 4 and that part of the Rural 5 Zone 

west or north of Christchurch International 

Airport as shown in Part 4, Appendix 4 

  

20ha 

  

Rural H and 6 

  
100ha 

  

Rural 2, 3 and that part of the Rural 5 Zone 

east or south of Christchurch International 

Airport as shown in Part 4, Appendix 4 

  

4ha 

  

Rural Q 

  

4ha 

Templeton Special Rural Zone - Rural 

Business 2 Precinct 

  

1ha 

  

Templeton Special Rural Zone - Rural 

Business 1 and Facilities Precincts 

  

2500m2  

 

21 The Replacement District Plan rationalises the above zones and 

associated minimum allotment sizes13 as: Rural Waimakariri (20ha); 

Rural Urban Fringe (4ha), Rural Quarry (4ha) and Rural Templeton 

zone (4ha).  

22 CIAL made submissions on the notified Chapter 8 stage 2 proposal 

supporting the proposed minimum lot sizes, and supporting rule 

8.2.2.5 (Pr2) in the notified proposal which stated that any activity 

which does not comply with the standards relating to the Urban 

Fringe Zone is a prohibited activity.   

23 The Council’s revised version of the proposal, dated 17 September 

2015, recommended deletion of Rule 8.2.2.5 (Pr2) and inclusion of 

amended rule 8.2.2.3 (D3), making any subdivision in the rural zone 

resulting in allotments that do not comply with the minimum 

allotment sizes specified discretionary activities.   

24 In my view, the revised version did not appropriately provide for the 

specific context of noise sensitive activities within the 50dB Ldn 

airport noise boundary contour. Accordingly, the revised approach 

                                                                                                             
12 As currently operative, and also operative as 23 August 2008 (for the purposes of 
the definition of sensitive activities as contained in the CRPS and pDPR). 

13 Chapter 8 – Rule 8.2.3.1, Table 6; Chapter 17: Rural proposal.  
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was less appropriate than the CIAL position in terms of: achieving 

strategic objective 3.3.12, policies and objectives in Chapter 8 

regarding recognition of the inter-relationship of allotment sizes, 

anticipated land use and the need to have regard to the 

environment and reverse sensitivity effects on infrastructure; nor 

did the revised approach achieve the policy direction in the CRPS.   

25 This matter was discussed at Session 6 of the mediation and 

resolved in principle14. 

26 Mr Long has within his Evidence in Chief Attachment A: Redline 

Chapter15 resolved this issue through the insertion of Rule 

8.2.2.4(NC5) as follows:  

NC5  In the Rural Waimakariri, Rural Templeton or Rural 

Quarry Zone, any subdivision resulting in a new 

allotment or balance allotment located within the 

50dBA Ldn airport noise boundary contour which does 

not comply with the minimum allotment size specified 

in Table 6. 

 

27 And the amendment of NC3 as follows16: 

NC3  Any subdivision in the a Rural Banks Peninsula Zone 

resulting in an allotment for a lifestyle allotment 

which is less than 4ha except as specified in Rule 

8.2.2.3 D6 or less and does not have a balance 

allotment. 

 

28 The consequences of the interplay between NC3 and NC5, is that a 

breach of the minimum net site area size of 4ha (including, but not 

limited to the Rural Urban Fringe Zone) renders a subdivision 

proposal non-complying. Where the subdivision proposal is located 

within the 50dBA Ldn airport noise contours and a larger allotment 

size than 4ha is required for the respective zone in Table 6, a breach 

of the minimum net site area will render the proposal non-

complying. 

29 I consider that the amended approach gives effect to the CRPS and 

represents the most appropriate method in terms of achieving 

                                            
14 Refer Mediation Report 21 and 22 September, Long EiC Paragraph 6.2. 

15 Dated 5 October 2015, page 25. 

16 This provision also replaces Rule 8.2.2.5 Pr(2) which deemed subdivision in the 
Rural Urban Fringe zone below 4ha as being prohibited activities.  
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Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.12 and relevant objectives and 

policies in Proposal 8.  

30 I also consider that the provision does not offend Objective 3.3.2 

which seeks to minimise the prescriptiveness of controls. The 

proposed NC3 and NC5 represent the same or a lesser (for those 

areas previously zoned Rural 6 within the 50dBA air noise contours) 

level of prescription as occurred in the operative City Plan (and as at 

23 August 2008). 

31 The only exception to the above, is that NC5 would prescribe a 4ha 

minimum allotment size for Templeton; previously a 1ha and 

2500m2 minimum was provided for.  I have no resource 

management basis to oppose retention of the previous standard, 

should the Panel decide for non-airport operational reasons a higher 

density of subdivision is the more appropriate in the Templeton 

Rural zone. 

32 For the avoidance of doubt I do not support the retention of Rule 

8.3.1.4 Pr(2) as supported by the CIAL submission. I do not 

consider that the imposition of such a status is the most appropriate 

of the options available, nor were such allotment sizes prohibited in 

the operative Christchurch Plan (including as existing on 23 August 

2008). There is also considerable risk of unintended consequences 

where the merits and facts associated with a specific subdivision 

proposal may warrant consent without offending higher order 

statutory provisions.  I consider that the non-complying rule 

proposed by Mr Long properly provides for CIAL’s relief while 

removing undue prescription in the proposal.  

 

Minimum Allotment Size: SPAZ - Rule 8.2.3.1, Table 4, Table 5 

33 This matter is discussed in paragraphs 7.9 – 7.11 of Mr Long’s 

Evidence in Chief. The Mediation Report outlines the matter (as 

discussed during mediation session 3) at page 3. 

34 I agree with Mr Long’s reasoning that a minimum allotment size is 

unwarranted within the Specific Purpose (Airport) Zone given: the 

comprehensive and co-ordinated strategic planning associated with 

Airport land holdings; consistency with the Port Zone which is also 

deemed strategic infrastructure; consistent treatment within other 

Specific Purpose Zones where subdivision relates to the primary 

zone purpose17; and the ‘Airport Purposes’ designation. 

                                            
17 For example: Table 4 - Specific Purpose (Hospital) Zone, where subdivision is for a 
hospital activity; Specific Purpose (School) Zone, where subdivision is for an 
education activity.  
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35 I consider that provisions which provide for no minimum allotment 

size achieves the efficient and effective operation and development 

of strategic infrastructure18; and is the most appropriate approach in 

terms of Objective 3.12.12(a) and Objective 12.12 made 

operative19 through Plan Change 84 which seek the ‘efficient use 

and development of land, infrastructure and operational facilities at 

the Christchurch International Airport, where…’.  

 

Maximum excavation volumes within the Specific Purposes 

(Airport) zone – Rule 8.8.2, Table 1 

36 CIAL sought that the volume threshold for earthworks in the Specific 

Purpose (Airport) Zone revert to 5,000m3/ha as was contained in 

the Operative City Plan.  

37 This matter does not appear to have been recorded in the mediation 

report, but regardless Mr Long has discussed this issue at 

paragraph 7.24 of his Evidence in Chief, and has confirmed that the 

retention of the previous operative provision is appropriate.  

38 I agree with the reasoning outlined by Mr Long that the relief 

sought is consistent with the provisions of the Operative City Plan, 

which has been managing earthworks appropriately, and the relief 

would reduce compliance costs and prescriptiveness, without 

compromising achievement of the relevant objectives and policies or 

imposing any material costs.  I also consider that the reasons 

outlined in paragraph 35 above apply equally to consideration of 

these earthworks provisions and provide further justification for the 

relief that CIAL seeks.  

  

EXCAVATION RULE ‘MECHANICS’ RULE 8.8.2 

39 These matters relate to the following activity standards within 

proposed Rule (P1): 

39.1 Activity standard 1: Earthworks time period 

39.2 Activity standard 6: Earthworks involving mechanical or 

illuminating equipment and hours of operation; 

                                            
18 CRPS Objective 5.2.1(2)(f) and Policy 6.3.5(3) 

19 Long EiC, paragraph 7.11 states that there remains an Appeal to these provisions. 
It is understood that Appeal has been withdrawn and the provisions are now 
operative.  
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40 In terms of Activity Standard 1: Earthworks Time Period, CIAL 

sought to replace the notified five year return period requirement, 

with a one year earthworks time period. Within the Council amended 

proposal (17th September) the entire clause was deleted as a 

consequence of Council acceptance of submissions from the 

Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Authority (#2387) Ngai Tahu 

Property Limited (#2235), and Ryman Healthcare Limited (#2347).  

41 An unintended consequence of the deletion of the provision was that 

all certainty was then removed as to the temporal application of 

Table 1.  

42 This matter is discussed within the mediation report (session 10, 

page 5) and at paragraph 7.25 of Mr Long’s Evidence in Chief. I 

agree with the amendments and the reasons outlined by Mr Long. 

43 Lastly in terms of Activity standard 5 and 6: operational hours 

for works involving mechanical equipment, Activity Standard 5 

in the notified provisions provided for a restriction on earthworks  

being undertaken outside the hours of 0700 and 1900 in a 

residential zone, or between 0700 and 2200 in other zones.   

44 I note for completeness CIAL is only concerned with the activity 

standard as it relates to earthworks outside of residential zones (i.e. 

what is now proposed in the revised version: activity standard 6).   

45 This activity standard operates independently of the maximum 

volumes specified in Table 1.  

46 The unintended consequences of revised activity standard 6 are that 

it would require consent for any earthworks in any non-residential 

zone in the District where works were programmed for between 

0700 and 2200 hours.  Activity standard 5 has similar consequences 

for earthworks scheduled between 0700 and 1900 hours in 

residential zones.  I consider that this provision creates onerous 

regulation, as I am unsure what actual or potential effects on the 

environment20 the rule is seeking to address that are not otherwise 

subject to other provisions in the plan such as noise or glare.  

47 CIAL undertakes necessary maintenance and sometimes associated 

earthworks between the hours of 0700 and 2200 as there is more 

opportunity to programme such works between flight operations 

between those times. However, activity standard 6 would equally 

restrict activities such as trenching works associated with horizontal 

infrastructure, or wider construction activities throughout the City 

(as would the related activity standard 5 as applied to residential 

zones).  

                                            
20 Resource Management Act. Section 76(3) 
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48 I consider that adverse effects from earthwork activities are 

otherwise, and more appropriately, dealt with subject to the 

construction noise and glare provisions of the proposed District Plan. 

I consider that this activity standard (and also the related activity 

standard 5 which addresses earthworks in residential zones) is 

unlikely to be appropriate in terms of the efficiencies sought through 

Objective 3.3.2.  

49 CIAL has sought that revised activity standard 6 only be applied 

where there is an inability to comply with NZS6803:1999 (Noise 

Construction Standard).  

50 Whilst I am not an acoustic expert, I understand from past 

infrastructure experience that NZS6803:1999 ‘Acoustics – 

Construction Noise’ provides for noise criteria that are higher than 

criteria for ongoing operational noise levels.  This is because it is 

typically accepted that for any construction to occur, noise criteria 

should be less stringent, with the understanding that construction is 

a temporary activity with a finite duration. The standard specifies a 

short-term duration (less than 14 days), a typical duration (two to 

20 weeks) and long term duration (20+ weeks), and prescribes 

relative noise standards, including night time noise levels.   

51 The application of NZS6803:1999 is specified as an explicit provision 

for construction activities in Rule 6.1.4.2.321 of Proposal 6 (General 

Provisions). I acknowledge that Table 3 of Rule 6.1.4.2.3 is an 

approximation and is in some cases more stringent than the noise 

limits expressed in NZS6803:1999. 

52 In terms of CIAL’s concerns, I acknowledge that the proposed 

amendments by Mr Long as contained in Attachment A of his 

Evidence in Chief addresses the CIAL relief by including reference to 

NZS6803:1999.  

53 I consider that this drafting is the most appropriate approach in the 

scheme of establishing the district plan provisions.  

                                            
21 6.1.4.2.3 Construction activities 

1. Construction activities shall not exceed the noise standards in Table 3. 

2. Noise from construction and demolition activities shall be measured and 
assessed in accordance with the provisions of NZS 6803:1999 “Acoustics – 
Construction Noise”. 

 Table 3: Construction noise standards 

 Permitted Days Permitted Hours Noise Standard 

1.   
  

Monday to 
Saturday 

0730 – 1800 70 dB LAeq 85 dB LAmax 

2.   
  

All other days and hours 45 dB LAeq 75 dB LAmax 

 

https://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=48771
https://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=48772
https://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=48771
https://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=48772
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54 However, I consider that the provision could be better drafted in a 

way that achieves improved internal consistency within the 

proposed Replacement District Plan. This could be undertaken by 

reference within the provision to Noise Rule 6.1.4.2.3 ‘Construction 

Activities’ and Outdoor Lighting and Glare Rule 6.3.2.3.1 ‘Outdoor 

artificial lighting’. 

 

CONCLUSION 

55 I conclude that CIAL’s concerns with regards to the Subdivision, 

Development and Earthworks Proposal (Stage 2) are addressed by 

the revised industrial chapter contained in Attachment ‘A’ of Mr 

Long’s Evidence in Chief. I consider the proposal as amended in Mr 

Long’s evidence to represent the most appropriate way to achieve 

the objectives and policies of the proposed District Plan.   

 

Dated: 14 October, 2015 

 

Matthew William Bonis 

 


