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MEMORANDUM OF COUNSEL FOR CHRISTCHURCH INTERNATIONAL 
AIRPORT LIMITED  

May it please the Panel: 

1 This memorandum is filed on behalf of Christchurch International 
Airport Limited (CIAL), submitter 2348 and further submitter 2817 
on Stage 2 of the proposed Replacement District Plan.   

2 CIAL wishes to provide a brief explanation of the evidence which it is 
filing at the Chapter 17: Rural stage 2 hearing.  

3 CIAL is filing evidence in the rural chapter from: 

3.1 Mr Matthew Bonis 

3.2 Mr Christopher Day; and 

3.3 Mr Rhys Boswell. 

4 This evidence addresses the relief that CIAL has sought in relation 
to the rural chapter – predominantly relating to density controls and 
sensitive activities within the 50dB Ldn Airport Noise Boundary 
Contour and 50dB Ldn Engine Testing Noise Contour.  

5 On the 14 August 2015, Counsel for the Christchurch City Council 
lodged a memorandum with the Panel, with CIAL’s support, seeking 
that the submission points made by CIAL in respect of the Rural 
chapter be deferred and heard alongside the Chapter 6: General 
Rules hearing.  

6 CIAL notes that all other issues relating to aircraft noise, engine 
testing noise, and aircraft protection are to be dealt with at the 
hearing for Chapter 6: General Rules and Procedures (stage 2&3).  
Specifically, that hearing will address the merits of engine testing 
contours, land use provisions relating to airport operational noise 
contours, and other noise-related issues.   

7 The request to defer CIAL’s submission points was declined by the 
Panel in its minute of 18 September 2015.  The Panel stated: 

“[9] We are concerned that such an approach may result in some 
aspects of the Rural proposal being left in limbo, pending the hearing 
of the General rules and Procedures proposal. On that basis we do 
not agree to the request. The manner in which a submitter presents 
its case at a hearing is a matter for the submitter to determine, 
however we would expect that if CIAL wish to be heard on their 
submission seeking changes to the Rural proposal, that they would 
make representations and/or call relevant evidence at the Rural 
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hearing. If, on hearing that evidence, we consider that it more 
appropriate to defer our decision on those provisions until the 
hearing of Chapter 6, we can make directions at that time.” 

8 Given the Panel’s expectation that CIAL will call evidence to support 
the relief it seeks CIAL decided that some evidence relating to the 
50dB Ldn Airport Noise Boundary Contour and Engine Testing 
Contours is necessary at the Chapter 17 hearing in order for the 
Panel to consider the relief that CIAL has sought notwithstanding 
that those issues will be dealt with in more depth at the Chapter 6 
hearing.   

9 CIAL wishes to draw the Panel’s attention to the fact that one 
submitter, Isaac Conservation and Wildlife Trust (submitter #2146) 
(Isaac), have submitted on the Rural proposal with respect to CIAL’s 
relief related to engine testing.  In particular they have concerns 
about the merits (but not the wording) of 17.1.1.9 Policy 9 in the 
Rural Chapter because it includes reference to engine testing which 
may not be accepted at the Chapter 6 hearing.  

10 It is not CIAL’s intention to prejudice Isaac from subsequently 
raising issues related to engine testing in relation to the Chapter 6 
hearing.  CIAL considers that it may be appropriate for the Panel to 
adopt a similar approach in this case to that adopted in its Chapter 
3: Strategic Directions Decision. There the Panel included a note to 
Objective 3.3.12 stating that the requirement for alternative 
direction in respect of Objectives 3.3.12(b) (iii) and (iv) will be 
reconsidered by the Panel as part of its further hearing of relevant 
proposals.   

11 CIAL considers that this would be an appropriate note to include 
alongside decisions that the Panel makes about its submission 
points in this Rural hearing that the submission from Isaac may 
need reconsideration after the outcome of the Chapter 6 hearing is 
known. 

12 This memorandum has been copied to counsel for Isaac.  

 

Dated: 30 October 2015 

 

 

_______________________________ 
JM Appleyard  
Counsel for Christchurch International Airport Limited  


