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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.  Attachment A sets out a chronology of my previous 

briefs of evidence and attendance at these hearings.   

4 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. 

5 I have been engaged by Christchurch International Airport Limited 

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

evidence in relation to the General Rules (Stages 2 and 3) 

provisions (as contained in ‘Chapter 6’, with the addition of 

provisions relating to the ‘Guest Accommodation zone’ and the 

‘Specific Purposes Golf Resort (Clearwater) zone’).   

6 I have endeavoured to not repeat material contained in previous 

CIAL briefs of evidence listed in Attachment A but there is a lot of 

material relevant to CIAL to be covered in Chapter 6.  I adopt, and 

have cross referenced that evidence as necessary for the purposes 

of this statement of evidence but I am conscious that many of the 

topics in Chapter 6 have not been covered previously, e.g. engine 

testing.   

7 I have relied on the evidence of: 

7.1 Rhys Boswell – relating to general Airport operations and 

issues of significance to CIAL; 

7.2 Kate McKenzie and Phillip Shaw – relating to bird strike 

issues; 

7.3 Christopher Day - relating to noise issues;  

7.4 Kevin Bethwaite and Iain Munro relating to Airport 

operational matters and the contours; 

7.5 Mike Copeland – relating to the economic significance of the 

Airport and the economic costs and benefits of CIAL’s relief; 
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7.6 Andrew Brough – stormwater engineering; and 

7.7 Nikki Smetham – landscaping. 

8 I acknowledge the evidence of Mr Jonathan Clease which has also 

been filed for CIAL on the Chapter 6 proposal in respect of urban 

design and planning in relation to signage.  I will not discuss 

signage matters in this evidence.   

9 I also  refer to the two briefs of evidence of Mr Chris Day for CIAL 

relating to acoustics filed for the Residential (Stage 1) and Rural 

(Stage 2) Hearings,1 and the three briefs of evidence from Mr Rhys 

Boswell for CIAL with regard to the Strategic Directions and 

Residential Hearings (Stage 1)2 and the Designations Chapter.3 

10 I have read the evidence of Ms Glenda Dixon (planning) for the 

Christchurch City Council (CCC) in relation to the General Rules 

Proposal dated 19 January 2016 (Ms Dixon’s Evidence).  I have also 

read the evidence of Mr Stephen Chiles (Acoustics) and Ms Kelly 

Andrew (planning - noise).   

11 I have considered the revised General Rules Proposal (The Proposal) 

in light of the submissions and further submissions lodged by CIAL 

and other submitters.  I have also considered the Guest 

Accommodation zone proposal, and the Specific Purposes Golf 

Resort (Clearwater) proposal. 

12 In this context, CIAL’s relief seeks to make provision for the future 

growth of airport operations, by protecting existing and planned 

operations from reverse sensitivity effects, and managing land use 

surrounding the airport and operations with regard to adverse 

effects on the amenity of people and communities.  The specific 

matters relate to: 

12.1 Limitations on, and management of, the establishment of 

noise sensitive activities within the 50dB, 55dB and 

65dB/95 LAE Air Noise Contours and the 50dB, 55dB and 

65dB Ldn Engine Testing Contours; 

12.2 limitations on development that has direct safety implications 

for airport operations, including development within the 

Runway End Protection Areas (REPA), and Airport 

Protection Surfaces; 

                                            
1  Refer EiC dated 20 March 2015 and 29 October 2015 respectively. 

2  Refer EiC dated 25 November 2014 and 20 March 2015.   

3  Refer EiC dated 4 February 2015. 
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12.3 management of development that has causal implications for 

risks associated with Airport operations, including Bird 

Strike; 

12.4 residual on-airport operations, such as Helicopter landing 

areas and related matters to do with lighting and glare; and 

12.5 Provisions relating to signage within the Specific Purposes 

(Airport) Zone (SPAZ). 

13 The principles contained in the CIAL relief have been generally 

accepted by Ms Dixon.  However, there are a number of matters 

that remain outstanding.   

14 I have considered the relevant statutory documents as set out in 

Attachment B. 

15 In preparing my evidence I have reviewed and complied with the 

Code of Conduct for expert witnesses contained in part 7 of the 

Environment Court Practice Note 2014.    

16 I confirm I have also read the Order in Council and Minister’s 

statement of expectations relating to this hearing. 

17 I attended mediation sessions on the Proposal on 

16 December 2015 relating to the engine testing contours and air 

noise contours.  I did not attend the mediation on Thursday 21st of 

January but am aware of what was discussed, and have discussed 

these matters with Ms Dixon, and also representatives for Isaac 

Conservation and Wildlife Trust (Isaac), submitter 2146 and Ngai 

Tahu, submitter 3722.   

18 Terms and coding used in the evidence include: 

CCC – Christchurch City Council 

CER Act 2011 – Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011 

CIAL – Christchurch International Airport Ltd 

CIA – Christchurch International Airport 

CRC – Canterbury Regional Council 

CRPS – Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (2013) 

LURP – Land Use Recovery Plan (2013) 

NZCAA – New Zealand Civil Aviation Authority 
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pCRDP – Proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan 

PC84 – Plan Change 84 (Special Purpose (Airport) Zone Plan Change 

heard in August 2014. 

REPA – Runway End Protection Areas 

RESA – Runway End Safety Area 

SoE – Statement of Expectations.  Schedule: Canterbury Earthquake 

(Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014. 

SPAZ – Special Purpose (Airport) Zone 

RWY0220 -  Main runway (3,288m in length, 45m wide). 

RWY1129 - Cross wind runway (1,741m in length, 45m wide). 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

19 The first section of my evidence summarises the higher order 

planning documents relevant to this proposal and statutory 

framework through which I have assessed the relief that CIAL 

seeks.  

20 I then consider in turn the relevant parts of CIAL’s relief.  I will not 

discuss matters in my evidence where CIAL’s relief has been 

accepted in the Council’s revised proposal attached to the briefs of 

evidence of Ms Andrew, Ms Dixon or Ms McLaughlin. I will 

instead focus on matters where there is still disagreement between 

CIAL and the Council.  

21 Overall, I conclude that the relief sought by CIAL is necessary to 

facilitate the safe and efficient operation of the Airport, as explained 

by Mr Boswell, Ms McKenzie, Mr Shaw, Mr Copeland, Mr 

Munro and Mr Day and also in the evidence of Mr Morgan on 

behalf of Air New Zealand.   

22 I consider that further targeted amendments are required to the 

proposal in order to appropriately provide for the relief that CIAL 

has sought.  
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STATUTORY FRAMEWORK 

23 I have not repeated previous evidence relating to the strategic 

importance of the Airport, air noise contours and engine testing 

contours, but summarise it below: 

23.1 The CRPS4, LURP5 and Strategic Objective 3.3.12(a) 

recognise and provide for the benefits associated with 

strategic infrastructure, which as defined includes 

Christchurch International Airport6. 

The airport is also considered a ‘lifeline’ infrastructure in 
responses to some emergencies involving natural hazards through 
being defined as ‘Critical Infrastructure’ in the CRPS.   

Plan Change 84 introduced bespoke objectives and policies for 

activities undertaken within the Specific Purpose (Airport) 

zone.  The provisions provide further detail as to the context 

of the protection and provision of activities within the Specific 

Purpose (Airport) zone beyond its general inclusion as 

‘strategic infrastructure’.   

Principally, Objective 12.127 ‘Role of the Specific Purpose 

(Airport) Zone’ seeks to provide for: 

The efficient use and development of the land, infrastructure and 

operational facilities at the Christchurch International Airport… 

where such use and development achieves specific criteria. 

Associated Policy 12.12.1 provides greater detail as to the 

land use expectations associated with the zone, and in 

particular seeks to provide for a corresponding land use 

pattern as corresponding with the 2006 Airport Master Plan.   

23.2 The CRPS8, the LURP9 and Objective 3.3.12(b)(iii) are 

prescriptive and directive with respect to ‘avoiding’ noise 

sensitive activities within the 50dB air noise contour10. 

                                            
4   CRPS Objective 5.2.1(2)(f) and (i); Objective 6.2.1(10). 

5   Land Use Recovery Plan.  Section 4.4.3.  Pages 15 and 32. 

6  Refer to Bonis Rural Zone Stage 2 Evidence dated 29 October 2015 (paragraph 

42) and Strategic Directions Evidence (paragraph 34.1 – 34.4).   

7  To be renumbered 21.3.1.1 in the pCRDP 

8  CRPS Policy 6.3.5(4) (the exemptions do not apply to these submissions) and (5). 

9  Land Use Recovery Plan, Section 4.4.3.  Executive Summary and Page 32.   
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The CRPS provides a succinct discussion as to the 

consideration of strategic infrastructure for land use planning: 

“When developing and using regionally significant infrastructure, 

it is not always practicable to ‘internalise’ all adverse effects on 

the environment.  In some cases (e.g.  airports, ports, and 

strategic road and rail corridors) the infrastructure influences the 

quality and use of the environment surrounding it. 

Recognition of the importance of regionally significant 

infrastructure will lead to greater weight being given to its 

requirements.  As a consequence, it is desirable to manage the 

location and form of the surrounding development, to reduce 

incompatibility and conflicts”11.   

The Land Use Recovery Plan has a similar statement: 

“Development of new residential and other noise sensitive 

activities must also be avoided within identified airport noise 

contours to avoid adverse effects on the amenity and health of 

residents and the ability of Christchurch International Airport to 

function efficiently”12. 

23.3 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 

Morgan13 and is 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(a), and accordingly 

the policy references in paragraph 23.1 above as these relate 

to strategic infrastructure.   

However, there are no explicit provisions comparable to 

Objective 3.3.12(b)(iii) or CRPS Policy 6.3.5(4) that 

specify avoidance of noise sensitive uses within the engine 

testing contours.   

 

24 The relevant provisions and higher-order policy direction in the 

Regional and local plan framework, in my view, are:  

                                                                                                             
10  Refer to Bonis Rural Zone Stage 2 Evidence dated 29 October 2015, (paragraph 

43) and Strategic Directions Evidence (paragraph 34.5, 35). 

11  CRPS Objective 5.2.2 Principle Explanation and Reasons.   

12  Land Use Recovery Plan.  Executive Summary.  Page 6. 

13  Evidence Morgan Section 3 and 4. Evidence Boswell.  
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24.1 The need to recognise and enable the economic and social 

wellbeing benefits of Christchurch Airport, as strategic 

infrastructure (Objective 3.3.12, Objective 12.12 and 

Policy 12.12.1). 

24.2 The provision of the safe, efficient and effective operation and 

development of Christchurch International Airport, including 

its future planning (RPS Objective 5.2.1(2)(f)), Objective 

6.2.1(10), Operative District Plan Objective 12.12 and 

Policy 12.12.1 (PC84), and Strategic Directions Objective 

3.3.12, Recovery Strategy Goal 2.4 and 2.5; 

24.3 Enabling appropriate business activities and consolidating 

existing urban areas (RPS Objective 5.2.1(2)(c), Objective 

6.2.2, Objective 6.2.6, Policy 6.3.6, Strategic Directions 

Objective 3.3.1(a), 3.3.4 and 3.3.7;  

24.4 Avoidance of incompatible activities which would otherwise 

limit activity at the Airport (RPS Objective 5.2.1(2)(i)), 

Policy 5.3.7(1), Objective 6.2.1(9), Policy 6.3.5, 

Operative Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.12(b)(iii) and 

(iv)14,  Objective 3.3.14(b); 

24.5 Ensuring appropriate integration with, and management of 

adverse effects on, the transport network (CRPS Objective 

6.2.4, Policy 6.3.4(1) and (5), RLTS 2012-2042 outcomes 

(page 8); 

24.6 Ensuring integration of land use with infrastructure support 

(RPS Objective 6.2.1(2)(9), Strategic Directions Objective 

3.3.7. 

24.7 Managing adverse noise effects on the amenity of people and 

communities to a level consistent with the anticipated 

outcomes of the receiving environment (Objective 6.1.1.1).  

Mitigate the adverse noise effects on nearby residents from 

Airport operations (Policy 6.1.1.1.4), and limit the noise 

generated by aircraft movements at the Airport (Policy 

6.1.1.1.5).   

24.8 Managing the implications of habitat enhancement and 

restoration and airport operations (Policy 9.3.4, Method 

(3)). 

                                            
14 Noting that these matters are identified as being subject to reconsideration. 
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AIRPORT RELATED NOISE 

 

INCLUSION OF NOISE CONTOURS AND OVERARCHING 

ISSUES  

25 I consider that inclusion of the operational Air Noise Contours and 

Engine Testing Contours is necessary and appropriate to give effect 

to the higher order policy direction and to achieve the objectives 

and policies of the proposal.  I support retention of these contours 

on the planning maps.  

26 Mr Day has attached to his evidence a set of ‘constrained’ engine 

testing contours, developed following mediation.  I consider these 

should replace the contours in the notified planning maps.  

Terminology 

27 CIAL sought that all references to ‘Air Noise Contour’ throughout the 

plan be amended to refer to ‘Airport Noise Boundary Contour’.  

CIAL’s submission also specified terminology for the engine testing 

contours.  

28 I agree with Ms Dixon and Mr Chiles15 that reference to 

‘boundaries’ may create uncertainty as to the default meanings of 

the OCB and ANB as applied in NZS6803:1992, and their application 

in the Christchurch context.   

29 Objective 3.3.2 seeks clarity of language in both the interpretation 

and implementation of the Plan.   

30 I have discussed the matter with Mr Day,  and he has advised that 

the following references and terminology for the contours in the plan 

would be the most correct:  

Terms and Definitions 

50 Ldn Air Noise Contour 

55 Ldn Air Noise Contour 

65 Ldn/95 LAE Air Noise Contour  

50 Ldn Engine Testing Contour 

                                            
15 Evidence Chiles.  Paragraphs 10.2 
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55 Ldn Engine Testing Contour 

65 Ldn Engine Testing Contour  

Air Noise Boundary (65 Ldn/95 LAE Air Noise Contour): 

means a composite line formed by the outer extremity of the 65 

dBA Ldn noise contour and the LAE SEL 95 dBA noise contour.  

It defines an area around Christchurch International Airport 

within which the future daily aircraft noise exposure is 

sufficiently high as to require restrictions on land use to avoid 

adverse noise effects. 

 

31 For the purposes of Compliance (Rule 6.1.4.2.6 and 6.1.4.2.7): 

Terms and Definitions 

65 Ldn Air Noise Compliance Contour 

65 Ldn Engine Testing Compliance Contour 

 

32 I rely on Mr Day’s expertise as to the most correct terminology for 

these contours and recommend adopting the terminology above 

throughout the Plan.   

33 This will require consequential amendment to several zone chapters.  

 

OPERATIONAL NOISE CONTOURS 

Air Noise Contours - background 

34 Both the CRPS and the notified pCRDP contain the 50 Ldn Air Noise 

Contour relating to noise produced from planes landing and taking 

off from the airport.  The 50 Ldn Air Noise Contour has had a 

presence in the Christchurch planning context for a number of years 

including in: 

34.1 The operative City Plan; 

34.2 Proposed Change 1 to the Regional Policy Statement 1998; 

34.3 Chapters 12A and 22 to the RPS 1998; 

34.4 Chapter 6 (2013) to the CRPS as introduced through 

Appendix 1 to the LURP; 
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34.5 Amendments to the Policy 6.3A.7 and City Plan maps to 

incorporate the updated and remodelled 50 Ldn Air Noise 

Contour as introduced through Appendix 2, Attachment 5 in 

the LURP.   

35 Predating these mechanisms, the impact of airport noise on 

residents, and associated reverse sensitivity issues, has formally 

been a Canterbury planning issue since 1958.   

35.1 The 1958 Christchurch Regional Planning Scheme specifically 

provided for a ‘Special Rural Area’ precluding residential, 

industrial or commercial purposes in proximity to the Airport. 

35.2 The 1978 Second Review of the Regional Planning Scheme 

established a ‘green belt’ around the Christchurch urban area.  

Associated objective and policies protected the Airport and its 

growth from encroachment by urban development. 

35.3 The first NZS6805:1992 contours were developed in 1994 

and included in the Paparua and Ellesmere County District 

Schemes.   

36 The revised Air Noise Contours developed via expert panel 

conferencing in the Foster appeal on the Selwyn District Plan Review 

(January 2008, DJ & AP Foster vs Selwyn District Council C138/07 – 

the ’Foster Appeal’) were applied in the LURP amendments to the 

CRPS and City Plan.  These have also been inserted into the Selwyn 

and Waimakariri District Plans. 

Reverse sensitivity effects relating to airport noise 

37 Reverse sensitivity effects in the planning context are well 

recognised.   

38 Reverse sensitivity refers to the vulnerability of an established 

activity to objection from new sensitive land uses located nearby.  

For the Airport, 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 seek to constrain the Airport’s 

operations. 

39 The impact of reverse sensitivity related to airport noise is 

demonstrated by past events at other airports, as outlined by Mr 

Day.  For my part, I am aware of: Wellington Airport’s night time 

curfew (in addition to a short runway) which significant limits the 

Airport’s capacity; complaints and submissions to the Auckland 

Unitary Plan that have arisen in terms of the 2014 change in flight 

tracks associated with Auckland Airport over Mt Eden / Three Kings 

(the Smart Approaches trial) despite acoustic advise that aircraft 
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noise was significantly less than that recognised as problematic 

under NZS6805:1992. 

40 Christchurch Airport, despite being in a location designed from 1958 

to avoid these land use conflicts has not been immune to both noise 

complaints and regulatory approaches to curtail Airport operations.  

Mr Boswell16 has identified and discussed these complaints in his 

evidence.   

Basis for Land Use Controls  

41 The basis for land use controls within the Air Noise Contours is 

discussed in the evidence of Mr Day and Mr Boswell and is 

provided for in the higher order planning documents as well as in 

the Objectives and Policies of this Plan.  

42 The evidence of Mr Day outlines the recommendations and 

interpretation of NZS6805:1992 which uses the “Noise Boundary” 

concept as a mechanism for identifying and managing land use 

activities. I consider there to be considerable alignment between the 

principles established within NZS6805:1992, and the 

implementation of these principles under the CRPS and pCRDP. 

43 Management of noise effects within the inner and outer “Noise 

Boundaries” is a dual responsibility under NZS6805:1992: 

43.1 CIAL has a duty to manage its operations within the contours.  

This forms the basis of pCRDP Policy 6.1.1.1.4 ‘Airport 

Noise’, and Rule 6.1.4.2.7 which seeks a compliance regime 

relating to noise monitoring associated with the 65dB Ldn 

airport noise contour. 

43.2 Council’s and landowners are tasked with discouraging noise 

sensitive activities and ensuring compatible uses around the 

Airport through restrictions associated with the airport noise 

contours.   

44 NZS6805:1992 prescribes a number of measures on Airport 

Operators, these include: 

44.1 The need to manage its operations such that the exposure 

levels do not exceed those set out in the ANB17.  Clause 

1.4.4.2 requires that where the noise limits exceed the limits 

at the ANB, the airport shall take immediate steps to reduce 

exposure to meet the levels.  The implementing provision in 

the pCRDP is Rule 6.1.4.2.7(a). 

                                            
16 Evidence Boswell. Paragraphs 60 – 80. 

17 NZS6805:1992.  Section 1.4.4 ‘Implementation’.   
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44.2 The Airport Authority is to undertake noise monitoring to 

determine compliance18.  The implementing provision in the 

pCRDP is Rule 6.1.4.2.7(b) – (e). 

44.3 A recommended minimum 10 year period should be used as 

the basis of the projected contours19.   

44.4 A review should be undertaken of the location of the sound 

exposure contours if it appears that future operations would 

result in sound exposures more than 3dB above the specified 

contours.  In any case s79 (RMA) outlines that a district plan 

is to be reviewed not later than 10 years after the plan 

becomes operative20.  The implementing mechanism is 

contained in the CRPS Policy 6.3.11(3) and Method (4). 

45 Mr Day21 outlines the NZS6805:1992 principles as these relate to 

land use controls. In summary, I understand these to be: 

45.1 Noise levels above the 65dB Ldn are considered unacceptable 

for noise sensitive activities; 

45.2 Noise levels below 50dB Ldn are considered generally 

acceptable; 

45.3 Sensitive activities establishing between the Outer Control 

Boundary (50dB) and 65dB Ldn (ANB) are undesirable and 

should be prohibited, unless a district plan permits such uses 

(noting that the CRPS Policy 6.3.5(4), Objective 3.3.12 

seeks to avoid such activities, subject to limited exemptions); 

45.4 Whilst I understand that it is possible to acoustically insulate 

and mechanically ventilate sensitive activities to reduce 

internal noise levels (e.g.  40dB) within the 55dB Ldn 

contour, I rely on Mr Day’s evidence that no amount of 

acoustic attenuation will improve the outdoor amenity of 

resident’s backyards or outdoor spaces for education 

facilities22.  This makes acoustic insulation the less preferable 

option to avoidance.  

                                            
18 NZS6805:1992.  Section 1.5  

19 NZS6805:1992.  Section 1.4.3.1. 

20 NZS6805:1992.  Section 1.6. 

21 Evidence Day. Paragraphs 25 – 31. 

22 Evidence Day. Paragraphs 148 to 155. 
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46 I have summarised my understanding of the alignment between the 

principles of the NZS and the statutory framework provided by the 

CRPS and pCRDP in Table 1 below: 

  Table 1 – Implementation of NZS6803:1992 

Requirement NZS 

Reference 

CRPS and pCRDP regulation 

Obligations on CIAL 

Management of Airport operations 

to not exceed levels specified in the 

ANB 

Section 

1.4.4 

Rule 6.1.4.2.6(a). 

Noise monitoring is to be undertaken 

to determine compliance with the ANB 

Section 1.5 Rule 6.1.4.2.6(b) – (e) 

A review of the contours should be 

undertaken where these are unlikely to 

accommodate future demands. 

Section 1.6. CRPS Policy 6.3.11(3) and 

Method (4) 

Obligations on land use 

Provision of the OCB at (50dB Ldn 

for Christchurch) to control noise 

sensitive activities.   

Sections 

1.1.4 and 

1.4.2, Table 

2 

LURP and associated imposition 

of CRPS (Policy 6.3.5(4), 

Objective 3.3.12 and City Plan 

(Attachment 2, Amendment 5). 

Associated Rules throughout the 

Proposals ‘avoiding’ noise 

sensitive activities within the 

50dB contours. 

Provision of an 55dB Ldn contour 

to require acoustic attenuation. 

Table 2  Rule 6.1.5.3.1 and Rule 

6.1.5.1.4 (NC1). 

Provision of a 65dB Ldn ANB to 

preclude sensitive activities.   

Note in the Christchurch Context this 

relates to the 65 Ldn/95 LAE Contour 

Table 1 Rule 6.1.5.1.5 (PA1). 

 

 

Objectives and Policies 

47 I consider that Objective 6.1.1 and Policies 6.1.1.1.2 and 

6.1.1.1.4 as set out in the revised proposal attached to Ms 

Andrew’s evidence provide appropriately for CIAL as significant 

infrastructure subject to some amendments to better align the 

wording of Policy 6.1.1.1.4 with NZS6803:1992. 

48 The obligations on CIAL arising from NZS6805:1992 are as set out 

in Table 1 above.  CIAL sought Policy 6.1.1.1.4 to relate to that 

requirement.  That policy is considered necessary to provide vertical 

integration to the management and monitoring regime at Rule 

6.1.4.2.6 (air noise contours) and 6.1.4.2.7 (engine testing). 
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49 Ms Dixon has accepted the inclusion of Policy 6.1.1.1.4 on Airport 

Noise23, although she recommends that the word ‘limit’ should be 

used rather than the term ‘manage’, as was sought by CIAL. 

50 I consider that ‘manage’ is preferable to ‘limit’.  A management 

response is what is codified in the rule regime.  Management of 

noise generated by aircraft is also the more appropriate in terms of 

the respective higher order provisions as these relate to the benefits 

and management of strategic infrastructure in particular in terms of 

Objective 3.3.12(c).  Limiting the noise generated by aircraft 

movements at the airport may not be possible or appropriate.  

Rather, it is a case of ensuring that the noise generated and its 

effects on surrounding landowners is appropriately managed via 

land use provisions and compliance provisions, as included in the 

proposed Plan.   

51 I cannot find support for such a blunt approach in either 

NZS6805:1992, the rule regime, nor broader policies on the 

operation of strategic infrastructure.   

52 The effective and efficient operation of the airport is inherently 

noisy, with NZS6805:1992 prescribing the approach for managing 

airport noise.   

53 I believe that Ms Dixon has misconstrued Section 1.4.4 of the 

Standard.  Section 1.4.4 is focused on ‘managing’ airport operations 

to ensure that noise does not exceed the limit at the air noise 

boundary.  The ANB ‘limit’ is part of the management regime 

proposed by the standard.  The Standard does not suggest that 

noise from operations is itself ‘limited’.   

54 The recommended amendment to the revised provisions (underlined 

and bold), are also set out below (and also in Attachment H): 

6.1.1.1.4 Policy: Airport Noise  

a. Mitigate adverse noise effects on nearby residents from the 

operations of the Christchurch International Airport, including 

operational aircraft noise and engine testing.  [CIAL 2348.28] 

b.   Limit Manage the noise generated by aircraft movements at 

Christchurch International Airport [CIAL 2348.29]. 

 

                                            
23 Evidence Dixon Section 5.3 to 5.4. 
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Non Complying and Prohibited Activity Rules for Activities 

within the 55 Ldn and 65 Ldn/95 LAE Air Noise Contours  

55 Where a district plan provides for sensitive uses between the ANB 

and OCB, NZS6805:1992 recommends that steps are to be taken to 

provide for appropriate acoustic treatment24.  Mr Day has identified 

that internal insulation requirements provide material benefits 

where noise levels are anticipated at 55dBA Ldn. 

56 The implementing provision in the pCRDP for acoustic attenuation 

for sensitive activities associated with the 55 Ldn Air Noise Contour 

is proposed Rule 6.1.5.1.4 (NC1).  I consider that this rule is 

appropriately included in the revised proposal and should be 

retained.  

57 An “Air Noise Boundary” (ANB) is also prescribed under 

NZS6805:1992 at a level of Ldn 65 dB.  Table 1 in clause 1.8.2 of 

the New Zealand Standard recommends that inside the ANB (areas 

exposed to aircraft noise more than Ldn 65 dB), new noise sensitive 

activities (including residential and educational facilities) are 

prohibited.  The implementing provision in the pCRDP is Rule 

6.1.5.1.5 (PA1). 

58 I consider that the above provisions are appropriate in giving effect 

to, being the more appropriate in terms of the higher order 

framework. CRPS Policy 6.3.5(5) and Objective 3.3.14 provide a 

general approach in terms of a need to minimise conflicts between 

incompatible activities including strategic infrastructure. CRPS 

Policy 6.3.5(4) and Objective 3.3.12 focus that approach in 

terms explicitly avoiding sensitive activities within the 50dBA Ldn 

noise contour, as subject to limited exceptions. Further detail is then 

provided through Objective 6.1.1.1(b) and (c) as to the 

requirements for insulation for sensitive activities within the 55dB 

Ldn, and excluding new noise sensitive activities in the 65dB Ldn 

contours respectively. 

55dB vd 57dB 

59 I concur with Ms Dixon’s view that 55 Ldn Air Noise Contour  is the 

more appropriate contour for noise insulation than a 57Ldn 

contour25, specifically as this relates back to the NZS6805:1992 

Guidance (refer paragraph 55 and Table 1 above)26. 

                                            
24 NZS6805:1992.  Table 2. 

25 Evidence Dixon.  Paragraphs 5.37 – 5.38. 

26 Also Evidence Chiles.  Paragraph 9.3 
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CIAL funding insulation of sensitive activities within the 65 

Ldn Air Noise Contour 

60 Ms Dixon addresses this matter at paragraphs 5.39 and 5.40 of her 

evidence and states that she does not consider that there is 

justification for a rule which would require noise insulation to be 

paid for by the Airport in respect of properties within the 65 Ldn.  I 

agree with her conclusions.  I note that in addition to those areas 

identified by Ms Dixon, the eastern extent of the RWY1129 65/95 

composite contour (Air Noise Boundary) also includes rural urban 

fringe zoning, and 171 residential properties zoned Residential 

Suburban that contain existing dwellings (Attachment K). Ms 

Dixon considers that the airport ownership and rural use of much of 

the land within the 65 Ldn Air Noise Contour differentiate it from 

situations like Wellington or Auckland.  I agree.   

61 The Air Noise Boundary represents a modelled furthest extent of 

exposure based on the INM modelling as discussed by Mr Day.  Mr 

Day has also identified based on the 2015 NMR that four dwellings 

are currently subject to noise exposure in excess of 65dB Ldn.  

These dwellings are located adjacent to, or at the southern end of 

the 02/20 Runway.  Mr Day addresses the likely incidence of 

additional dwellings becoming subject to noise exposure exceeding 

65dB Ldn within the life of the plan.  I understand this number to be 

at best modest.   

62 The starting point within NZS6803:1992 is to preclude sensitive 

activities, as has been carried through in the pCRDP Rules27.  I 

understand from Mr Boswell that CIAL have a programme of 

purchasing existing dwellings in close proximity to the Airport, and 

has obtained a number within the 65 Ldn/95 LAE Air Noise Contour. 

I am unsure as to whether such a programme could be required 

under the District Plan. 

  

                                            
27 Rule 6.1.5.1.5 (PA1). 
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ENGINE TESTING CONTOURS 

63 The nature, significance, and requirements of engine testing at CIA 

is discussed by Mr Day, Mr Boswell, Mr Morgan and Mr 

Copeland.  

Basis for and appropriateness of proposed Land use controls 

within the 50 Ldn, 55 Ldn and 65 Ldn Engine Testing 

Contours 

64 In terms of the policy basis for providing for engine testing contours 

in the Plan, 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.   

65 Engine testing is intrinsically linked to the efficient and effective 

operation of the airport.  I conclude that it is a relevant 

consideration under Objective 3.3.12. 

66 I agree with Ms Dixon that deleting the proposed Engine Testing 

Contours would not be appropriate.  I consider that their inclusion 

on the planning maps, and the inclusion of provisions relating to 

land use provides clarity for landowners and will assist with 

preventing exposure of more residents to the reduced amenity 

environment within the Engine Testing Contours; 

67 I also agree with Ms Dixon that it is impractical to impose a rule 

that prohibits engine testing at night-time; 

68 I also agree with Ms Dixon that even though the engine testing 

contours have been demonstrated that they can be ‘shrunk’ to fall 

within the air noise contours, it is still appropriate to include 

separate engine testing rules separately in the Plan, and to show the 

engine testing contours separately on the planning maps.   

69 However, I understand that the ‘shrinking’ of the contours this way 

requires that amendments be made to the compliance and 

monitoring rules in respect of engine testing noise to allow for the 

atypical situations where exceedance will be unavoidable because of 

external factors.   

70 The land use controls relating to engine testing notified in the 

pCRDP, and also considered appropriate by Mr Day mirrors the 

basis for land use controls associated with the operational contours.  

That is: 

70.1 CIAL has a duty to manage its engine testing operations and 

measure compliance within the 65 Ldn Engine Testing 

Compliance Contour; and  
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70.2 The Council is tasked with discouraging noise sensitive 

activities and ensuring compatible land uses through 

restrictions associated with the 50 Ldn, 55 Ldn and 65 Ldn 

Engine Testing Contours.   

71 Mr Day has provided a suite of engine testing contours being 

pursued by CIAL (refer Attachment D28).  These contours represent 

a refinement of the engine testing contours, mitigation and 

associated provisions notified and as proposed in CIAL’s original 

submission.  I understand that these incorporate consideration of 

the three matters raised at paragraph 6.2 of Mr Chiles’ Evidence as 

below: 

71.1 Selection of the location of testing.  Refer to the evidence of 

Mr Morgan29; 

71.2 Enclosure of the screening of the test site.  Refer to the 

evidence of Mr Day30 and Mr Morgan31; and  

71.3 Timing and scheduling of the activity.  Refer to the evidence 

of Mr Morgan32. 

72 The ‘constrained’ engine testing contours proposed by Mr Day are 

considerably smaller than the notified pCRDP engine testing 

contours.  The 50 Ldn Engine Testing Contour is now proposed to be 

contained completely within the 50 Ldn Air Noise Contour; the 55 

Ldn Engine Testing Contour is largely contained in the 55 Ldn Air 

Noise Contour, the exception being land that zoned Rural Urban 

Fringe, Industrial Park or Industrial General (refer Attachment D). 

73 A summary of the building blocks of associated with the engine 

testing contours and associated with the district plan regime is 

contained in Table 2 below. 

Table 2 – Implementation of Engine testing contours 

Requirement pCRDP Regulatory Reference 

 

Management of engine testing operations to not 

exceed 65dB at the 65Ldn Engine Testing Compliance 

Contour 

Rule 6.1.4.2.7(a). 

Noise monitoring is to be undertaken to determine Rule 6.1.4.2.7(b) – (e) 

                                            
28 Referred to as MDA Figure M3 dated 18 December 2015. 

29 Evidence Morgan. Sections 4 to 6. 

30 Evidence Day.  

31 Evidence Morgan. Section 7. 

32 Evidence Morgan. Section 4. 
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compliance with the 65Ldn Engine Testing Compliance 

Contour 

A review of the contours should be undertaken 

where these are unlikely to accommodate future 

demands. 

Insertion of modified engine 

testing contours (Version M3) 

Section 79 requirement to 

review the district plan. 

 

Provision of land use restrictions/limitations at 

50Ldn Engine Testing Contour to control noise 

sensitive activities.   

Associated Rules throughout the 

Rural and Commercial / 

Industrial Proposals ‘avoiding’ 

noise sensitive activities within 

the 50dB engine testing and / 

or air noise contours. 

Provision of a 55Ldn Engine Testing contour to 

require acoustic attenuation. 

Rule 6.1.5.3.1 and Rule 

6.1.5.1.4 (NC2). 

Provision of a 65Ldn Engine Testing contour to 

prohibit sensitive activities.   

Rule 6.1.5.1.5 (PA1). 

 

74 Identical rules to those managing activities within the Air Noise 

Contours are proposed for activities within the 55 Ldn and 65 Ldn 

Engine Testing Contours (Rules 6.1.5.1.4 NC2 and 6.1.5.1.5 

PA1). Land use rules associated with the 50dB Engine Testing 

Contour are also proposed (for example Rural provisions Rural 

Urban Fringe zone Rule 17.3.2(P11), and Rural Waimakariri 

zone Rule 17.4.2.1(P12) which reference the 50dB Engine testing 

contours within the regime of permitted activities) albeit these are 

subsumed with the respective air noise contours).  

75 The ability to model and measure noise levels produced for engine 

testing provides an ability to:  

75.1 Quantify and manage the scale of exposure and nuisance (the 

basis of which is found in Objective 6.1.1.1, Policy 

6.1.1.1.4); and 

75.2 determine the possible extent of reverse sensitivity effects 

associated with increased sensitive populations residing noise 

affected areas in the future (the basis of which is found in 

Objective 3.3.12, 3.3.14 and Policy 6.1.1.1.1). 

76 Bespoke engine testing provisions, based on the principles of 

NZS6805:1992 provides an ability to devise and respond to 

appropriate engine testing contours.  Reverse sensitivity effects can 

be managed so as to provide for the efficient and effective operation 

and development of CIA, whilst ensuring that CIAL maintains a duty 

to manage engine testing operations within the contours to 

acceptable levels.  The determination of ‘acceptable levels’ is 

discussed in the evidence of Mr Day and Mr Chiles. 
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77 Not providing for the engine testing regime would have considerable 

implications for both land use, and / or restrict the operations of the 

Airport.  The definition for strategic infrastructure in the CRPS is as 

below.  The pCRDP definition is almost identical33: 

“…those necessary facilities, services and installations which are of 

greater than local importance, and can include infrastructure that is 

nationally significant.  The following are examples of strategic 

infrastructure: 

(i) Strategic transport networks 

(ii) Christchurch International Airport 

(iii) Rangiora Airfield 

(iv) Port of Lyttelton 

(v) Bulk fuel supply infrastructure including terminals, wharf lines and 

pipelines… 

 

78 The definition does not provide an ability to distinguish and 

artificially separate engine testing from broader Christchurch 

International Airport infrastructure.  Engine testing has both an 

aviation purpose and a need to be located within the airfield 

perimeter fence (for aircraft efficiency, safety and security reasons), 

and as an integral component of, other airport infrastructure. 

79 Mr Chiles34 identifies three matters that may assist in further 

mitigating engine testing noise exposure.  These are addressed by 

the respective CIAL witnesses as outlined above.  The provision of a 

purpose built enclosure is detailed in the evidence of Mr Day (as to 

effectiveness35) and Mr Copeland (as to ‘economic’ efficiency36). Mr 

Morgan also outlines the costs of an enclosure would have a 

substantial effect on the cost of travel from Christchurch37. 

80 From the evidence of both Mr Day, Mr Morgan and Mr Copeland, 

I understand that the requirement for a purpose built enclosure may 

not result in a meaningful, nor efficient reduction in engine testing 

exposure as experienced by the community from general aircraft 

operations and would be very costly to implement.   

81 I consider that land use constraints associated with the engine 

testing contours represent the most appropriate regulatory response 

in the pCRDP.  

                                            
33 Definitions Proposal.  Closing Submissions.  23 July 2015. 

34 Evidence Chiles.  Paragraph 6.2. 

35 Evidence Day.  

36 Evidence Copeland. 

37 Evidence Morgan.  
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82 The purpose and statutory effect of the engine testing regime is to: 

identify the drivers behind engine testing as a component of airport 

operations; the implications of the associated noise levels; and likely 

exposure to sensitive receivers; and provide an appropriate 

mechanism for the protection of community health and amenity as 

balanced with the need for the Airport to operation effectively and 

efficiently. The foundation of these matters is the inclusion of engine 

testing as a component part of Airport operations under the 

definition of strategic infrastructure; and the higher order statutory 

context particularly in terms of CRPS 6.3.5(5), Objective 3.3.12 

and 3.3.14, and Policies 6.1.1.1.1 and 6.1.1.1.4. 

 

COMPLIANCE AND MONITORING  

83 CIAL sought amendments to Rules 6.1.4.2.6 and 6.1.4.2.7 relating 

to the monitoring and compliance regime for operational and engine 

testing noise at the 65 Ldn Air Noise Compliance Contour and 65 

Ldn Engine Testing Compliance Contour.  

Air Noise Contour Compliance 

84 CIAL’s submission in relation to Rule 6.1.4.2.6 ‘Aircraft Noise from 

operations at CIA’ have been largely accepted by the Council.  These 

correspond to the monitoring, reporting and compliance regime 

sought in NZS6805:1992 (refer paragraph 44). 

85 I understand Mr Day has outlined in his evidence as to why a 2dB 

exceedance is the more appropriate and would be negligible in 

terms of demonstrable adverse noise effects.  As outlined in the 

evidence of Mr Boswell exceedance may also be a necessity as a 

consequence atypical weather conditions or necessary airport 

infrastructure repair and maintenance.   

86 I consider that reference to “the satisfaction of the Council” should 

be removed as it is not sufficiently certain to be part of a rule.  

87 Accordingly, I am of the view that Rule 6.1.4.2.6 clause (e) can be 

amended as follows: 

Rule 6.1.4.2.6 Aircraft Noise from Operations at Christchurch Airport 

… 

(e)  Exceedance of up to 12 dB is permitted provided that CIAL 

demonstrates at the request of, and to the satisfaction of 

Council that any such exceedance was due to atypical events, 

including uncharacteristic weather patterns, acts of God, 

disrupted flight patterns or airport infrastructure repair or 
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maintenance.    

 

Engine Testing Compliance 

88 The premise of the relief relates back to the monitoring and 

maintenance obligations on CIAL to demonstrate compliance with 

the 65dB Ldn engine testing contour.  A breach of this rule 

(6.1.4.2.7) renders engine testing at the Airport a discretionary 

activity. 

89 There is substantial importance in ensuring that the compliance 

regime is both: 

89.1 effective - in terms of managing prospective impacts on 

community amenity and health; as well as being  

89.2 efficient - in that the Airport’s operations as strategic 

infrastructure could be diminished where CIA breaches the 

requirements. 

90 CIAL has therefore sought a series of provisions that enable a 

managed ‘breach’ of the engine testing contours associated with 

atypical events.  The reasons for this are explained by Mr Boswell 

and Mr Morgan.  

91 Amendment to Rule 6.1.4.2.7(d) was sought by CIAL to enable a 

limited exceedance of the engine testing compliance contour  

attributable to various unscheduled events such as a directive from 

the CAA or Minister of Transport, atypical weather, acts of god, or 

necessary airport infrastructure repair or maintenance.   

92 Rule 6.1.4.2.7(f) was sought by CIAL to enable a limited 

exceedance (1dB in the pCRDP and 3dB in the CIAL submission) 

attributable to acts of God.  

93 CIAL suggested wording for this exemption was also the subject of 

discussion at the same time that it presented the ‘constrained’ 

engine testing contours to the Council. However, the wording for the 

exception has been amended in the revised provisions in Ms 

Andrew’s evidence, and instead inserted into clause (d).  

Accordingly, within the Council’s revised proposal there is no specific 

dB exceedance threshold associated with operators identification of 

safety issues, or unplanned testing arising from natural disasters. 

These matters are subject to a waiver from compliance.  

94 Mr Day and Mr Morgan provide operational and acoustic evidence 

on this matter. Mr Morgan identifies that the Council’s revised 

approach could be workable, but has concerns as to the efficacy of 
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that approach in terms of unforeseen events. Mr Day has identified 

that the frequency and extent of a 2db ‘carve out’ would not result 

in discernible adverse effects on community health and amenity.   

95 This matter ultimately rests with a consideration of the evidence. 

However, I support acknowledge the Council’s revised provisions, as 

subject to the additional reporting requirements (as included in the 

revised Rule 6.1.4.2.7(f) and provided in the annual NMR as being 

a workable alternative.  

96 The proposed amendments identified as being appropriate by Mr 

Morgan and Mr Day are included below, and find greater support in 

terms of those provisions of the Plan that seek to provide for the 

efficient and effective operation of strategic infrastructure. As reliant 

on the evidence of Mr Day and Mr Morgan I consider that it would 

be preferable to use the wording suggested by CIAL for clause (d) 

describing the scenarios in which exceedance may occur. 

97 Changes are recorded on Ms Andrew’s revised Proposal as blue 

text struck out or bold underlined. 

6.1.4.2.87  Engine testing at Christchurch International Airport 

… 

d. The testing of aircraft engines on the wing of an aircraft is excluded 

from the calculation in a. above where such work is necessary to 

satisfy an airworthiness directive or other like safety requirement 

issued by the Minister of Transport, the Director of Civil Aviation or 

the Civil Aviation Authority, or any other unplanned testing arising 

from an aircraft operator's identification of a safety issue relating to 

an aircraft fleet., and unplanned testing required as a result of 

atypical events including uncharacteristic weather patterns, 

acts of God such as volcanic eruption necessitating 

additional aircraft maintenance, disrupted flight patterns 

and airport infrastructure repair or maintenance a natural 

disaster including volcanic eruption. which requires within 7 

days of the directive or requirement being issued, the ground 

running of engines on: 

 i. All aircraft with a specific engine type, or 

  ii. Aircraft of a specific make or model. [CIAL 2348.33B] 

e. CIAL shall annually provide the Council's Unit Manager Inspections 

and EnforcementHead of Regulatory Compliance (or any 

subsequent equivalent position) [Crown 2387.6] with the results of 

noise calculations and measurements carried out in accordance with 

clauses b to e and c above, and a summary of any engine testing 

undertaken in accordance with clause d. including reasons for those 

tests and measures that were taken to manage noise effects during 
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each test. The results are to be included in the annual CIAL noise 

monitoring report. [CIAL 2348.33B] 

f. Exceedance by up to 1 dB is permitted provided that CIAL 

demonstrates at the request of, and to the satisfaction of Council 

that any such exceedance was due to atypical weather patterns. 

[CIAL 2348.33B] 

 

98 Lastly, Mr Day has commented on the monitoring and proposed 

validation approach outlined in the rules and commented on by Mr 

Chiles and has suggested minor pragmatic amendments.   

 

HELICOPTER NOISE 

99 The pCRDP as notified largely precluded helicopter landing and 

takeoff from being undertaken within the Specific Purpose (Airport) 

Zone38. 

100 CIAL’s submission seeks amendments to provide for Helicopter 

Landings within the Specific Purpose (Airport) Zone.  The 

submission is premised on the qualifier that no residential unit sited 

outside the Specific Purpose (Airport) Zone shall be exposed to a 

noise level greater than 50dB Ldn from helicopter landing, take off 

or hovering. 

101 Ms Dixon identifies39 that when drafting Chapter 6 for notification, 

the Council understood that Helicopter Noise would be included in 

the inputs in the INM noise model and become part of the 

operational noise contours.  However, that is not the case.   

102 I understand that the inclusion of the Helicopter noise levels (from 

the relocated Garden City Helicopters) within the INM modelling, 

and associated Noise Monitoring Report (‘NMR’) would cause a 

breach of the 65dBA Ldn operational noise contour40.  This in turn 

                                            
38 pCRDP Rule 6.1.4.2.9 ‘Helicopter Landing Areas outside the City Centre’. 

39 Evidence Dixon.  Paragraph 5.48. 

40 Outline Development Plan.  Garden City Helicopters.  MDA Appendix 9.  Section 
5.4: It can be seen that in the vicinity of the Proposed GCH location there is a 
small area where helicopter noise emissions cause the 2013 AANC 65 dB Ldn 
contour to be more extensive than the Proposed City Plan noise contours.  This is 
because of the number of movements that occur in 2013, and the location of the 
helicopters in close proximity to the 65 dB Ldn contour.  It is noted that in all 
other locations and for all other noise contours, there is no effect from the GCH 
helicopters. 
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would require the Airport seek consent as a discretionary activity for 

a breach of 6.1.4.2.6. 

103 I understand from Mr Day that NZS6807:1994 ‘Noise Management 

and Land Use Planning for Helicopter Landing Areas’ has been 

developed specifically to deal with noise from helicopter landing 

areas.  I understand that NZ6807 is similar to airport standard 

NZS6805 in that it recommends establishing a ‘helinoise boundary’ 

for the management of incompatible activities, with a reciprocal 

requirement on operators to monitor and manage noise levels. 

104 Ms Dixon recommends acceptance of CIAL’s submission on this 

matter. However the limitation as recommended by CIAL for 

measurement at a residential unit has been amended by Ms Dixon 

to ‘at any point within the boundary of a residential site outside the 

Specific (Airport) purpose zone’41.   

105 I oppose the Council’s approach on the basis that at the boundary of 

a residential site outside the specific purpose (Airport) zone is not 

defined by the Plan.  It could be interpreted as relating to the 

boundary of any Rural zoned property where such contains a rural 

activity, despite the dwelling being located some distance from the 

noise source.  Such a rule could considerably curtail helicopter 

activity at the Airport without any discernible effects on residential 

amenity. 

106 I recommend that ‘residential site’ be replaced with ‘notional 

boundary’ as defined in the pCRDP42.  I also note that this is the 

metric applicable to the measurement of sound as associated with 

activities in the Rural Zone43.  The amended (cleaned) provision is 

below, I consider the following amendments improve the clarity of 

this rule: 

6.1.4.2.98     Helicopter landing areas outside the Central City [Council 

3723.874; Crown 3721.585] 

e.   Within the Specific Purpose (Airport) Zone, there is no limitation on 

helicopter landing and take-off, or hovering immediately above the 

landing and take-off point, unless noise levels at any point 

[Environmental Noise Analysis and Advice Service 2456.14, 2456.15] 

within the notional boundary of a residential site outside the Specific 

Purpose Airport zone would exceed 50 dB Ldn [CIAL 2348.31; Garden 

City Helicopters 2187.4; CERA 2387.89], in which case average 

                                            
41 Refer Revised Rules.  Evidence Andrew6.1.4.2.8. 

42 Notional Boundary: means a line 20 metres from any wall of a residential unit, or 
the site boundary where this is closer to the residential unit.   

43 Refer Revised Chapter 6 (Evidence Andrew).  6.1.4.1.1.1(P1) Table 1.  B.  All Rural 
Zones.   
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noise must be kept below that level at that location. 

 

GENERAL NOISE STANDARDS IN THE SPAZ 

107 The noise standards in Section 6.1.4 are silent as to the Activity 

Specific Standards for noise generated from activities at the Airport 

(excluding operational or engine testing contours).  

108 It is possible that this may represent an oversight on behalf of the 

City Council who may have considered, incorrectly, that these 

matters were addressed under Plan Change 84. CIAL had also not 

picked up that exclusion within its submission to the pCRDP.  

109 I have included the operative plan standards below on the basis that 

the Panel would wish to be aware of this issue and rectify it where 

possible.  

110 Given the late identification of this matter, I will seek to address this 

matter further in rebuttal evidence, and also discuss with 

representatives of the City Council.  

111 The operative plan standards for noise generated at the Airport (as 

classified as a Group 3, least noise sensitive zone) is as follows: 

Development Standards Critical Standards 

 Day time Night 

time 

Ldn NA 

L10 60dBA 48dBA 59dBA  

Leq 57dBA 49dBA   

L Max 85dBA 75dBA   

 

 

GUEST ACCOMMODATION 

112 The definition of noise sensitive activities in the CRPS (and as 

mirrored in the pCRDP) has the meaning: 

 Residential activities other than those in conjunction with rural activities 
that comply with the rules in the relevant district plan as at 23 August 

2008; 

 Education activities including pre-school places or premises, but not 
including flight training, trade training or other industry related training 
facilities located within the Special Purpose (Airport) Zone in the 
Christchurch District Plan; 

 Travellers’ accommodation except that which is designed, 
constructed and operated to a standard that mitigates the 
effects of noise on occupants; 
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 Hospitals, healthcare facilities and any elderly persons housing or 
complex.  

 

113 The CRPS definition for noise sensitive activities therefore provides 

that travellers’ accommodation is acceptable within the 50dB Ldn 

contour. Such activities are to be appropriately designed and 

operated (as well as constructed) such that the effects of noise on 

occupants are mitigated.  

114 Guest accommodation under the pCRDP has gone through 

considerable iterations, and I understand has landed on a zoning 

approach subsumed under Chapter 14. Ms Radburnd addresses 

these matters in her Chapter 6 evidence for the City Council. As 

outlined by Ms Radburnd44, the zone only comprises existing guest 

accommodation sites. I understand that only the Commodore Hotel 

(140 bedrooms) is located within the 50dBA Ldn air noise contours 

as zoned Guest Accommodation Zone. 

115 There was considerable debate at the MAIL Hearing on this matter. 

At issue was whether the definition for sensitive activities, and in 

particular the extent to which Travellers Accommodation were 

‘designed, constructed and operated to a standard that mitigates 

the effects of noise on occupants’. The dispute was centred on 

whther there should be an ability for the pCRDP to consider matters 

in addition to acoustic insulation, such as managing the location, 

extent of outdoor amenity and length of stay as associated with 

such facilities located within the 50dBa Ldn contours.  

116 I consider that given: 

116.1 the very limited application of the zone within the 50dBA Ldn 

contours (being only the Commodore), and therefore the 

ability for CIAL to involve itself and debate the merits of 

additional zones within the contours, in conjunction with  

116.2 the construction aspects of guest accommodation within the 

50dBA contour through Rule 6.1.5.3 ‘Activities near 

Christchurch Airport’ which extends beyond requirements for 

just sleeping areas and includes requirements for meeting 

rooms and service activities. 

That the pCRDP appropriately manages this matter.  

 

                                            
44 Evidence Radburnd. Paragraph 5.7. 
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SENSITIVE ACTIVITIES AND APPROPRIATE RULES IN THE 

SPECIFIC PURPOSES ZONES 

Specific Purpose (Tertiary Education) and (School) Zone 

117 I acknowledge the evidence of Mr Chiles at his paragraphs 10.4 

and 10.5 where he states that: 

117.1 Specific acoustic treatment would likely be unnecessary for 

school and educational buildings between the 50dB and 55dB 

Ldn contour; 

117.2 Within the 55dB Ldn contour, standard measures are 

available to achieve appropriate internal levels. 

118 Attachment I identifies the location of those specific purpose 

tertiary and educational zones located within the 50dB and 55dB air 

noise contour.  The University of Canterbury is partially located 

within the 50dB contour.  Medbury School, part of Roydvale School 

and Templeton School are located within the 50dB air noise contour; 

Westburn and Harewood are located within the 55dB air noise 

contour.  The majority of schools within the 50dB air noise contours 

are state owned and subject to designations.   

119 The evidence of Mr David Hobern for the Crown (Education 

Infrastructure) for Strategic Directions45 sets out the important role 

of the education network in terms of the social, economic and 

cultural recovery of Christchurch.  He also identifies that the post-

earthquake recovery of education infrastructure and growth should 

be carefully planned and effectively delivered.  His evidence 

identifies that the Ministry has committed $1.137billion to rebuilding 

and renewing 115 schools in greater Christchurch.  These matters 

would remain valid today. 

120 Dr Roderick Carr on behalf of the University of Canterbury for 

Chapter 21 (Specific Purpose (Tertiary Education) Zone46 sets out 

that the University plays a significant economic role for 

Christchurch, and the extent of recovery required by the facilities.  

Dr Carr identifies that the University is effectively a mini-society.  

He identifies that the University was expected to generate some 

$15billion to the Canterbury Regional Economy47.   

121 Activities at the University are not just limited to tertiary facilities.  

The University also provides heritage sites, bars, restaurants, cafes, 

shops, conferencing space, houses multiple accommodation sites.  

                                            
45 Dated 25 November 2014. 

46 Dated 20 October 2015.  Specifically Paragraph 13. 

47 Evidence.  Carr.  Paragraph 194. 
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The University provides for scientific and research facilities to both 

the government and private sector, and hosts its own security team.  

At any one time some 16,000 people may be present.   

122 The range of activities provided for in the specific purpose education 

zone and the specific purpose tertiary education zone are contained 

in Chapters 21.6 and 21.7 respectively of the pCRDP48.   

123 Ancillary accommodation and pre-schools are enabled within the 

definition for ‘tertiary education and research facility’ and ‘education 

activity’.  Non ancillary accommodation within the specific purpose 

tertiary education zone is permitted up to a maximum stay of 30 

days49.   

124 The building blocks of the CIAL submission are: 

124.1 Residential and School uses are considered sensitive activities 

under NZS6803:1992.  As outlined in Table 1 above, the 

guidance seeks to prohibit such activities within the ANB, and 

prohibit in the OCB unless the plan states otherwise and 

subject to acoustic attenuation. 

124.2 Residential and Education Activities are both defined as 

sensitive activities with respect to both the CRPS and the 

pCRDP50. 

124.3 Mr Day has provided expert evidence on the effects of airport 

noise on these activities.   

124.4 Unlike the exemption afforded to existing or priority 

greenfield residential areas within CRPS Policy 6.3.5(4), 

there is not a specific exemption for activity within existing 

Education zoned areas. 

124.5 Objective 3.3.12(b)(iii) seeks to ‘avoid’ noise sensitive 

activities within the 50dB air noise contour.  Education zones 

are not included in the list of exceptions51. 

125 The application of CRPS Policy 6.3.5(4) precluded the provision of 

pre-school activity within the specific purpose zone as outlined in 

                                            
48 Specific Purpose Education Zones Revised Chapter.  Rebuttal Dixon, 23 October 

2015.  Attachment D.   

49 Specific Purpose Education Zones Revised Chapter.  Rebuttal Dixon, 23 October 
2015.  Attachment D.  Rule 21.7.2.2.1 

50 Definitions.  Closing Submissions.  CCC.  23 July 2015. 

51 There is a note accompanying Objective 3.3.12(b)(iii) noting that that matter may 
be revisited.   
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the Commissioner Decision for Plan Change 84.  The Decision 

states: 

“I do not consider it appropriate to provide for a pre school within the 

SPAZ, even if limited to children of passengers, visitors and employees, 

when it is clearly against RPS Policy which I am required to give effect 

to… I therefore accept the submissions of those parties seeking to avoid 

pre schools and recommend that they be classed as a non complying 

activity”. 

126 I understand CIAL’s position to be that they do not seek to stand in 

the way of development at the University or existing schools, 

particularly in the post-earthquake environment. 

127 As a Planner, I consider is difficult to see how the pCRDP approach 

to specific purpose education and tertiary education zones 

overcomes issues associated with CRPS Policy 6.3.5(4) and 

Objective 3.3.12(b)(iii). Sensitive Activities within these zones 

are not provided for as exceptions to the avoidance policy and fall 

squarely within the definition of noise sensitive activity. 

128 The CIAL submission cannot be overcome without a purposive 

interpretation of CRPS Policy 6.3.5(4), Objective 3.3.12(b)(iii) 

and the respective Objectives and Policies of 21.6 and 21.7 to 

either: exempt such zones; or in the alternative provide for a 

nuanced consideration of airport operation noise sensitivity for 

specific activities in these zones (e.g. Accommodation). 

129 This matter will be readdressed once the evidence and legal 

submissions of the University and the schools has been received to 

see whether the CRPS can be interpreted in a way which would 

allow the CIAL relief to be disregarded. 

Specific Purposes Golf Resort (Clearwater) Zone 

130 Mr Boswell explains CIAL’s position in respect of development at 

the Clearwater Golf Resort.  

131 I agree with Ms Dixon’s conclusions that the additional 11 residential 

units sought through the submission from Clearwater Land Holdings 

is precluded through the application of Objective 3.3.12.  For the 

same reason I oppose the additional 50 hotel bedrooms sought.   

132 Such development represents development beyond that permitted 

or authorised by a resource consent granted on, or before 6 

December 2013.   

133 I also agree with Ms Dixon’s pragmatic approach of providing for the 

same amount of development in the same locations as previously, 

irrespective of the shift in the air noise contours.   
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134 I also acknowledge Ms Dixon’s concerns at her paragraph 13.4 that 

increases in scale or large detached development at Clearwater 

starts to represent ‘urban activities’.  Such activities would be at 

odds with the relevant provisions relating to development within the 

existing urban areas or priority greenfield areas such as CRPS 

Objective 6.2.1(3), Policy 6.3.1(3) and Objective 3.3.7(c).    
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BIRD STRIKE 

135 I have attached to my evidence a suite of provisions which I 

consider provide the most appropriate regulatory response for bird 

strike risk management in the pCRDP.  

136 I acknowledge that there is no industry standard on what 

constitutes as a safe airport52.  I consider that s32AA evaluation 

(and the precautionary principle associated with such) relates to 

issues of risk and the s3(f) consequences associated with collision.  

137 I have relied on the evidence of Mr Shaw in forming my view on 

the appropriate land use controls to manage the establishment of 

new activities that may create an increased bird strike risk at CIA.   

138 The statutory basis for the issue can be found at Objective 

3.3.12(vi) (as remains subject to this hearing and consideration).  

CPRS Policy 9.3.4 (Method 3) also raises issues of a territorial 

authority response to ensuring compatibility of the enhancement 

and restoration of natural habitats with Airport operations.  Policy 

6.7.1.1.2 seeks to ‘avoid or mitigate activities that … could … 

increase the possibility of bird strike’. 

139 An explanation of the nature of bird strike risk at CIAL, and 

measures for minimising this risk are discussed in the evidence of 

Mr Shaw and Ms McKenzie.  Mr Copeland has also considered 

the economic costs and benefits of CIAL’s relief in relation to bird 

strike risk management.   

140 Birdstrike risk activities as derived from the evidence of Mr Shaw to 

relate to a substantial geographic area.  Were all the activities 

identified by Mr Shaw associated with consenting requirements 

there is potential conflict as to creating potentially overly 

burdensome regulation.  Mr Shaw’s evidence requires critical 

‘filtering’ through the requirements of s32AA, the Statement of 

Expectations and Objective 3.3.2 requirements to avoid where 

possible prescription and minimise the necessity for resource 

consents. 

141 A more nuanced regulatory response is considered to represent the 

appropriate resource management approach to Birdstrike.  This is 

also in conjunction with CIAL continuing its current on- and off- 

airport monitoring, education, liaison and control programme as set 

out in the evidence of Ms McKenzie.   

                                            
52 Evidence Shaw.  Paragraph 31. 
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142 Accordingly, I have approached the task of drafting a suite of bird 

strike management provisions on the basis of Mr Shaw’s evidence 

as follows: 

142.1 Those activities identified by Mr Shaw as requiring no action 

or which are more effectively dealt with through education 

and consultation by CIAL are excluded from further 

consideration.  This includes activities such as commercial 

activities not including waste (activities omitted include plant 

nursery, forestry, warehouse, fast food, petrol stations). 

142.2 Where possible remaining risk activities should be classified 

as permitted activities with certain Activity Standards.  This 

includes permanent water features over 500m2, stormwater 

detention areas, and excavations resulting in ponding within 

3km of the airport.  I have relied on the evidence of Mr 

Brough (Engineering), Ms Smetham (Landscape) and Mr 

Shaw as to ensuring that the design parameters are 

achievable, do not provide a considerable cost burden, and 

for stormwater management systems do not conflict with the 

functioning of such facilities.   

142.3 The operative plan contained provisions associated with water 

bodies and birdstrike risk53.  New stormwater detention areas 

provided as a consequence of the urbanization of LURP 

Priority Greenfield Areas is also diminished given the relative 

limited presence of such areas within Birdstrike Management 

Area 1 (3km) Refer Attachment F.   

143 I have amended the CIAL definition of ‘Bird Strike Risk Activities’ to 

take account of Mr Shaw’s derived list and respective risk distances 

to the Airport.  I have retained reference to risk activities in the 

definition even if an explicit birdstrike rule is not included in Rule 

6.7.2.2.3 ‘Bird Strike Management Areas’. This is the basis that 

these activities are otherwise precluded by the pCRDP. e.g.  

municipal sewage treatment facilities.  In my view the amended 

definition improves certainty for users of the Plan.   

Bird Strike Risk Activities 

Means:  

Within Bird Strike Management Area 1 shown in Appendix 6.11.7.5 

 permanent water features with a surface area exceeding 500m2 on 

a site within 3km of thresholds of the runways at Christchurch 

                                            
53 Evidence Dixon.  Paragraph 10.2 
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International Airport, and 1,000m2 on a site where located 

between 3km and 8km of thresholds of the runways at 

Christchurch International Airport; 

 stormwater management systems within 3km of thresholds of the 

runways at Christchurch International Airport where these are not 

created and designed to deter bird species which constitute a 

hazard to aircraft 

 excavation works, including quarrying (excluding excavation 

authorised by building consent) within 3km of thresholds of the 

runways at Christchurch International Airport which result in 

ponding exceeding 100m2 or more of open water, for more than a 

continuous 48 hour period where not managed to deter bird 

species which constitute a hazard to aircraft; and  

Within Bird Strike Management Area 2 shown in Appendix 6.11.7.5 

 commercial pig farming, intensive poultry farming, fish and 

commercial food processing activities with external food storage 

accessible to birds, or and cattle feed lots,  

 wildlife refuges,  

 permanent water features with a surface area exceeding 

1000m2; 

 wetland conservation areas, 

 the establishment of refuse dumps, food and organic waste 

facilities, transfer stations, landfills, municipal sewage treatment 

and disposal facilities. 

 abattoirs and freezing works.   

 

In any location within Greater Christchurch: 

 landfills. 

 

144 I now discuss the rationale for the rules that I consider appropriate 

to manage bird strike risk.  

Permitted Activities subject to Activity Standards 

145 Within the 3km radius (Bird strike management area 1) I have 

recommended a ‘permitted activity’ status as subject to Activity 

Standards for:  

145.1 water features over 500m2,  

145.2 stormwater detention areas, and  

145.3 excavations resulting in ponding.   
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146 For water features and stormwater design, I am reliant on the 

evidence of Mr Shaw as to the effectiveness of activity standards 

(as related to side slopes, ponding and planting).  I am reliant on 

Mr Brough and Ms Smethen as to the efficiency of those 

standards, which I understand to not impose material costs, nor be 

detrimental to the facility to be developed.  These provisions are 

considered efficient as they are classified as Permitted Activities.  

New stormwater facilities are likely to only be required to facilitate 

urbanization of greenfield priority areas; the modest extent of these 

as would be subject to this standard are shown in Attachment F.   

147 Mr Shaw considers that a standard relating to ponding associated 

with excavation is necessary.  There are resultant issues associated 

with the efficiency and effectiveness of such a provision given 

inherent difficulties in monitoring compliance.  However, the 

provision can be used to require on-site bird management for 

recidivist offenders where these come to the notice of CIAL.  As 

identified in the evidence of Mr Shaw and Ms McKenzie CIAL funds 

monitoring on apparent Bird Strike risks outside the Airport fence. 

148 Within the 8km radius (Bird strike management area 2), I have 

recommended a ‘permitted activity’ status as subject to Activity 

Standards for Piggeries or poultry farms, fish or food processing or 

packing plants, abattoirs, freezing works, commercial transfer 

stations and wetland conservation areas.  I am reliant on Mr Shaw 

as to the inherent risk associated with these activities.  I understand 

from the evidence of Mr Shaw that given their risk profiles the 

management of these activities is an effective control of Bird Strike 

risk.   

149 As with excavation, I acknowledge that the Activity Standard can be 

criticised for a lack of certainty: 

“The feeding, storage, disposal, and processing areas are designed and 

managed so that access to food sources for birds (excluding birds 

internalised as part of a wetland conservation area) is avoided”. 

150 However, I consider it to clearly sets out the outcomes sought, and 

provides an opportunity for CIAL to identify what it considers to be 

recidivist offenders.  I see the Standard as being no less uncertain 

than that applied to bird management for the specific purpose (Styx 

Mill Road Transfer Station) zone which has a Permitted Activity 

Standard (Rule 21.4.2.2.1(P1.8)): 

‘Birds and vermin shall be controlled to avoid nuisance within and outside 

the site.’ 

151 Ms Dixon has placed these activities as controlled activities as 

subject to certification.  Such a proposed status may improve 
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certainty specifically as to compliance.  However, in my view it 

requires additional consents not currently imposed, and results in 

additional costs being incurred.  I favour a permitted activity 

standard as: standard practice for these activities typically manages 

bird attractants; and a permitted activity standard does provide a 

deterrent (and consenting path) should there clearly be a breach. 

152 Within the 8km radius (Bird strike management area 2), I have 

recommended a ‘restricted discretionary activity’ status for water 

features exceeding 1,000m2.  As shown in Attachment F there are 

a number of such waterbodies in proximity to the Airport.  Ms 

McKenzie has identified the ongoing management issues associated 

with such waterbodies in her evidence.  Mr Shaw has identified that 

in previous assessments for the development of large waterbodies in 

Christchurch that it was “concluded that the risk at CIA is at a level 

that could not be considered as acceptable in risk management 

terms”54. 

153 Accordingly, a restricted discretionary status, with the ability to 

modify, manage or decline such proposals is considered appropriate. 

154 Lastly, a status of discretionary activity as applied to landfills 

because of their risk profile is supported by both Dr McClellan and 

Mr Shaw.  I consider such a status appropriate, and also makes it 

explicit that all landfills in Greater Christchurch require consent as 

associated with the consideration of Bird strike Risk, including where 

located in the Heavy Industrial Zone (where it appears that they 

would be permitted, as a ‘heavy industrial activity’).  

155 Landfills, or ‘the disposal of refuse’ appears to be at a minimum a 

non-complying activity in all other zones. Therefore I consider that 

this rule does not add an unreasonable level of regulatory burden, 

particularly in light of the experts’ conclusions as to the importance 

of regulating landfills to minimise bird strike risk.  

156 Attachment H sets out the recommended amended text for 

Birdstrike Activities.  Attachment J identifies how Table 1 in Mr 

Shaw’s evidence has been accounted for in terms of the imposition 

of additional regulation, or otherwise. 

157 I have recommended a permitted activity status for any excavation 

works, including quarrying (excluding excavation authorised by 

building consent) on a site in Bird Strike Management Area 1 as 

shown in Appendix 6.11.7.5: 

Ponding does not exceed 100m2 of open water, for more than a continuous 48 

hour period;  

                                            
54 Evidence Shaw.  Paragraph 26. 
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158 I understand that most excavations (including quarries) are working 

environments that are not conducive to roosting or providing habitat 

for birds.  The ponding of such areas is also counterproductive to 

the removal of aggregate.  However, I understand from discussions 

with Mr Shaw that where disused (even if on a temporary basis) 

such areas can be attractive to bird species where ponding occurs 

and on-site management does not occur.  Whilst this matter is finely 

balanced I consider P4 is appropriate.   
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AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS PROTECTION 

159 These matters encapsulate issues of risk to human safety as well as 

to property, including the likelihood of incidence.  The consequences 

of aircraft either undershooting or overshooting runway, striking an 

object in the approach surfaces, or colliding with a bird(s) damaging 

aircraft could only be potentially catastrophic.   

160 I consider that nature of an event such as an aircraft crash or 

emergency landing would be considered under the ambit of s3(f) of 

the Act which states: 

“In this Act, unless the context otherwise requires, the term effect 

includes…. 

(f)  Any potential effect of low probability which has a high potential 

impact.” 

161 Rules are necessary to appropriately achieve Objective 3.3.12, 

Objective 6.7.1.1 and associated Policy 6.7.1.1.2.  Those 

provisions provide for the avoidance or mitigation of activities that 

could interfere with the safe navigation and control of aircraft, 

including activities that could interfere with visibility or increase the 

possibility of bird strike.   

162 The classification of prohibited activities breaching the provisions of 

the REPA or Protection Slopes as contained in CIAL’s sought relief, 

is, in my view appropriate and achieves the respective objectives of 

the Chapter 3 and 6.7 ‘Aircraft Protection’.   

163 I support the retention of Objective 6.7.1.1 and associated 

Policies 6.7.1.1.1 and 6.7.1.1.2.   

Runway End Protection Zones 

164 The purpose and basis of the REPA is discussed in the evidence of 

Mr Munro and Mr Boswell, as well as in my evidence on the 

Airport Purpose Designation55.  An outline of the FAA and pCRDP 

notated REPA and associated land ownership and designations is 

outlined in Attachment E. 

165 I consider that the drafting of the rules for the REPA in the revised 

proposal attached to Ms Dixon’s evidence is appropriate.  Ms Dixon 

has now accepted that ‘mass assembly of people’ should be a 

prohibited rather than discretionary activity.   

                                            
55 Chapter 10.  Bonis.  Paragraph 107. 
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166 Ms Dixon has also inserted an exclusion for underground utilities 

into the REPA rules.  Mr Munro has confirmed that this activity 

would be acceptable within the REPA. My understanding of FAA 

Memorandum, Interim Guidance on Land Uses Within a Runway 

Protection Zone (2012)56 is that it seeks to preclude ‘above ground 

utility infrastructure’. Accordingly, I agree with Ms Dixon’s 

amendment.   

167 There remains a residual issue associated with the clarity and 

certainty of the REPA provisions.  

168 The imprecise FAA activity list used as a basis for the REPA has been 

considerably focused through consideration under Plan Change 16.  

The pCRDP has further tightened this wording.  The less uncertain 

classes of activities, such as those associated with managing radio 

interference or substances impairing visibility have been removed; 

bird risk is the subject of other provisions.   

169 The requirement under Objective 3.3.2 to ensure certainty and 

clarity of provisions is further reinforced by the common drafting 

requirement to ensure precision were applicable to a prohibited 

activity specification.   

170 The matter was also canvassed in the draft Airport Purposes 

designation Hearing57. 

171 In light of that decision, I have sought to amend Rule 6.7.2.2.2.6 as 

below: I note the following changes or discussion from the Revised 

version appended to Ms Dixon’s evidence. 

171.1 PR1 Only limits ‘new’ buildings or utilities, excluding the: 

(a) Changes in character, intensity or scale (as would be 

provided for by s10 RMA); and 

(b) Navigational aids; and 

(c) The exemptions listed in clauses (2) to (4); 

(d) The exemption for ‘underground utilities’ as sought by 

Orion.   

171.2 (PR2) The mass assembly of people, as subject to its pCRDP 

definition58.   

                                            
56http://www.faa.gov/airports/planning_capacity/media/interimLandUseRPZGuidance

.pdf 

57 Draft Decision.  Chapter 10.  2 July 2015.  Paragraph [92] 
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171.3 (PR3) Hazardous substances.  I understand that a revised 

approach from the Crown and CCC for Chapter 12 

substantially redrafts the provisions59, such that the use, 

storage and disposal of hazardous substances is a permitted 

activity in any zone (Rule 12.1.2.2.1 (P1)). 

If that approach is accepted by the Panel, a limitation on 

hazardous substances within the REPA is still required.  

Accordingly, the following is recommended as a 

replacement60. 

‘The use or storage of hazardous substances, as associated 

with either fuel storage facilities or hazardous material 

storage associated with commercial or industrial operations’ 

(so as to exclude small amounts for domestic use or mobile / 

transient storage such as fuel tanks in vehicles).   

171.4 (PR4) Light and Glare.   

172 Rule 6.7.2.2.2.6 Prohibited Activities would therefore be amended 

as: 

6.7.2.2.2 Activity Status Tables – Runway End Protection Areas  

 

6.7.2.2.2.1 Permitted Activities… 

 

6.7.2.2.2.4 Discretionary Activities 

 

Within the Runway End Protection Areas (REPAs) as shown in 

Appendix 6.11.7.3, the activities listed below are Discretionary 

activities. 

 

Activity 

D1 Mass assembly of people  [CIAL 2348.80] 

 

There are no Discretionary activities.   

 

6.7.2.2.2.5 Non-Complying Activities 

 

There are no Non-Complying activities.   

                                                                                                             
58 Means: “any activity intended to attract a group of people in numbers greater than 

what would be anticipated for activities provided for in that zone to a place where 
none of them resides and which encourages them to remain in the same location.  
Mass assembly of people includes gatherings associated with recreation 
activities, entertainment activities or markets.  Golf course recreation does not 
constitute mass assembly of people”.  pCRDP Chapter 2 Definitions. 

59 Chapter 12 Joint Memorandum Crown and CCC dated 27 November 2015. 

60 Designation A1 Airport, Area A2 and B should be amended for consistency at 
clause (ii)(c). 
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6.7.2.2.2.6 Prohibited Activities 

 

Within the Runway End Protection Areas (REPAs) as shown in 

Appendix 6.11.7.3, the activities listed below are Prohibited 

activities. 

 

Activity 

PR1 Any new building or utility as defined in this plan 

(except a navigational aid for aircraft), or any 

change in any building or utility’s character 

scale and intensity, excluding: 

1. navigational aids for aircraft 

2. structures associated with upgrades for State 

Highway 1 

3. maintenance or repair works on any existing 

permitted [Orion 2340.21] building or utility; 

and 

4. enclosed walkways associated with vehicle 

parking areas which are no greater than 2.4m in 

height and 1.8m in width; 

5. the establishment or replacement of any 

underground utility [Orion 2340.22] 

PR2 Mass assembly of people [CIAL 2348.80] 

PR2 Notwithstanding any zone provisions, the use or 

storage of hazardous substances in excess of the 

Permitted Standard for Group 3 zones in Rule 

12.1.2.  The use or storage of hazardous 

substances, as associated with either: 

1. fuel storage facilities; or  

2. hazardous material storage associated 

with commercial or industrial 

operations. 

PR3 Production of direct light beams or reflective glare 

that could interfere with the vision of a pilot 

excluding: 

1.  normal operational reflection from glass and 

mirrors used in motor vehicles; and 

2.  normal operational light from motor vehicles 

 

Note: 

1. Refer also to Rule 6.3.2.2.5 with regard to 

Outdoor Lighting and Glare restrictions within a 

500m distance of the runway thresholds. 
 

 

173 Lastly, the land areas subject to these prohibitions are subject to 

extensive constraints that exist independently of the REPA.  

Accordingly, REPA restrictions are considered to not add a significant 

further detriment on the residual land area not otherwise designated 

or owned by CIAL. 
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Airport Protection Surfaces 

174 Mr Boswell and Mr Munro discuss the basis of the Protection 

Slopes associated with CIA.  

175 Ms Dixon has outlined the relevant matters at paragraph 8.3 of her 

evidence.  Essentially, the protection surfaces are: largely a roll-

over of the operative plan provisions and the surfaces are generally 

30m above ground (at the boundaries of CIAL owned land).  

Accordingly there is negligible additional regulatory cost imposed by 

the rolled-over requirements.   

176 Ms Dixon at her paragraph 8.3 also sets out her rationale for 

providing a spatial exclusion for a small area of the Port Hills (zoned 

Rural Port Hills and Open Space) which transect with the protection 

slopes.  That exclusion is provided through Revised 6.7.2.2.4.1(f) 

and (h)(iii) and provides a 10m assumed protection surface for 

these areas.  I agree with Ms Dixon that this is appropriate.   

177 Ms Dixon has accepted CIAL’s relief and amended this rule to 

delete the notified exemption for enclosed walkways.  I agree with 

this exemption and consider that the Airport Protection Surface 

provisions are appropriate, subject to the amendment in respect of 

structures associated with the upgrade of State Highway 1 and the 

upgrade of utilities as discussed below.   

 

Structures associated with the upgrade of State Highway 1 

178 In her revised proposal, Ms Dixon has largely accepted CIAL’s 

relief.  She has declined to remove the reference to ‘structures 

associated with the upgrade of State Highway 1’ from the list of 

exemptions in proposed Rule 6.7.2.2.1.6 PR1.  This is contrary to 

the submissions of both CIAL and Airways Corporation (submitter 

#2383).  Mr Munro and Mr Boswell explain why avoidance of 

unnecessary structures in the airport protection surfaces is crucial.  

Mr Boswell also records that the purported reason for retaining the 

reference to state highway 1 upgrade structures in Ms Dixon’s 

evidence (being an agreement reached between NZTA, CIAL and 

Airways at mediation) may be based on a misunderstanding.   

179 Mr Boswell records that a representative of the NZTA has 

confirmed (and I understand the Crown will confirm via evidence) 

that the NZTA does not seek reference to structures associated with 

the upgrade of State Highway 1 be exempt from the provisions of 

the airport protection surfaces, but rather than an exemption is 

granted in respect of the REPA.  This is consistent with the Crown 

submission.  On that basis, I would recommend deleting exclusion 

2.  From the list in Rule 6.7.2.2.1.6 PR1.   
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180 I have also confirmed this matter with Mr Jon Richards, Principal 

Planning Officer at NZTA.  I understand from that discussion that 

the finalised Memorial Avenue Interchange remains located under 

the protection surfaces.  I understand that NZTA is not advocating 

for an exemption to the protection surfaces to provide for ‘structures 

associated with the upgrades for State Highway 1.’  

181 I have notified Ms Dixon that her conclusions at her paragraph 9.2 

and 9.3 are potentially incorrect.  CIAL retains it relief seeking to 

delete the exemption providing for ‘structures associated with the 

upgrades for State Highway 1’.   

 

Utility structures upgrades 

182 I have concerns with the revised Rule 6.7.2.2.1.6 (PR1) where Ms 

Dixon has recommended acceptance of an exclusion for utilities 

penetrating protection surfaces where these relate to ‘minor 

upgrades’.  This concern also extends to the relief from Transpower 

(2218.19) on this matter.  That relief could be interpreted as 

seeking scope to provide alternative activity classification for the 

penetration of protection surfaces under NESETA relating to the 

alteration, relocation and replacement of the transmission network. 

183 In terms the NESETA framework it would appear that an activity 

that does not meet the permitted activity standard included in 

clause 14(3) will be a restricted discretionary activity under 

clause 16.   

184 However, there remains a part legal and part planning question 

as to the interplay of clause 16 and the extent to which a rule in 

a District Plan (in this instance dealing with airport protection 

surfaces) might impose more stringent controls than the 

NESETA.   

185 From a planning perspective I consider that in the instance of a 

protection surface being breached, it would not be appropriate or 

properly achieve the purpose of the Act to restrict discretion as 

included under cl16(4) to what are essentially only section 6 

(RMA) matters (i.e.  leaving no ability to consider effects such as 

health and safety arising from the breach of a protection 

surface).  Accordingly, I consider that from a planning 

perspective it is appropriate for a rule to be created and exist 

outside of the NESETA that might push an otherwise permitted 

or restricted discretionary activity into a differing status.   
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186 Therefore, I consider that s43A allows a prohibited activity status 

for national grid network in a district plan rule where the 

protection surfaces are breached.  

187 Minor upgrades as provided for under the Revised Rule 6.7.2.2.1.6 

(PR1) enables increases in height for: existing utility structures by 

up to 5m in height as associated with road widening or safety 

reasons (Chapter 11, Rule P1,1), and allows an increased height of 

15% for any new transmission or distribution tower that replaces an 

existing tower (Rule P1.3).  Such permitted increases in height 

under the Utilities Chapter have consequences where located within 

close proximity to the protection surfaces. 

188 Accordingly, I consider the following amendments to Rule 

6.7.2.2.1.6 appropriate, although I note that the exemptions for 

(PR1.3) are largely academic as I understand that no existing 

utilities penetrate the protection surfaces.  However, representatives 

for Transpower have recently queries whether the Protection Slopes 

within the pCRDP are accurate. That matter will be addressed 

further in Rebuttal Evidence.  

I consider that the most appropriate drafting for Rule 6.7.2.2.1.6 is as 

follows: 

6.7.2.2.1.6 Prohibited Activities 

 

The activities listed below are Prohibited within areas covered by 

Christchurch International Airport’s protection surfaces as set out 

in 6.7.2.2.4 and shown on the diagrams in Appendix 6.11.7.1 and 

6.11.7.2. 

 

Activity 

PR1 Any part of a building, structure, tree or utility 

that penetrates the protection surfaces excluding: 

1. navigational aids for aircraft; 

2. structures associated with upgrades for 

State Highway 1; 

3. maintenance or repair works on any existing 

permitted [Crown 2387.5] building or 

utility, including the minor upgrade of 

utility structures not increasing the 

height or external envelope of the utility; 

and 

4. enclosed walkways associated with 

vehicle parking areas which are no 

greater than 2.4m in height and 1.8m in 

width.  [CIAL 2348.76] 
 

 

CONCLUSION 
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189 There is much commonality as to principles contained in the pCRDP.  

Specifically the provisions acknowledge and provide for the dual 

responsibility between CIAL and the Community as to compliance 

and land use restrictions as associated with airport operations.   

190 The Airport is defined in both a regional and district policy context 

as strategic infrastructure, along with recognition of the 

considerable economic and social benefits borne to the region from 

the Airport’s efficient and effective operations.  There is also 

recognition in the regional and district policy provisions that 

recognise that not all effects from Airport operations can be 

internalised.   

191 The constraints imposed on land use activities proximate to aviation 

infrastructure and operations is recognised within the principles 

associated with NZS6803:1992, and has been a feature of planning 

schemes for the region since 1958. 

192 These constraints also extend beyond issues of noise, and provisions 

associated with protection surfaces, REPA and Birdstrike specifically 

are critical to ensuring an airport of CIA’s complexity and scale can 

operate safely and securely at all times and can maintain 

aeronautical capacity. 

193 As outlined by Mr Don Huse61 within his evidence for Chapter 10, 

Designations: 

Land use provisions, such as aircraft noise contours, applicable to a small 

number of private landowners, reference much wider communal benefits 

and public interests. 

194 Mr Boswell has outlined that the strategic planning associated with 

Airport infrastructure has both extensive lead in times, and long 

term horizons.  It is those matters which are considered in the 

formation of the Airport Master Plans.  The Airport’s 2006 Master 

Plan (and proposed 2016 replacement) represents a long term and 

rationale commitment associated with the rationale expectations of 

growth.  It can be relied on as qualifying as ‘future planning’ as 

anticipated by the CRPS and Objective 3.3.12.  Such planning 

extends well beyond the 10 year review cycle contemplated in s79 

of the RMA. 

I consider that CIAL’s efficient and effective development and 

growth is appropriately incorporated within the Revised Proposal 

attached to Ms Dixon’s evidence, as modified by my Attachment 

H.  The modified suite of provisions are the most appropriate 

                                            
61 Evidence Don Huse.  Chapter 10 Designations.  Paragraph 31. 
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objectives and policies to give effect to the proposed RPS objectives 

for significant infrastructure, and efficiently and effectively achieve 

the respective provisions with in the pCRDP.   

 

Dated: 17 February 2016 

 

Matthew William Bonis  
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ATTACHMENT A – PREVIOUS BRIEFS OF EVIDENCE 

1 I have presented evidence on behalf of CIAL (2348)  for: 

1.1 Chapter 3  – Strategic Directions 

1.2 Chapter 10  – Designations 

1.3 Chapter 14  – Residential (Stage 1) 

1.4 Chapter 15  – Commercial (Stage 1) 

1.5 Chapter 16  – Industrial (Stage 1 and 2) 

1.6 Chapter 2  - Definitions (Stage 1) 

1.7 Chapter 8  - Subdivision, Development and Earthworks 

(Stage 2) 

1.8 Chapter 16   - Memorial Avenue Business Park (Stage 2)  

1.9 Chapter 17  – Rural (Stage 2) 

2 I have produced the following briefs of evidence on behalf of other 

submitters: 

2.1 Property Council New Zealand (Sub #595, Stage 1 Strategic 

Directions)  

2.2 Kiwi Income Property Trust (Sub# 761, Stage 1 Strategic 

Directions, Commercial and Industrial)  

2.3 Progressive Enterprises Ltd (Sub#790, Commercial and 

Industrial)  

2.4 Lyttelton Port Company (Sub# 915 Stage 1 Strategic 

Directions) and  

2.5 Bunnings Ltd (Sub#725, Stage 1 Commercial and Industrial)  

2.6 Tailorspace (Sub#3718, Stage 3 Historic Heritage) 
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ATTACHMENT B: STATUTORY DOCUMENTS CONSIDERED 

 The Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP); 

 The Christchurch Central Recovery Plan (CCRP); 

 The Statement of Expectations, Schedule 4 to the Canterbury 

Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 

(Statement of Expectations); 

 The Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS); and 

 Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan 2013. 

 The Decisions versions of Strategic Directions, dated 26 

February 2016 (Strategic Directions) and Proposal 14 

‘Residential’, dated 10 December 2015 (Residential Chapter). 
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ATTACHMENT C: STATUTORY POLICY CONTEXT 

 

1 The implications of the relevant plans and policy statements are 

summarised below. 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 

2 Effect must be given62 to the CRPS. 

3 The more relevant provisions are contained in Chapter 5 (Land Use 

and Infrastructure) and Chapter 6 (Recovery and Rebuilding of 

Greater Christchurch), as these relate to urban form, regionally 

significant infrastructure and transport. 

4 Objective 5.2.1 and Policy 5.3.7 are relevant in terms of the 

management of development on the strategic transport network 

respectively.  The Airport is defined as 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)). 

5 Development in the region is to be avoided where it would otherwise 

adversely affect the safe, efficient and effective functioning of the 

strategic land transport network (Policy 5.3.7(1)). 

6 Chapter 6 of the CRPS was inserted on 6 December 2013.  Overall, I 

consider that the Airport has three roles in terms of Chapter 6: 

6.1 it is strategic infrastructure for the purposes of Objective 

6.2.1.  This objective seeks to ensure integrated 

development (clause 9), and that development does not 

adversely affect the efficient operation, use, and development 

and future planning (clause 10) of strategic infrastructure.  

These aspects of Objective 6.2.1 are to be achieved through 

Policy 6.3.5 ‘Integration of Land use and 

Infrastructure’.  The Policy reads: 

Recovery of Greater Christchurch is to be assisted by the 

integration of land use development with infrastructure by: 

… 

 (4) Only providing for new development that does not affect 

the efficient operation, use, development, appropriate 

                                            
62

 S75(3)(c) 
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upgrading and safety of existing strategic infrastructure, 

including by avoiding noise sensitive activities within the 

50dBA Ldn airport noise contour for Christchurch 

International Airport, unless the activity is within an 

existing residentially zoned urban area, residential 

greenfield area identified for Kaiapoi, or residential 

greenfield priority area identified in Map A (page 64); 

and 

(5) Managing the effects of land use activities on 

infrastructure, including avoiding activities that have the 

potential to limit the efficient and effective, provision, 

operation, maintenance or upgrade. 

The explanation63 for this Policy states: 

Strategic infrastructure represents an important regional and 

sometimes national asset that should not be compromised by 

urban growth and intensification….  The operation of strategic 

infrastructure can affect the liveability of residential 

developments in their vicinity, despite the application of 

practicable mitigation measures to address effects, which in 

turn exerts pressure on the infrastructure to further mitigate 

their effects.  It is better to instead select development 

options where such reverse sensitivity constraints do not 

exist. 

6.2 The Airport is a functioning freight hub for the purposes of its 

aviation and associated logistics role.  This has implications in 

terms of the application of Objective 6.2.1 as this relates to 

ensuring development does not have adverse effects on the 

efficient operation, use, and development and future planning 

(clause 10) of freight hubs.   

7 Urban activities are to be ‘avoided’ outside of existing urban areas 

or greenfield priority areas (Objective 6.2.1(3)).  Objective 6.2.2 

seeks that residential intensification provides for 55% of urban 

growth between 2013 and 2028.  Policy 6.3.1 aims to implement 

the urban form promoted by these objectives. 

8 The Chapter 6 provisions were inserted in the CRPS on 6 December 

201364.  The revised contours were inserted into the operative 

district plan on the same date65.   

9 The definition of ‘noise sensitive activities’ stated below, consists of:  

                                            
63 CRPS (2013) Principal reasons and explanation.  Page 57. 

64 Land Use Recovery Plan.  Appendix 1. 
65 Land Use Recovery Plan.  Appendix 2: Amendment 5. 

2348 CIAL - Bonis
Page 51 of 71



  51 

 

 

100150346/2550335.5 

•  Residential activities other than those in conjunction with 

rural activities that comply with the rules in the relevant 

district plan as at 23 August 2008; 

•  Education activities including pre-school places or 

premises, but not including flight training, trade training 

or other industry related training facilities located within 

the Special Purpose (Airport) Zone in the Christchurch 

District Plan; 

•  Travellers’ accommodation except that which is designed, 

constructed and operated to a standard that mitigates the 

effects of noise on occupants; 

•  Hospitals, healthcare facilities and any elderly persons 

housing or complex. 

 

Christchurch District Plan Review 

10 The provisions of PC84, which I understand form part of what will be 

the operative District Plan, provide for the efficient use and 

development of land, infrastructure and operational facilities at the 

Christchurch International Airport (Objective 12.12), and promote 

the ongoing sustainable development and operation of the 

Christchurch International Airport and facilitate a planned approach 

to its future development (Policy 12.12.1).   

11 The Strategic Directions chapter provides guidance as to the core 

issues to be addressed by the rest of the pRDP chapters.   

12 Objectives 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 represent ‘process’ provisions, to 

which all other objectives in the Chapter are to be expressed and 

achieved in a manner consistent to. 

13 Objective 3.3.1 seeks to provide for an expedited recovery, in a 

manner that meets the community’s immediate and long term 

needs, including those associated with housing and infrastructure, 

and fosters investment certainty. 

14 Objective 3.3.2 seeks to impose requirements as to the clarity and 

certainty of provisions, and reduce development controls and 

transaction costs.   

15 Objective 3.3.12 recognises the importance of CIAL as significant 

infrastructure (clause (a)) and explicitly recognises the need to 

control noise sensitive activities within the 50dBA noise contour and 

the importance of managing bird strike hazard risks (clause 

(b)(iii) and (iv)).   
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16 Objective 3.3.12(b)(iii) provides an exception for noise sensitive 

activities ‘within an existing residentially zoned urban area’.  I am of 

the view as outlined above, that the exemption would not extend to 

permitting the amount of residential intensification and noise 

sensitive activities provided in the pDPR.   

17 Objective 3.3.14(b) identifies that conflicts between incompatible 

activities are to be avoided where there may be significant adverse 

effects on the health, safety and amenity of people and 

communities.   

18 Objective 3.3.1(a) seeks to ensure intermediate and longer term 

demands for housing are met.  Objective 3.3.4 seeks to ensure 

that housing supply for 23,700 additional dwellings is provided by 

2028, including through intensification.  Development and 

infrastructure is to be well integrated to provide a consolidated 

urban form, including through increased housing opportunities 

particularly around substantial centres, greenfield areas and in 

suitable brownfield sites (Objective 3.3.7).   

19 Section 6.7 recognises and provides for safe and efficient Airport 

operations.  Respective provisions seek to recognise and avoid 

operational impediments that may impact on safe and efficient civil 

aviation (Objective 6.7.1.1, and supporting 6.7.1.1.1 to 6.7.1.1.3). 

20 Section 6.1 seeks to manage noise.  Respective Objective 6.1.1.1 

seeks to manage noise levels to those consistent with the 

anticipated outcomes of the receiving environment; supporting 

Policy 6.1.1.1.2 seeks to manage noise levels during night time; 

and Policy 6.1.1.1.4 recognises the monitoring and compliance 

requirements of CIAL with regard to engine testing and operational 

noise.   

Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch 

21 Councils cannot act in a manner that would be inconsistent with the 

Recovery Strategy pursuant to section 15 of the CER Act 2011.  I 

consider the most relevant Goals to be 2.4 and 2.5 which seek to 

renew the region’s brand and facilitate investment.  Goal 3.4 seeks 

to support people by providing quality housing and services. 

Land Use Recovery Plan  

22 This Recovery Plan was gazetted in 2013.  The Regional Policy 

Statement and City Plan aspects of this plan have been accounted 

for above.  Sections 3.2.4 and 4.4.3 identify anticipated growth of 

Airport operations, and ensuring that this growth and 24 hour a day 

operations are provided for in an efficient manner to support the 

recovery of the region’s economy.  Section 4.4.1 seeks to address 

housing supply through the provision of infill and intensification to 

provide a range of housing opportunities. 
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ATTACHMENT D: THE REVISED ENGINE CONTOURS, 

WITHIN THE CONTEXT OF THE AIR 
NOISE CONTOURS 
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ATTACHMENT E: REPA NOTATION AND LAND USE / 
OWNERSHIP 
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ATTACHMENT F: EXISTING WATERBODIES AND LURP 
GREENFIELD PRIORITY AREAS IN 

BIRDSTRIKE MANAGEMENT AREA 1 (3K) 
AND 2 (8KM) 
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ATTACHMENT G – BIRDSTRIKE MANAGEMENT AREAS 
(3KM AND 8KM) AND LOCATION OF 

INDUSTRIAL HEAVY ZONES  
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ATTACHMENT H – REVISED PROVISIONS  

Objectives and Policies 

Policy 6.7.1.1.3 

a. Avoid or mitigate activities at the ends of runways that would 

significantly exacerbate the effects of an aircraft accident. 

 

6.1.1.1.4 Policy: Airport Noise  

a. Mitigate adverse noise effects on nearby residents from the operations 

of the Christchurch International Airport, including operational aircraft 

noise and engine testing.  [CIAL 2348.28] 

b.   Limit Manage the noise generated by aircraft movements at 

Christchurch International Airport [CIAL 2348.29]. 

 

 

Rules 

6.1.4.2.98     Helicopter landing areas outside the Central City [Council 

3723.874; Crown 3721.585] 

e.   Within the Specific Purpose (Airport) Zone, there is no limitation on helicopter 

landing and take-off, or hovering immediately above the landing and take-off point, 

unless noise levels at any point [Environmental Noise Analysis and Advice Service 

2456.14, 2456.15] within the notional boundary of a residential site outside the 

Specific Purpose Airport zone would exceed 50 dB Ldn [CIAL 2348.31; Garden City 

Helicopters 2187.4; CERA 2387.89], in which case average noise must be kept 

below that level at that location. 

 

Rule 6.1.4.2.6 Aircraft Noise from Operations at Christchurch Airport 

… 

(e)  Exceedance of up to 12 dB is permitted provided that CIAL demonstrates at the 

request of, and to the satisfaction of Council that any such exceedance was due to 

atypical events, including uncharacteristic weather patterns, acts of God, 

disrupted flight patterns or airport infrastructure repair or maintenance.    
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6.1.4.2.87  Engine testing at Christchurch International Airport [Changes are 

recorded on Ms Dixon’s revised Proposal as blue text struck out or bold underlined]. 

… 

d.  The testing of aircraft engines on the wing of an aircraft is excluded from the 

calculation in a. above where such work is necessary to satisfy an airworthiness 

directive or other like safety requirement issued by the Minister of Transport, 

the Director of Civil Aviation or the Civil Aviation Authority, or any other 

unplanned testing arising from an aircraft operator's identification of a safety 

issue relating to an aircraft fleet., and unplanned testing required as a result of 

atypical events including uncharacteristic weather patterns, acts of God 

such as volcanic eruption necessitating additional aircraft maintenance, 

disrupted flight patterns and airport infrastructure repair or 

maintenance. which requires within 7 days of the directive or requirement 

being issued, the ground running of engines on: 

 i. All aircraft with a specific engine type, or 

  ii. Aircraft of a specific make or model. [CIAL 2348.33B] 

e. CIAL shall annually provide the Council's Unit Manager Inspections and 

EnforcementHead of Regulatory Compliance (or any subsequent equivalent 

position) [Crown 2387.6] with the results of noise calculations and 

measurements carried out in accordance with clauses b to e and c above, and a 

summary of any engine testing undertaken in accordance with clause d. 

including reasons for those tests and measures that were taken to manage 

noise effects during each test. The results are to be included in the annual CIAL 

noise monitoring report. [CIAL 2348.33B] 

f. Exceedance by up to 1 dB is permitted provided that CIAL demonstrates at the 

request of, and to the satisfaction of Council that any such exceedance was due 

to atypical weather patterns. [CIAL 2348.33B] 

 

6.7.2.2.2 Activity Status Tables – Runway End Protection Areas  
 
6.7.2.2.2.1 Permitted Activities… 
 
6.7.2.2.2.4 Discretionary Activities 
 

Within the Runway End Protection Areas (REPAs) as shown in Appendix 6.11.7.3, 
the activities listed below are Discretionary activities. 

 

Activity 

D1 Mass assembly of people  [CIAL 2348.80] 

 

There are no Discretionary activities.   

 
6.7.2.2.2.5 Non-Complying Activities 
 

There are no Non-Complying activities.   
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6.7.2.2.2.6 Prohibited Activities 
 

Within the Runway End Protection Areas (REPAs) as shown in Appendix 6.11.7.3, 
the activities listed below are Prohibited activities. 

 

Activity 

PR1 Any new building or utility as defined in this plan (except a 
navigational aid for aircraft), or any change in any building or 
utility’s character scale and intensity, excluding: 
6. navigational aids for aircraft 
7. structures associated with upgrades for State Highway 1 
8. maintenance or repair works on any existing permitted 

[Orion 2340.21] building or utility; and 
9. enclosed walkways associated with vehicle parking areas 

which are no greater than 2.4m in height and 1.8m in width; 
10. the establishment or replacement of any underground 

utility [Orion 2340.22] 

PR2 Mass assembly of people [CIAL 2348.80] 

PR2 Notwithstanding any zone provisions, the use or storage of 
hazardous substances in excess of the Permitted Standard for 
Group 3 zones in Rule 12.1.2.  The use or storage of hazardous 
substances, as associated with either: 

3. fuel storage facilities; or  
4. hazardous material storage associated with 

commercial or industrial operations. 

PR3 Production of direct light beams or reflective glare that could 
interfere with the vision of a pilot excluding: 
1.  normal operational reflection from glass and mirrors used in 

motor vehicles; and 
2.  normal operational light from motor vehicles 
 
Note: 
1. Refer also to Rule 6.3.2.2.5 with regard to Outdoor Lighting 

and Glare restrictions within a 500m distance of the runway 
thresholds. 

 

6.7.2.2.1.6 Prohibited Activities 
 

The activities listed below are Prohibited within areas covered by Christchurch 
International Airport’s protection surfaces as set out in 6.7.2.2.4 and shown on the 
diagrams in Appendix 6.11.7.1 and 6.11.7.2. 

 

Activity 

PR1 Any part of a building, structure, tree or utility that penetrates 
the protection surfaces excluding: 
5. navigational aids for aircraft; 
6. structures associated with upgrades for State Highway 1; 
7. maintenance or repair works on any existing permitted 

[Crown 2387.5] building or utility, including the minor 
upgrade of utility structures not increasing the height or 
external envelope of the utility; and 

8. enclosed walkways associated with vehicle parking areas 
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which are no greater than 2.4m in height and 1.8m in 
width.  [CIAL 2348.76] 

 

 

6.7.2.2.3 Activity Status – Bird Strike Management Areas 

6.7.2.2.3.1 Permitted Activities 

In the Bird Strike Management Areas shown in Appendix 6.11.7.5, the activities listed 

below are permitted if they comply with all Activity Specific Standards set out in this 

table. 

Activities that do not comply with all Activity Specific Standards may be Restricted 

Discretionary or Discretionary as specified in Rule 6.7.2.2.3.3 or 6.7.2.2.3.4 below. 

Activity  Activity specific standards  

P1 Any activity in the Bird Strike 
Management Areas shown in 
Appendix 6.11.7.5 not specified as P2, 
P3, P4, or P5 or as a Restricted 
Discretionary or Discretionary activity 
below and that would otherwise be a 
Permitted activity. 

a. Nil 

P2 Stormwater Management System in 
Bird Strike Management Area 1 as 
shown in Appendix 6.11.7.5. 

 

a. The stormwater management system has 
been designed by a suitably qualified person 
with experience in stormwater systems to the 
following standards:  
• Stormwater infiltration basins are 

designed to fully drain within 48 hours of 
the cessation of a 2% AEP storm event; 

• Rapid soakage overflow chambers are 
sufficient in number and capacity to 
minimise any ponding of stormwater 
outside the infiltration basin area(s); 

• The use of plant species associated with 
the Stormwater Management System 
(including its margins) is limited to those 
species listed in Appendix A. 
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Activity  Activity specific standards  

P3 Any Permanent Water Feature with a 
surface area exceeding 500m

2
 either 

singularly or in conjunction with other 
water bodies on a site in Bird Strike 
Management Area 1 as shown in 
Appendix 6.11.7.5. 

 

a. The water feature has been designed by a 
suitably qualified person with experience in 
stormwater systems to the following 
standards:  
• The use of plant species within the water 

feature (including its margins) is limited 
to those species listed in Appendix A; 

• Basin side slope dimensions do not 
exceed a gradient of at least 4V:1H, 
except for: 
o any side slope treated with rock 

armouring; or  
o any area required for vehicle 

access, provided that such 
access has a gradient of at 
1V:8H; and  

o Permanent Island features that 
could provide perching sites for 
birds are avoided.   

P4 Any excavation works, including 
quarrying (excluding excavation 
authorised by building consent) on a 
site in Bird Strike Management Area 1 
as shown in Appendix 6.11.7.5.   

 

a. Ponding does not exceed 100m
2
 of open 

water, for more than a continuous 48 hour 

period. 

 

P5 Piggeries or poultry farms, fish or food 
processing or packing plants, 
abattoirs, freezing works, commercial 
transfer stations, or Wetland 
Conservation areas on a site in Bird 
Strike Management Area 2 as shown 
in Appendix 6.11.7.5.   

a. The feeding, storage, disposal, and 

processing areas are designed and 

managed so that access to food sources 

for birds (excluding birds internalised as 

part of a wetland conservation area) is 

avoided. 

 

6.7.2.2.3.3 Restricted Discretionary Activities 

In the Bird Strike Management Areas shown in Appendix 6.11.7.5, the 

Activities listed below are Restricted Discretionary Activities. 

Discretion to grant or decline consent and impose conditions is restricted 

to the Matters of Discretion as set out in the following table. 

RD1  Any Permitted Activity that does not meet one or 
more the permitted Activity Standards in 
6.7.2.2.3.1(P1) to (P5) 

a. Birdstrike risk 
associated with the 
design, operation of 
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RD2  Any Permanent Water Feature with a surface area 
exceeding 1,000m

2
 either singularly or in conjunction 

with other water bodies on a site in Bird Strike 
Management Area 1 or 2 as shown in Appendix 
6.11.7.5. 

 

management of the 
proposed activity.   

 

 

 

6.7.2.2.3.4 

Within 13km of the thresholds of the runways, the Activity listed below is a 

Discretionary Activity. 

D1 New landfills with Greater Christchurch, excluding 
cleanfill 

a. Birdstrike risk 
associated with the 
design, operation of 
management of the 
proposed activity.   

 

 

Terms and Definitions 

Contours 

50 Ldn Air Noise Contour 

55 Ldn Air Noise Contour 

65 Ldn/95 LAE Air Noise Contour  

50 Ldn Engine Testing Contour 

55 Ldn Engine Testing Contour 

65 Ldn Engine Testing Contour  

Air Noise Boundary (65 Ldn/95 LAE Air Noise Contour): means a composite line 

formed by the outer extremity of the 65 dBA Ldn noise contour and the LAE SEL 95 dBA 

noise contour.  It defines an area around Christchurch International Airport within which 

the future daily aircraft noise exposure is sufficiently high as to require restrictions on 

land use to avoid adverse noise effects. 

 

Compliance 
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65 Ldn Air Noise Compliance Contour 

65 Ldn Engine Testing Compliance Contour 

 

Bird Strike Risk Activities 

Means:  

Within Bird Strike Management Area 1 shown in Appendix 6.11.7.5 

 permanent water features with a surface area exceeding 500m2 on a site within 

3km of thresholds of the runways at Christchurch International Airport, and 

1,000m2 on a site where located between 3km and 8km of thresholds of the 

runways at Christchurch International Airport; 

 stormwater management systems within 3km of thresholds of the runways at 

Christchurch International Airport where these are not created and designed to 

deter bird species which constitute a hazard to aircraft 

 excavation works, including quarrying (excluding excavation authorised by 

building consent) within 3km of thresholds of the runways at Christchurch 

International Airport which result in ponding exceeding 100m2 or more of open 

water, for more than a continuous 48 hour period where not managed to deter 

bird species which constitute a hazard to aircraft; and  

Within Bird Strike Management Area 2 shown in Appendix 6.11.7.5 

 commercial pig farming, fish and commercial food processing activities with 

external food storage accessible to birds, or and cattle feed lots,  

 permanent water features with a surface area exceeding 1000m2 

  wetland conservation areas,  

 the establishment of refuse dumps, food and organic waste facilities, transfer 

stations, landfills, municipal sewage treatment and disposal facilities. 

 abattoirs and freezing works.   

 

Within 13km of the thresholds of the runways at Christchurch International Airport: 

 landfills. 

 

Appendix A: PLANT LIST FOR RETENTION AND DETENTION POND 

SURROUNDS 

 

Edge of Stream / marsh 

Botanical Name  Common Name 

Schoenoplectus validus /  tabernaemontani lake club rush / kapungawha 
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Eleocharis acuta  spike sedge 

Carex germinata makura 

Schoenus pauciflorus bog rush 

Polystichum vestitum prickly shield fern 

Juncus pallidus tussock rush / wiwi 

Cyperus ustulatus  umbrella sedge 

 

Lower Bank 

Botanical Name Common Name 

Anemanthele lessoniana wind grass 

Astelia fragrans bush lily/ kakaha 

Coprosma propinqua mikimiki 

Dianella nigra ink berry / turutu 

Plagianthus divaricatus  swamp ribbonwood 

 

Upper bank 

Botanical Name Common Name 

Aristotelia serrata makomako / wineberry 

Carpodetus serratus marbleleaf putaputaweta 

Coprosma rotundifolia roundleaved coprosma 

Dodonea viscosa (frost tender) akeake 

Eleocarpus hookerianus pokaka 

Griselinia littoralis kapuka / broadleaf 

Hebe salicifolia koromiko 

Hoheria angustifolia narrow leaved lacebark 

Kunzea ericoides kanuka 

Leptospermum scoparium manuka 

Lophomyrtus obcordata rohutu / NZ myrtle 

Myrsine australis mapou  

Myrsine divaricata weeping mapou 

Pittosporum eugenoides lemonwood 

Pittosporum tenuifolium matipo 

Plagianthus regius lowland ribbonwood 

Podocarpus totara totara 

Prumnopitys taxifolia matai 

Pseudowintera colorata peppertree  

Sophora microphylla kowhai 
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ATTACHMENT I – SPECIFIC PURPOSE EDUCATION AND 
TERTIARY EDUCATION ZONES AND THE 

50, 55 AND 65Db Ldn AIR NOISE 
CONTOURS  
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ATTACHMENT J – CRITICAL CONSIDERATON OF HAZARD 
RISK ACTIVITIES IDENTIFIED BY MR 

SHAW 

 

Land Use 

  

Wildlife 

Attraction 

Risk 

 

Actions for Proposed Developments or Changes 

to Existing Developments 

Proposed Rules 

Within 3 

km radius 

of NZCH 

(Area A) 

Within 8 

km radius 

of NZCH 

(Area B) 

Within 13 

km radius 

of NZCH 

(Area C) 

Beyond 

13 km 

radius of 

NZCH 

but within 

CCC 

boundary 

Agriculture  

Turf farm High Restricted Mitigate Monitor No Action None.  Risk reduced 

by ECAN L&W Plan 

Piggery High Restricted Mitigate Monitor No Action (P5) within 8km 

Fruit tree 

farm 

High Restricted Mitigate Monitor No Action None.  Risk reduced 

by ECAN L&W Plan 

Fish 

processing 

/packing 

plant 

High Restricted Mitigate Monitor No Action (P5) within 8km 

Abattoirs 

and freezing 

works 

High Restricted Mitigate Monitor No Action (P5) within 8km 

Cattle/dairy 

farm 

Moderate Mitigate  Mitigate  Monitor No Action None.  Risk reduced 

by ECAN L&W Plan 

Poultry farm Moderate Mitigate  Mitigate  Monitor No Action  

Forestry Low Monitor  Monitor No Action No Action Low Risk 

Plant 

nursery 

Low Monitor  Monitor No Action No Action 

Conservation  

Wildlife 

sanctuary / 

conservation 

area – 

High Restricted  Mitigate  Monitor No Action (P5) within 8km as 

defined as ‘Wetland 
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wetland Conservation’ 

(P3) 500m
2
 within 

3km, and (RD2) 

(1,000) within 8km. 

Wildlife 

sanctuary / 

conservation 

area – 

dryland 

Moderate Mitigate  Mitigate  Monitor No Action None / SoE 

Recreation  

Golf course Moderate Mitigate  Mitigate  Monitor No Action Low risk / Conflicts 

with Statement of 

Expectations and 

Objective 3.3.2 

Sports 

facility 

(tennis, 

bowls, etc.) 

Moderate Mitigate  Mitigate  Monitor No Action 

Park/Playgr

ound 

Moderate Mitigate  Mitigate  Monitor No Action 

Picnic/campi

ng ground 

Moderate Mitigate  Mitigate  Monitor No Action 

 

Food 

processing 

plant 

High Restricted  Mitigate  Monitor No Action (P5) within 8km 

Warehouse 

(food 

storage) 

Low Monitor  Monitor No Action No Action Low risk / Conflicts 

with Statement of 

Expectations and 

Objective 3.3.2 Fast food / 

drive-in / 

outdoor 

restaurant 

Low Monitor  Monitor No Action No Action 

Shopping 

centre 

Low Monitor  Monitor No Action No Action 

Office 

building 

Very Low Monitor  No Action No Action No Action 

Hotel/motel Very Low Monitor  No Action No Action No Action 

Car park Very Low Monitor  No Action No Action No Action 

Cinemas Very Low Monitor  No Action No Action No Action 
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Warehouse 

(non-food 

storage) 

Very Low Monitor  No Action No Action No Action 

Petrol 

station 

Very Low Monitor  No Action No Action No Action 

 

Putrescible 

waste 

facility- 

landfill 

Very High Restricted Restricted Mitigate Mitigate (D1) within 8km.  

Needs consent 

outside this topic 

Food / 

organic 

waste facility 

High Restricted Mitigate  Monitor No Action 

Putrescible 

waste facility 

- transfer 

station 

High Restricted Mitigate  Monitor No Action 

Non‐

putrescible 

waste facility 

– landfill 

Moderate Mitigate  Mitigate  Monitor No Action 

Non‐

putrescible 

waste facility 

- transfer 

station 

Moderate Mitigate  Mitigate  Monitor No Action (P5) within 8km 

defined as ‘transfer 

station’ 

Sewage / 

wastewater 

treatment 

facility 

Moderate Mitigate  Mitigate  Monitor No Action Needs consent 

outside this topic 

Potable 

water 

treatment 

facility 

Low Monitor  Monitor No Action No Action 

 

Project 

scale >5ha 

N/A Mitigate Mitigate Mitigate No Action None 

Likely to be Plan 

Change /  Conflicts 

with Statement of 

Expectations and 

Project 

scale >2ha 

N/A Mitigate Mitigate No Action No Action 

Project 

scale >1ha 

N/A Mitigate No Action No Action No Action 
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Projects 

involving 

landscapes 

that include 

>50 trees 

over 10m in 

height 

N/A Mitigate Mitigate No Action No Action Objective 3.3.2 

Projects 

involving 

landscapes 

that include 

>20 trees 

over 10m in 

height 

N/A Mitigate No Action No Action No Action 

Excavation 

works 

involving an 

area 

>100m2 

resulting in 

open water 

for more 

than a 

continuous 

48h period 

N/A Mitigate No Action No Action No Action (P4) – Note not 

accepted by CCC 

Introduction 

of 

permanent 

water 

body/water 

course/drain 

>1000m
2
  

N/A Mitigate Mitigate Monitor No Action (RD2) within 8k only 

Introduction 

of 

permanent 

water 

body/water 

course/drain 

>500m
2
  

N/A Mitigate Monitor No Action No Action (P3) within 3k only 
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ATTACHMENT K – RESIDENTIAL ZONED PROPERTIES 
INSIDE THE AIR NOISE BOUNDARY 
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