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STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF RHYS BOSWELL  

INTRODUCTION 

1 My full name is Rhys Duncan Boswell.   

2 I am the General Manager, Strategy and Sustainability at 

Christchurch International Airport Limited (CIAL).  I have held this 

role since 2009.  

3 I have been employed by CIAL in a variety of management and 

planning roles since March 2000.  

4 My qualifications include a Bachelor of Arts and a Master of Regional 

and Resource Planning from the University of Otago.  

5 I have been authorised by the Chief Executive of CIAL (submitter 

number 2348, F-2817) to provide evidence on its behalf in relation 

to the Definitions (part) proposal Stages 2 and 3, which is being 

heard as part of the proposed Christchurch Replacement District 

Plan (the proposed Plan). 

 

PREVIOUS EVIDENCE  

6 I have given evidence at previous hearings in this process in relation 

to the following proposals:  

6.1 Strategic Directions;  

6.2 Designation; 

6.3 Residential (part) stage 1;  

6.4 Commercial & Industrial (part) stage 1;  

6.5 Rural; and 

6.6 General Rules and Procedures.   

7 That previous evidence gives an overview of Christchurch 

International Airport, CIAL operations and development, and CIAL’s 

approach to planning provisions to manage noise sensitive activities 

in proximity to the Airport.    

8 I have not repeated that evidence here.  

9 I also gave evidence at the Plan Change 84 hearing which related to 

the Specific Purpose Airport zone.  I understand that as Plan 
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Change 84 predated the Order in Council it has already been made 

operative and forms part of the Replacement District Plan. 

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

10 In my evidence I will address just one matter, namely the definition 

of ‘airport purposes’ sought by Mr Lawry.  

‘AIRPORT PURPOSES’ 

11 Mr Lawry has sought that a definition of ‘airport purposes’ be 

included in the proposed Plan.  I understand that this proposed 

definition would not relate to CIAL’s designation because the final 

decision on that requirement has already been made by the Panel 

and Mr Lawry was not a submitter.  I understand that the only place 

in the Plan where the phrase is used is in the Designation Chapter. 

12 In addition I understand that Plan Change 84 which relates to the 

Specific Purpose Airport zone is also operative, following the 

withdrawal of Mr Lawry’s appeal to the Environment Court against 

Plan Change 84.  Plan Change 84 sets out activities that can occur 

in the Specific Purpose Airport zone but the phrase ‘airport 

purposes’ is not used in Plan Change 84. 

13 Therefore CIAL’s position is that including this definition in the plan 

is not desirable or necessary.  It will be an orphan definition with no 

application to the rest of the Plan and in particular will not apply to 

the Designation or the Specific Purpose Airport zone.  This will be 

addressed further in legal submissions.  

14 Notwithstanding that if the Panel does consider that a definition of 

‘airport purposes’ should be included in the proposed Plan, then I 

wish to give the Panel some background on what might be relevant 

to deciding what to include in such a definition.   

15 While Mr Munro and Mr Bonis will provide planning and expert 

evidence, I will discuss CIAL’s experiences in the past and prior to 

the plan change 84 decision with regards to development which has 

occurred in the Specific Purposes (Airport) Zone (SPAZ).  

16 CIAL considers that the phrase ‘airport purposes’ taken in a vacuum 

is very broad, and in the context of a modern airport relates to 

principal aviation-related activities1 and also to a large variety of 

                                            
1  Such as but not limited to a cross-wind runway system comprising the main 

02/20 runway and the cross-wind 11/29 runway; an integrated domestic and 
international passenger terminal; land transport facilities for public car parks, 
rental vehicle operations, shuttle, coach, taxi, delivery vehicle and public bus 
activities; aircraft and helicopter maintenance and test facilities; a general 
aviation grass runway with associated facilities; air ambulance facilities; 
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support and other commercial facilities.2  CIAL’s view is that it 

covers a wide range of activities associated with an airport, with or 

without direct connection to aviation activities.  CIAL considers that 

the types of activities that fall within the definition are the types of 

activities commonly found in other international airports throughout 

the world. 

17 CIAL has in the past had disagreements with the Council as to what 

sorts of activities fall within the definition of ‘airport purposes’ in 

terms of CIAL’s designation.  Historically where a disagreement 

arose CIAL has applied for resource consent for the activity in 

question instead of relying on but always explicitly without prejudice 

to its position that the activity in question fell within the scope of 

the airport purpose designation.  

18 This practice led to a considerable amount of costs and uncertainty 

as CIAL had to apply for a resource consent every time it received 

an enquiry from a potential tenant.  A series of resource consents 

were granted by independent Commissioners but the costs and time 

involved were significant and sometimes the delay in obtaining 

consent meant we lost prospective tenants. 

19 Faced with that unsatisfactory situation the option was to seek a 

declaration from the Court as to what fell within the phrase ‘airport 

purposes’ and we had got to the point of drafting proceedings 

seeking a declaration. 

20 However, the situation resolved itself in practical terms as CCC 

decided to promulgate Plan Change 84 which clarifies the activities 

that can take place within the Special Purpose Airport zone which is 

the zone underlying the designation.  In practical terms the outcome 

of Plan Change 84 is that many of the activities the airport wishes to 

undertake are permitted activities in the Special Purpose Airport 

zone anyway and the practice of having to apply for resource 

consents has reduced. 

21 We do not consider Plan Change 84 represents the full ambit of 

activities encapsulated in the phrase “airport purposes” and we 

consider that it represents the minimum of what is included in the 

                                                                                                             
helicopter operations and facilities; flight catering; international Antarctic 
operator facilities; wildlife control activities; air cargo and air freight facilities; 
rescue and firefighting facilities; meteorological facilities; aviation facilities; and 
air traffic control facilities.  

2  Such as but not limited to hotel accommodation; rental car activities; campervan 
rental activities; motor vehicle refuelling facilities; airline and government agency 
offices; the International Antarctic Visitor Centre; light manufacturing and 
logistics activities; convenience retail facilities (Spitfire Square includes a small 
supermarket postal facilities, bookstore, etc; food and beverage operators; 
freight forwarding and logistics facilities; and NZ Post.  
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designation.  However, to date since Plan Change 84 was 

determined no practical problems have arisen.  For example: 

21.1 we have proceeded with permitted activities in the Specific 

Purpose (Airport) zone without needed to have an argument 

whether they fall in designation, for example, re-alignment of 

the perimeter road;   

21.2 we have proceeded with an outline development plan for, 

among other things, ‘Jucy Backpackers’ travellers 

accommodation on Peter Leeming Road and a hotel, relying 

on the designation.  CCC agreed these activities fell within the 

scope of the airport purposes designation;  and 

21.3 in one case instead of having disagreement over whether an 

activity came within the phrase or not we applied for and 

obtained a resource consent for a non-complying activity in 

the Specific Purpose Airport zone, namely bespoke office for 

ANZCO Limited.  This was not an activity which is permitted 

in the Specific Purpose Airport zone. 

22 Accordingly CIAL considers that the designation and Plan Change 84 

work together to provide an authorisation/consenting regime for 

activities CIAL wishes to undertake, an orphan definition in the Plan 

is necessary and adds complexity and confusion. 

Dated: 3 March 2016 

 

Rhys Duncan Boswell 

 

 


