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OPENING LEGAL SUBMISSIONS ON BEHALF OF CHRISTCHURCH 
INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT LIMITED 

INTRODUCTION 

1 These legal submissions are provided on behalf of Christchurch 
International Airport Limited (CIAL). 

2 CIAL is a submitter (2348) and further submitter (F-2817) on the 
Chapter 6 General Rules and Procedures proposal as part of Stage 2 
of the proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan (proposed 
District Plan).   

3 CIAL is calling evidence from the following witnesses at this hearing: 

3.1 Rhys Boswell – in relation to CIAL operations;  

3.2 Katherine McKenzie – in relation to bird strike management 
at CIA; 

3.3 Matthew Bonis – in relation to planning; 

3.4 Christopher Day – in relation to acoustics; 

3.5 Kevin Bethwaite – in relation to air traffic management; 

3.6 Iain Munro - in relation to airport planning; 

3.7 Philip Shaw – in relation to bird strike; 

3.8 Nicola Smetham – in relation to vegetation which would be 
appropriate to minimise bird strike risk in relation to 
stormwater basins;  

3.9 Andrew Brough – in relation to stormwater basin design;  

3.10 Michael Copeland – in relation to economics; and 

3.11 Jonathan Clease – in relation to urban design and signage.   

4 CIAL’s submissions cover a number of topics within the Chapter 6 
proposal.  There have also been matters deferred to this hearing 
from earlier proceedings.  

5 These legal submissions will traverse those issues in the following 
order: 

5.1 Aircraft operational noise and engine testing noise matters: 
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(a) land use controls for activities falling within the 50 Ldn, 
55 Ldn, and 65 Ldn/95 LAE Air Noise Contours; 

(b) land use controls for activities falling within the 50, 55, 
and 65 Ldn Engine Testing Noise Contours; 

(c) helicopter movements within the Specific Purposes 
(Airport) Zone (SPAZ); 

(d) monitoring and compliance for noise levels at the 65dB 
Ldn Air Noise Compliance Contour and 65dB Ldn Engine 
Testing Noise Compliance Contour; 

(e) Specific Purpose (Tertiary Education) Zone; 

(f) Guest accommodation zone; and 

(g) Specific Purposes Golf Resort (Clearwater) zone.  

5.2 Bird strike risk management; 

5.3 Other matters relating to airport protection: 

(a) The Runway End Protection Areas;  

(b) Airport protection surfaces; and 

5.4 Signage in the SPAZ. 

SCOPE ISSUES 

6 The Council identifies two scope issues in its opening legal 
submission: 

6.1 Whether there is scope to change the acoustic parameter for 
engine testing noise from Ldn to LAeq (15min) and LAF max; 

6.2 Whether there is scope to add noise standards for noise 
generated by activities within the SPAZ, other than 
operational or engine testing noise.  

Acoustic Parameter 
7 With regards to the first matter, CIAL submits that it would not be 

within scope of the General Purposes proposal to change the 
acoustic parameter for engine testing noise.  

8 Changing the parameter for measuring engine testing noise would 
result in an entirely new contour to that which was contained in the 
notified proposal.  
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9 There has been no evidence which has explained what the noise 
level attached to an alternative acoustic parameter would be. 
Neither has there been any work done which has modelled what 
such a contour would look like. Furthermore, there has been no 
analysis as to whether or not the current engine testing activity at 
CIA could comply. A contour developed based on alternative 
parameters could impact on parties in terms of land use restrictions 
beyond the constrained contours put forward by CIAL.  

10 CIAL acknowledges that under clause 13(2) of the Canterbury 
Earthquake Recovery (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 
2014 the Panel is not limited to making decisions within the scope of 
submissions on a proposal.  However, CIAL notes also that there is 
no submission seeking this new parameter.  

11 The evidence of Mr Day is that the Ldn 7-day averaging concept is 
the most appropriate way to measure engine testing noise.1  

General noise standards in the SPAZ 
12 With regards to the second matter, CIAL also submits that there is 

no scope for the Panel to include a general noise standard for the 
SPAZ when making its decision on this Chapter 6 proposal. 

13 No noise standard for the SPAZ was included in the notified 
proposal, nor was any submission made on this matter.  Insertion of 
a noise standard for the SPAZ would therefore be a change that was 
not ‘on’ the proposal for the purposes of clause 13(2) of the 
Canterbury Earthquake Recovery (Christchurch Replacement District 
Plan) Order 2014.  

14 CIAL submits that inserting a general noise standard for the SPAZ 
into chapter 6 would be a change which requires notification of a 
new proposal.  There are other parties aside from CIAL who would 
be impacted by the addition of controls in SPAZ and who are not 
part of this present process.  This includes tenants of CIAL such as 
Pratt & Whitney. 

15 CIAL agrees that a standard for the SPAZ should be determined, but 
submits that the proper cause of action is for a standard to be 
separately notified so that those impacted by the addition of a 
control will be properly on notice and able to participate in this 
process.  

AIRPORT OPERATIONAL AND ENGINE TESTING NOISE 

16 The proposal contains the 50 Ldn, 55 Ldn and 65 Ldn/95 LAE Air 
Noise Boundary Contours (referred to throughout these submissions 

                                            
1  Evidence of Christopher Day, 17 February 2016, at [77]-[85].  
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as the 50, 55 or 65 Ldn air noise contours) and 50, 55, and 65 Ldn 
Engine Testing Noise Contours (referred to throughout these 
submissions as the 50, 55 or 65 Ldn engine testing contours).  
These contours relate to operational noise produced by aeroplanes 
landing and taking off from the Airport, and noise created by engine 
testing activities at the Airport respectively.   

17 The proposal also contains a 65Ldn Air Noise Compliance Contour 
and a 65 Ldn Engine Testing Noise Contour.  These contours are 
separate and relate to the monitoring and compliance rules in the 
Plan.  

18 CIAL has made a number of submissions on the proposal to provide 
appropriate controls to: 

18.1 prevent reverse sensitivity effects on CIAL; 

18.2 avoid exposure of noise sensitive activities to the effects of 
airport operational and engine testing noise; and 

18.3 ensure that provisions relating to CIAL compliance and 
monitoring of airport-related noise are appropriate and 
workable.  

19 CIAL has made submissions and further submissions and appeared 
at multiple earlier hearings as part of this process.  CIAL is 
supportive of the outcomes of the decisions on the Strategic 
Directions, Residential, Industrial Stage 1 hearings.   

20 The primary mechanism within the Plan for dealing with points 18.1 
and 18.2 are restrictions on land use, i.e. density controls.  This is 
achieved by Rural zoning around the airport. 

21 Being surrounded by land predominantly zoned Rural Urban Fringe 
and Rural Waimakariri zonings, appropriate land use controls with 
respect to the Rural chapter are critical to ensuring that a ‘buffer’ 
remains around the Christchurch Airport.  Land use controls 
restricting sensitive activities within the 50Ldn Air Noise Contour 
and Engine Testing Contours are essential in the Rural zone are the 
key mechanism to avoid reverse sensitivity effects and to avoid 
exposing people to an undesirable noise environment. CIAL notes 
that at the hearing for the Chapter 17: Rural (part) proposal CIAL’s 
relief was largely unopposed with respect to the density controls and 
policy, and similarly there were very few requests for rezoning rural 
land in the vicinity of the Airport to residential zonings.   

Objectives and Policies 
22 CIAL generally supports the objectives and policies as drafted in the 

4 March Revised proposal.   
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23 However, CIAL remains opposed to the amendment of the relief it 
sought to use the word “limit” instead of “manage” in Policy 
6.1.1.1.4 part b.  Ms Dixon’s wording is the opposite of what the 
submission by CIAL sought.  Limiting the noise generated by aircraft 
movements at CIAL is not the aim of the submission, and implies 
that there is a finite level of activity at the Airport which will be 
acceptable. Rather, the more relevant approach is to manage noise 
generated by aircraft movements via land use controls and 
compliance requirements.  The term ‘manage’ more appropriately 
gets to the heart of the function of the rules in the Proposed Plan.  
The purposes of these rules are not to provide a limit on airport 
operations but rather to ensure that the environmental effects of 
those operations are properly managed.  

The Air Noise Contours 
 
24 The 50 Ldn air noise contour, as the Outer Control Boundary, i.e. 

the point at which restrictions on incompatible land use are 
triggered, has had a presence in a number of planning documents 
over the years, including more recently: 

24.1 the Operative City Plan, particularly as a result of the 
Environment Court’s decision in Robinsons Bay Trust;2 

24.2 Proposed Change 1 to the Regional Policy Statement 1998 
(RPS 1998); 

24.3 Chapters 12A and 22 to the RPS 1998;  

24.4 now, Chapter 6 to the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 
2013 (CRPS) as introduced through Appendix 1 to the Land 
Use Recovery Plan (LURP);  and 

24.5 in addition, Action 37 of the LURP specifically directed CCC to 
amend the City Plan maps to show the updated and 
remodelled 50 Ldn air noise contour. 

25 The inclusion of the 50 Ldn air noise contour in the LURP has been 
the subject of recent High Court judicial review proceedings by 
Independent Fisheries Limited.3  Independent Fisheries claimed: 

25.1 the airport noise contours provisions in the LURP were outside 
the scope of the Minister’s Gazette Notice which directed the 
preparation of the LURP; 

                                            
2  Robinsons Bay Trust & Ors v CCC, C60/2004, Smith J 
3  This follows previous judicial review proceedings in relation to Chapter 12A and 
22 to the RPS 1998:  Independent Fisheries Ltd v Minister for Canterbury Earthquake 
Recovery [2012] NZHC 1810 and Canterbury Regional Council v Independent 
Fisheries Limited [2012] NZCA 601 
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25.2 the Minister’s decision to introduce the LURP failed to meet 
the requirements of section 10(2) of the Canterbury 
Earthquake Recovery Act 2011 (CER Act) as it was not 
“reasonably necessary” for earthquake recovery; and  

25.3 the air noise contour provisions were introduced to the LURP 
without adequate consultation with Independent Fisheries and 
the community. 

26 The High Court rejected all grounds of review.4   

27 These submissions will not otherwise go into the history of the 
operational contours and the transition through a number of RMA 
planning documents over many years, other than to note that the 
Hearing Panel must act in a manner which is consistent with the 
CRPS which recognises and provides for the 50 Ldn Air 
Noise Contour as the point at which land use controls are triggered.  
Moreover, the CRPS directs a policy of avoidance of sensitive 
activities within the 50 Ldn Air Noise Contour, with some limited 
exemptions for activities located within:5 

27.1 an existing residentially zoned urban area, meaning an area 
so zoned as at 6 December 2013; 

27.2 a residential greenfield area identified for Kaiapoi; or  

27.3 a residential greenfield priority area identified on Map A (page 
64 of the CRPS).  

28 The 50Ldn Air Noise Contour is the point at which CIAL considers 
new noise sensitive activities should be avoided and, where 
avoidance is not practical, insulated for those exposed to 55Ldn or 
greater.  The 65Ldn / 95 LAE Air Noise Contour is the point at which 
noise sensitive activities should be prohibited.  

Reasons for the Contours 
29 In developing the 50 Ldn Air Noise Contour as the Outer Control 

Boundary, CIAL received expert advice that at exposure to levels of 
50 dBA Ldn or greater people will experience adverse effects in 
terms of the percentage of people highly annoyed by airport noise 
and therefore the total number of people exposed to that level of 
airport noise of greater than 50 dBA Ldn should be kept to a 
minimum. Mr Day will summarise that advice in his evidence.  

                                            
4  Independent Fisheries Limited v The Minister for Canterbury Earthquake 
Recovery & Ors [2014] NZHC 2810 
5  As clarified by the Panel in its Decision 10: Residential (part) Stage 1, at [191].  
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30 This is generally achieved through a policy framework which ‘avoids’ 
noise sensitive activities within the 50 Ldn Air Noise Contour.  The 
case has always been that for Canterbury where there is still 
sufficient land available for residential growth and intensification 
elsewhere in the region outside of the 50 Ldn Air Noise Contour, the 
use of the 50 Ldn Air Noise Contour is therefore appropriate in 
determining where new noise sensitive uses should be located. It 
would only be at the point that it were demonstrated that such land 
was not available outside the contour that decision makers would 
need to start to make the compromises that other territorial 
authorities have had to make with respect to strategic 
infrastructure. 

31 It has always been CIAL’s position that there are two key types of 
Airport related effects which justify the use of the 50 Ldn Air Noise 
Contour as the point where restrictions on incompatible land use 
should begin: 

31.1 the effect of the Airport on people (amenity):  that is, CIAL is 
concerned about the effect of aircraft operations on people).  
This has previously been acknowledged by the Environment 
Court:6 

“[49] ...  We accept the clear evidence given to us that noise 
can create impacts on amenity and some people will become 
highly annoyed.  We also accept that there would be some 
benefit to the airport in future proofing its operation.  That 
benefit is one that has local, regional and national 
significance.”  

31.2 reverse sensitivity effects:  that is, adverse effects on people 
may lead to an increase in the incidence of complaints about 
noise and/or indirect pressure for CIAL to take steps to curb, 
curtail or amend its operations. 

32 The 50 Ldn Air Noise Contour as the Outer Control Boundary can 
therefore be seen as has having both a ‘restrictive’ and an 
‘enablement’ function as it is in place: 

32.1 to ensure the safe and efficient operation, use, future growth 
and development of the Airport (enablement); 

32.2 to provide an outer control boundary for the purposes of 
informing where new noise sensitive activities (the definition 
includes residential units), can occur outside of the noise 
contours (enablement); and 

                                            
6  Robinsons Bay Trust v Christchurch City Council (Unreported, Environment Court, 
C60/2004, 13 May 2004) 
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32.3 to limit land uses within the 50 Ldn Air Noise Contour 
(restrictive) for the purposes of achieving both the safe and 
efficient operation of the Airport and to deal with adverse 
effects on amenity by limiting the amount of people within the 
contour and hence the number of people adversely affected 
by aircraft noise. 

33 With respect to the 55Ldn Air Noise Contour, CIAL’s advice is that 
where avoidance of noise sensitive activities is not practical, e.g. the 
rural dwelling on a 4ha site, these activities need to insulated. 

Insulation  
34 Insulation of houses will not deal with the amenity effect or the 

reverse sensitivity effect in the area between the 50-55 dBA Ldn. In 
the New Zealand environment people do not wish to be constrained 
from using outdoor amenity areas such as balconies and gardens 
and nor do they wish to keep their doors and windows shut. To date 
the Courts have not accepted insulation as the appropriate response 
to dealing with reverse sensitivity and amenity effects within the 50 
dBA Ldn. They have accepted that the appropriate planning 
response is to keep the numbers of people affected by airport noise 
to a minimum and hence limiting the number of people highly 
annoyed by airport noise.  

35 In that respect, CIAL notes that in the Residential Stage 1 decision, 
the Panel has inserted text into Chapter 14 providing for insulation 
of sensitive activities within the 50Ldn Air Noise Contour rather than 
at the 55Ldn Air Noise Contour.7  This is inconsistent with Mr Day’s 
evidence that insulation at 50dBA Ldn does not provide material 
benefits.  CIAL notes that it is also more restrictive than the relief 
sought by CIAL to provide for insulation for sensitive activities within 
the 55Ldn Air Noise Contour.   

36 It is considered that restricting noise sensitive development within 
the 50 and 55 Ldn Air Noise Contours (primarily through Rural 
zoning) and prohibiting development within the 65 Ldn/95 LAE air 
noise contour protects society from the environmental costs of 
constraints on the community, the airport and provides for people’s 
amenity. 

37 Mr Marra has suggested that CIAL should be required to fund 
insulation for properties within the 65Ldn Air Noise Contour.  Mr 
Boswell has addressed this in his rebuttal, and he notes that there 
are just two dwellings which currently experience 65 Ldn noise 
levels, neither of which have approached CIAL to request assistance 
with insulation or to complain about the noise levels.  The airport 
reviews the number of properties actually receiving 65Ldn annually 

                                            
7  Appendix 14.14.4 
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and is committed to a programme of insulation if property owners 
seek it.  In the life of the Plan the number of properties actually 
receiving levels of 65Ldn will not be significant and none are 
submitters to this hearing. 

University of Canterbury and Specific Purposes (School) Zone 
38 The University of Canterbury has opposed restrictions on noise 

sensitive activities within the 50Ldn Air Noise Contour applying in 
the Specific Purposes (Tertiary Education) Zone (SPTEZ). Education 
facilities and ancillary activities such as health care facilities, or 
student accommodation, are identified as activities sensitive to 
noise. 

39 CIAL accepts and acknowledges that the University is strategic, 
important infrastructure and is vital for the recovery of the city and 
region at a practical level. CIAL seeks to facilitate proposals for 
development at the University, and will not stand in the way of such 
development.  CIAL also acknowledges that the University is a 
unique infrastructure, and its location is fixed. CIAL is therefore 
prepared to provide written approval for a sensitive activity within 
the 50Ldn Air Noise Contour such as University education facilities 
and student accommodation.  

40 The concern which CIAL has to the University’s relief is the way that 
the University analyses the higher order policies and Strategic 
Objective 3.3.12 to justify the relief it seeks in this process. The 
University’s relief and evidence involves an interpretation of key 
policies and objectives that protect the Airport generally from 
reverse sensitivity effects and CIAL’s concern is that Mr Millar’s 
analysis could be used to justify exceptions well beyond the 
University – for example, multi units being added to sites with 
existing developments. 

41 If the Panel considers that there is a way to provide for development 
in the SPTEZ in a way that is not inconsistent with the higher order 
policy direction, and avoiding opening the floodgates to other 
exceptions, CIAL could support a suite of rules providing for some 
limited development of sensitive activities within the 50 Ldn Air 
Noise Contours related to the University land for University 
purposes.  CIAL considers that this could involve potentially making 
some sensitive activities controlled activities, for example, with a 
matter of control being written consent from CIAL, or some other 
mechanism through which CIAL may at least be consulted on a 
proposal in order to consider the potential implications in terms of 
noise amenity effects and reverse sensitivity effects, and advise on 
appropriate management or mitigation options.  

42 In terms of the higher order policy direction, the SPTEZ does not fall 
within any of the exemptions in CRPS policy 6.3.5(4).  Accordingly, 
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the intention of the CRPS Policy 6.3.5(4) must be that sensitive 
activities within the SPTEZ be avoided within the 50Ldn Air Noise 
Contour.   

43 Mr Millar has given evidence that he considers an amendment to 
Strategic Objective 3.3.12(b)(iii) is appropriate in order to provide 
for an additional exemption for the SPTEZ from land use controls 
relating to sensitive activities.  Ms Dixon has supported this relief in 
her rebuttal and seeks that it extend also to the Specific Purpose 
(School) Zone.8  This is inconsistent with CRPS Policy 6.3.5(4).  The 
Panel held in the Strategic Directions decision that the Strategic 
Objective 3.3.12 must be in keeping with the intention of the CRPS.  
The Panel found that Policy 3.6.5(4) concerns only “new 
development” and does not catch any permitted or existing activity 
authorised on or before 6 December 2013.9  

44 The exemption which Mr Millar suggests is not consistent with the 
intention of Policy 6.3.5(4) and therefore should not be included in 
Strategic Objective 3.3.12.  Mr Millar has drawn parallels with his 
proposed exemption and that included in Strategic Objective 3.3.12 
for the Specific Purpose Golf Resort (Clearwater) zone. However, the 
wording which Mr Millar proposes goes beyond providing for 
already-permitted activities (which is what the Clearwater 
exemption covers) and attempts to include an exemption for all 
activities in the SPETZ.  This is not consistent with CRPS Policy 
6.3.5(4).   

45 That being said, as noted above and as Mr Boswell has noted in his 
rebuttal,10 CIAL does not seek to impose unreasonable constraints 
on the University and acknowledges the significance and unique 
context of the University and SPETZ.  CIAL considers that the rules 
framework could be amended to allow for some kind of consultation 
process with CIAL when a specific proposal for a noise sensitive 
activity within the 50 Ldn Air Noise Contour in the SPETZ is made 
and controlled, or even permitted activity status applying if CIAL’s 
written approval is provided.  This would allow consideration of the 
details of the specific activity proposed and consultation with CIAL 
on how best to manage the proposal in terms of operational aircraft 
noise.  At the time of writing these submissions CIAL and the 
University have been in discussions to try and reach agreement on a 
workable rule package but resolution has not been reached.  

Specific Purposes (School) Zones 
46 In its opening legal submissions, the Crown stated that it remains 

opposed to the relief sought by CIAL to restrict new sensitive 
                                            

8  Rebuttal Evidence of Glenda Dixon, 1 March 2016, at [4.19].  
9  Decision 3 Strategic Objectives, at [243] 
10  Rebuttal evidence of Rhys Boswell, 25 February 2016, at [60] to [62].  
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activities within the Specific Purposes (School) Zone (SPSZ) within 
the 50Ldn Air Noise Contour.11  The Crown relies on the evidence of 
Mr Millar and rebuttal evidence of Ms Dixon.   

47 The same analysis applies as above. 

Accuracy of the Contours 
48 There has been some contention throughout several hearings in this 

process as to the continued accuracy of the Air Noise Contours and 
the possibility of needing to re-model these contours for inclusion in 
the proposed Plan.  

49 The air noise contours contained in the notified proposed Plan, are 
the same as those contained in the LURP / CRPS.  These contours 
were developed in 2007, as explained in the evidence of Mr Day, 
Mr Bethwaite, Mr Munro and Mr Boswell.  The CRPS Policy 
6.3.11(3) provides for the initiation of remodelling of the air noise 
contours: 

… 

(3) Prior to initiating a review of this chapter, for the purposes of 
information the Canterbury Regional Council may request the 
organisation or agency responsible for the operation of Christchurch 
International Airport to undertake a remodelling of the air noise 
contours relating to the airport. 

50 As the air noise contours fall over not just the Christchurch District, 
but also the Selwyn and Waimakariri Districts, this is a matter that 
is properly addressed by the Regional Policy Statement rather than 
a district plan review process.12  The expert panel report produced in 
2007 when the contours were remodelled recommended that they 
be reviewed every ten years.  This remodelling exercise will 
therefore fall due in approximately 2017/2018.  

51 Nevertheless, CIAL’s experts have considered whether the input 
assumptions which were used for the 2007 modelling remain valid.13  
Mr Bethwaite and Mr Munro conclude that there has not been any 
material change in the aspects of the inputs that they are able to 
speak to which would warrant a review of the contours now rather 
than at the scheduled future time.  Mr Day records that running the 
same inputs as used in 2007 on the most up to date version of the 

                                            
11  Opening legal submission of the Crown, 10 March 2016, at [72]-[73].  
12  This is supported by the Council in its opening legal submissions at paragraph 
3.21(b).  
13  Evidence of Kevin Bethwaite, 17 February 2016, at [22] to [28]; Evidence of Iain 
Munro, 17 February 2016, at [35] to [53]; and Evidence of Christopher Day, 17 
February 2016, at [62] to [67]; Supplementary rebuttal evidence of Christopher Day, 
1 March 2016, at [22].  
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INM modelling system results in slightly larger contours than the 
2007 Expert Panel contours.  

52 In light of this evidence, CIAL submits that the air noise contours 
contained in the notified plan (which represent the 2007 contours) 
do not require remodelling or updating for this process.   

The Engine Testing Noise 
 
53 As well as operational noise, there is noise generated from on-wing 

engine testing which occurs at Christchurch Airport.   

54 Marshall Day Acoustics has also generated a set of noise contours 
which illustrate projected levels of engine testing noise.  Mr Day 
explains how the contours were modelled in his evidence.14  As a 
result of mediation prior to the hearing, CIAL and Air New Zealand 
have agreed upon further operational mitigation measures with 
regards to engine testing noise. This has allowed CIAL to put 
forward ‘constrained’ engine testing contours which affect a smaller 
number of properties.  CIAL supports the use of these contours for 
insertion into the District Plan maps.   

55 However, these constrained contours are only achievable practically 
if accompanied by appropriate compliance and monitoring rules.  
Those rules are discussed in more detail in the section below.   

56 The engine testing contours have not previously been contained in 
planning documents, nor has management of engine testing noise 
previously been a matter which the District Plan regime has dealt 
with.  However, CIAL considers that inclusion of these contours in 
the Replacement District Plan will result in a more appropriate 
regime for management of both aspects of engine testing - 
avoidance of adverse effects on residents, and avoidance of reverse 
sensitivity effects on CIAL’s operations.   

The nature of engine testing noise and mitigation options 
57 Mr Day’s evidence is that the current levels of engine testing noise 

experienced by residents in residential areas in proximity to the 
Airport, and the levels anticipated to be reached as modelled by the 
‘constrained’ contours are reasonable.15  Mr Day’s evidence, which 
he will explain further at the hearing, is that community response to 
noise is not a black/white relationship.  It exists on a curve and it is 
generally accepted that noise exposure levels above 65dB Ldn are 
unreasonable, and that levels below 50dB Ldn are reasonable.  

                                            
14  Evidence of Christopher Day, 17 February 2016, at [36]-[51], [62]-[69], [86]-
[119].  
15  Evidence of Christopher Day, 17 February 2016, at [182]-[183]; Rebuttal 
Evidence of Christopher Day, 25 February 2016, at [14]-[15]. 
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Within those two levels, the noise environment is not unreasonable 
but at the same time is not desirable for noise sensitive activities.  
It is therefore important to avoid new noise sensitive activities and 
residential intensification within areas that will be affected by this 
undesirable noise environment.  

58 This management of the effects of engine testing noise is more 
appropriate than any further mitigation.  Mr Morgan has identified 
that construction of a Ground Running Enclosure (GRE) mitigation 
structure would cost around $10 million – this mitigation option 
involves significant physical capital works.16   Mr Day has 
considered the likely acoustic performance of a GRE in the 
Christchurch context.17  The outcome of the modelling undertaken 
by Marshall Day was that the reductions achieved by the GRE in 
either orientation are small and of marginal benefit.18   

59 As Mr Copeland notes, the cost of this proposed mitigation may 
impact upon users of the Airport and the wider Christchurch City 
economy.19  Mr Copeland disagrees that mitigation at source 
should take precedence over land use controls within the air noise 
and engine testing noise contours.20  There are substantial economic 
benefits from enabling the Airport to be developed and operated 
safely and efficiently without undue constraint.21  

Land use controls in relation to engine testing noise 
60 CIAL seeks that similar land use controls to those sought in regards 

to airport operational noise are imposed within the 50, 55 and 
65Ldn Engine Testing Noise Contours.  

61 CIAL notes that the constrained engine testing contours presented 
by CIAL now fall almost entirely within the Air Noise Contours.  This 
means that imposition of these land use controls will not add any 
additional regulation to land which would not otherwise be subject 
to controls with respect to the development of noise sensitive 
activities in respect of operational noise.   

62 CIAL supports the rules contained in the 4 March 2016 revised 
proposal making any new buildings and additions to existing 
buildings located within the 55Ldn Engine Testing Noise Contour non 

                                            
16  Evidence of Eric Morgan, 17 February 2016, at [7.17].  
17  Evidence of Christopher Day, 17 February 2016, at [121] to [127].  
18  Evidence of Christopher Day, 17 February 2016, at [126]; Rebuttal Evidence of 
Christopher Day, 25 February 2016, at [10]-[13]. 
19  Rebuttal Evidence of Michael Copeland, 25 February 2016, at [10]. 
20  Rebuttal Evidence of Michael Copeland, 25 February 2016, at [12]. 
21  Rebuttal Evidence of Michael Copeland, 25 February 2016, at [11] and [12]. 
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complying activities and any new sensitive activities within the 
65Ldn Engine Testing Contour prohibited.22 

63 The Council has, however, submitted that it does not support an 
avoidance approach to new sensitive activities within the 50 Ldn 
Engine Testing Noise Contour.23  They say this is on the basis that 
there is insufficient evidence to impose this land use control.  CIAL 
disagrees that there is insufficient evidence for this land use control.  
Mr Day has explained in his evidence that the principles which he 
discusses in relation to community response to noise, and the 
conclusion he reaches that exposure to noise levels above 50dBA 
Ldn is not desirable if it can be avoided, applies equally to 
operational noise and to engine testing noise.24  Mr Day’s opinion is 
that there are adverse effects from noise generated by engine 
testing activities within the 50 Ldn Engine Testing Contour which 
justify a similar policy of avoidance of new sensitive activities 
establishing in this area.25 

64 In addition as explained above the constrained contours fall within 
the operational contours and on land largely zoned Rural so there is 
no added imposition on a new group of landowners. 

65 In addition the rules package provides for constraint on CIAL in 
terms of noise produced by engine testing.  The flip side of the 
constraint is land use in the same manner as for operational noise 
controls on new activities. 

Relief sought by the Isaac Conservation and Wildlife Trust 
66 The Isaac Conservation and Wildlife Trust (ICWT) seeks amendment 

to the engine testing rules to provide for an additional noise limit in 
Rule 6.1.4.2.7 with regard to engine testing of 80 dB LAFmax at any 
point within the Peacock Springs Conservation Area.  

67 CIAL agrees with the Council that this relief is not appropriate and 
there is no evidential basis for the proposed threshold at which 
increased engine testing sound could have an impact on birds at 
Peacock Springs.26  

68 There has been no scientific evidence provided that supports an 
Lmax limit of 80 dB.  

                                            
22  Revised Proposal, 4 March 2016, Rule 6.1.5.1.4 NC2 and Rule 6.1.5.1.5 PA2.  
23  Christchurch City Council, Opening Legal Submission, 10 March 2016, at [3.24].  
24  Evidence of Christopher Day, 17 February 2016, at [22].  
25  Evidence of Christopher Day, 17 February 2016, at [23].  
26  Christchurch City Council, Opening Legal Submission, 10 March 2016, at [3.29].  
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69 CIAL is in discussions with ICWT and is trying to reach agreement 
on an appropriate way forward.  CIAL is not opposed in principle to 
avoiding activity which may noticeably increase the noise levels at 
Peacock Springs above levels that have historically been 
experienced at that site.   CIAL considers that this matter can be 
resolved by direct agreement with ICWT as a neighbour rather than 
through plan rules that are arbitrary with no evidential basis. The 
starting point being to assess what level of noise the birds are 
exposed to currently, as it is accepted that there is no problem at 
present.  CIAL has other agreements with ICWT and considers that 
this issue can be resolved in a similar manner.  

Monitoring and Compliance 
 

70 As a general preliminary point which relates to the compliance rules 
for both operational noise and engine testing noise, CIAL submits 
that it is not appropriate for the Plan to be drafted to include rules 
with a risk of non compliance in relation to events CIAL is powerless 
to control, for example, the weather, or the need for runway 
maintenance which has to happen sometime in 10 years life of the 
plan. 

71 CIAL submits that it is untenable for the proposed Plan to create a 
situation where on day 1 of new Plan coming into effect there is an 
unidentifiable and foreseeable risk of non-compliance which will 
mean CIAL needs to apply for resource consents. 

Operational Noise 
72 CIAL considers that the drafting of Rule 6.1.4.2.6 contained in the 4 

March revised proposal is a significant improvement on the notified 
rule.  However, CIAL seeks further amendment to clause (e) of this 
rule in order to properly provide for situations in which exceedance 
of the operational Air Noise Contours may occur as a result of 
unforeseen or unexpected events.   

73 The drafting proposed by the Council accounts for just ‘atypical 
weather patterns’.27  This is not adequate and does not properly 
cover the full range of possible scenarios in which the operational 
65Ldn Air Noise Compliance Contour may be breached in 
circumstances that are unavoidable and unexpected.  Extended 
north-westerly wind conditions are not the only circumstances in 
which extended use of the cross-wind runway may result in 
potential non-compliance with the compliance contour, as is 
explained by Mr Boswell.28  Use of the main runway may be 
potentially also restricted by a number of other scenarios:  

                                            
27  4 March 2016 Revised Proposal, page 21.  
28  Evidence of Rhys Boswell, 17 February 2016, at [55]-[58] and [93]. 
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73.1 an act of god such as an earthquake could damage the main 
runway; 

73.2 major maintenance on the main runway may necessitate 
increased usage of the cross-wind runway; 

73.3 disrupted flight patterns may require increased use of the 
runways.  

74 The likelihood of these events is rare, and so the cost of allowing for 
exceedance in these additional circumstances is submitted to be 
outweighed by the benefit of allowing the Airport to continue 
operating efficiently in the face of unexpected temporary events 
such as those listed above.  

75 CIAL also seeks that the level of allowance exceedance be amended 
from 1dB to 2dB.  Mr Day explains that a change in noise level of 
2dB is not discernible.29 Given the operational noise contours are 
also based on a conservative capacity estimate of 175,000 
movements per annum, CIAL submits that a 2dB tolerance is 
reasonable.  

76 CIAL seeks that the Panel adopt the drafting of rule 6.1.4.2.6 
contained in Attachment H to the evidence of Mr Bonis.   

Engine Testing Noise 
77 CIAL supports the inclusion of Rule 6.1.4.2.7 in the proposed Plan 

and is generally supportive of the drafting proposed for this rule in 
the 4 March revised version of the proposal.30  

78 However, CIAL seeks amendment to clause (d) to fully provide for 
the range of scenarios in which exceedance of the 65Ldn Engine 
Testing Compliance Contour in exceptional circumstance may be 
permitted.  As explained in Mr Boswell’s rebuttal evidence,31 
provision for some exceedance in a broader range of situations than 
just natural disaster including volcanic eruption is necessary.  

79 CIAL seeks that the Panel adopt the drafting of rule 6.1.4.2.7 
contained in Attachment H to the evidence of Mr Bonis.   

Helicopter movements in the SPAZ 
80 CIAL sought specific provision relating to noise from helicopter take-

off and landing in the SPAZ.   Noise from helicopter movements is 
not included in the inputs to the modelling of operational Air Noise 
Contours for CIA and therefore requires specific separate regulation.  

                                            
29  Evidence of Christopher Day, 17 February 2016, at [60] to [61]. 
30  4 March 2016 Revised Proposal, page 22. 
31  Rebuttal evidence of Rhys Boswell, 25 February 2016, at [74] to [76].  
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81 CIAL is supportive of the drafting of this rule in the 4 March 2016 
revised proposal, which appropriately provides for the relief sought 
in CIAL’s submission as refined in Mr Bonis’ evidence in chief.32   

Guest Accommodation Zone 
82 There is one site proposed for the Guest Accommodation spot 

zoning within the 50dB Ldn operational contour – the Commodore 
Airport Hotel site.  In addition, Commodore Airport Hotel Limited 
has sought to rezone its “house site” at 455 Memorial Avenue from 
the notified Industrial General zoning to the Guest Accommodation 
zoning.33   

83 This issue arose during the Private Plan Change – MAIL Stage 2 
hearing in October 2015 and was deferred for consideration at this 
hearing.    

84 CIAL supports the inclusion of the activity specific standard in 
relation to rule 14.15.2.1 P1 requiring that all guest accommodation 
located in the 50dB Ldn Air Noise Contour be designed and 
constructed to comply with the indoor design sound levels contained 
in Appendix 14.14.4.  This ensures that the guest accommodation 
falling within the contour will be sufficiently protected from noise 
from airport operations such that it is not considered a ‘sensitive 
activity’ for the purposes of the plan.   

85 CIAL supports the revised proposal contained in the rebuttal 
evidence of Ms Radburnd.34  

Clearwater Golf Resort 
86 Mr Boswell sets out CIAL’s position in respect of development at 

the Clearwater Golf Resort in his evidence in chief.35   

87 In simple terms, CIAL supports the drafting for Chapter 21.9 
Specific Purpose Golf Resort (Clearwater) zone as set out in the 
revised version of that chapter attached as Attachment E to Ms 
Dixon’s evidence in chief.  

BIRD STRIKE 

88 CIAL seeks provisions to manage bird strike risk in the proposed 
District Plan.  Mr Bonis has proposed a suite of rules in his evidence 
based on the evidence of Mr Shaw. CIAL supports the Council’s 

                                            
32  Evidence of Matthew Bonis, 17 February 2016, at [106].  
33  Submission on behalf of Commodore Airport Hotel Limited on Stage 2 Proposed 

Christchurch Replacement District Plan, submission 2174, 15 June 2015, at pages 
2-3, and 7.  

34  Rebuttal Evidence of Adele Radburnd, 25 February 2016, Attachments B and C.  
35  Evidence of Rhys Boswell, 17 February 2016, at [125] to [137].  
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proposal with respect to the rule making landfills, excluding 
cleanfills, discretionary activities city-wide. However, in all other 
aspects it prefers the rules proposed by Mr Bonis to those in the 
revised proposal.  

89 As identified in the evidence of Mr Shaw, this is an appropriate 
issue to be managed by territorial authorities via planning 
documents.36   The national guidance provided by the Civil Aviation 
Authority of New Zealand states that, as well as aerodrome 
operators implementing on-airport bird strike risk management 
processes, local authorities must also provide for bird strike risk 
management in urban planning and district plan reviews.37  Mr 
Shaw’s evidence is that there is a significant risk of bird strike at 
CIA.38  

90 Mr Shaw also outlines New Zealand’s international obligation as a 
signatory to the Convention on International Civil Aviation.  The 
requirements and guidance with regards to wildlife control on 
aerodromes flows in that Convention through into national Civil 
Aviation Authority rule 139.71 and the associated guidance.    

91 Ms McKenzie has given evidence of the substantial work that CIAL 
puts into managing bird strike risk, both on and off the airport.   

92 Mr Shaw and Ms McKenzie have given evidence on the rationale 
and practical need for planning provisions to address off-Airport bird 
strike risk at CIA.  Mr Bonis has suggested a rule and associated 
assessment matters to provide for this need in the proposed District 
Plan.  CIAL seeks bird strike risk management within a 13km radius 
around the Airport runway.  

93 Several submitters have suggested that there is a lack of data on 
bird strike in Christchurch and so the rules proposed by CIAL should 
not be approved by the Panel.  Ms McKenzie has responded to that 
evidence detailing the data that CIAL has gathered over several 
years.39 Mr Shaw has also addressed the alleged lack of data in 
both his evidence and rebuttal.40    Mr Shaw recommends that a 
precautionary approach is adopted in this area, and that in the 
absence of a detailed site-specific analysis and modelling of the 
Christchurch context (which could take years), the international best 

                                            
36  Evidence of Philip Shaw, 17 February 2016, at [58]-[59] and [69]. 
37  Civil Aviation Authority of New Zealand “Advisory Circular AC139-16”, 7 October 

2011, at pages 7 to 8.   
38  Evidence of Philip Shaw, 17 February 2016, at [33]. 
39  Evidence of Katherine McKenzie, 17 February 2016, at [23], [33], [42]-[48]; 
Rebuttal of Katherine McKenzie, 25 February 2016, at [8]-[9].  
40  Evidence of Phil Shaw, 17 February 2016, at [16], [71]; Rebuttal evidence of Phil 
Shaw, 25 February 2016, at [12]. 
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practice guidelines for bird strike management should be followed.41  
Put another way, where there are threats of serious or irreversible 
damage, lack of full scientific certainty should not be used as a 
reason to postpone cost-effective measures to prevent that damage.  

94 The precautionary approach has been broadly adopted in New 
Zealand law in relation to dangerous activities where the extent of 
the risk may not be fully appreciated or where scientific uncertainty 
remains.42  

95 CIAL has worked hard to minimise unnecessary and overly onerous 
regulation in regards to the imposition of bird strike risk 
management rules.  To that end, and as noted by Mr Shaw and Mr 
Bonis, it has considered where certain activities can be managed by 
alternative means, and does not seek land use in respect of those 
activities.  CIAL considers that the suite of rules proposed by Mr 
Bonis represents the least restrictive possible while also providing 
appropriate and adequate controls to ensure that bird strike risk at 
CIA is minimised.  

Relief sought by the Isaac Conservation and Wildlife Trust 
96 ICWT seek amendment to the bird strike risk management 

provisions sought by CIAL in order to provide for a lesser standard 
of bird management at the Peacock Springs site because ICWT is 
already subject to a bird hazard management plan.   

97 Ms Seaton has drafted a proposed activity rule which would provide 
for permanent water features of 1,000m2 or less to be established at 
Peacock Springs Conservation Area either singularly or in 
conjunction with other water bodies, except that any waterbody 
covered by an aviary or existing at 25 July 2015 will not be subject 
to the rule.43  ICWT also seeks that any water feature exceeding 
1,000m2 be a controlled activity where an approved bird hazard 

                                            
41  Evidence of Phil Shaw, 17 February 2016, at [16]-[23], [54]-[57] and [71].  
42  See for example New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 2010 (gazetted 4 
November 2010), policy 3 (precautionary approach). The definition of “effects” in s 3 
of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) implicitly endorses the precautionary 
principle: McIntyre v Christchurch City Council [1996] NZRMA 289 at 305 
(telecommunications emissions); Shirley Primary School v Telecom Mobile 
Communications Ltd [1999] NZRMA 66 at 134 (telecommunications emissions); 
Progressive Enterprises Ltd v North Shore City Council [2006] NZRMA 72 (public 
notification of potential traffic effects required); Sustain Our Sounds Inc v New 
Zealand King Salmon Co Ltd [2014] NZSC 40 at [100]–[140] (precautionary 
approach and adaptive management]. See also Resource Management Act 1991, s 
32(2)(c), Hazardous Substances and New Organisms Act 1996, s 7 (precautionary 
approach); Exclusive Economic Zone and Continental Shelf (Environmental Effects) 
Act 2012, ss 34, 61, 64 (information principles and adaptive management). 
43  Rebuttal evidence of Kim Seaton, 25 February 2016, at [18].  
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management plan is in place and a restricted discretionary activity 
where one is not.44  

98 CIAL does not support this amendment to the bird strike risk 
management regime proposed by Mr Bonis.45  Mr Shaw’s opinion 
is that there is no evidence to suggest that the Peacock Springs site 
does not present a risk of bird strike at CIA.46  The Peacock Springs 
site is also extremely close to the Airport runway, and so any new 
water feature on this land could have a potentially severe impact on 
the bird strike risk.   

99 The level of waterbodies at Peacock Springs are such that any small 
increase or change in size will trigger the restricted discretionary 
rule proposed by CIAL for waterbodies over 1000m2 (either 
singularly or in conjunction with others on the site).  It is Mr 
Shaw’s advice and evidence that waterbodies of this size create risk 
levels that must be minimised and properly managed.  Allowing for 
an additional area of water of up to 500m2 at Peacock Springs as of 
right with no ability for the Council to consider the bird strike 
impacts or consult with CIAL, would be inconsistent with that 
evidence. It would also be inconsistent with the Bird Hazard 
Management Plan, which requires that ICWT obtain resource 
consent and consult with CIAL before increasing the size of their 
waterbodies at Peacock Springs.  

100 From a pure effects perspective, the lakes at Isaac already present a 
bird strike risk which CIAL’s expert considers should not be allowed 
to increase. It is appropriate that any increase on top of the present 
areas of water at Peacock Springs triggers the requirement for 
resource consent so that appropriate measures can be put in place 
to minimise the increased risk posed and consultation can be had.  
The effects of any proposed increase above the baseline level of 
waterbodies at Peacock Springs should be considered in detail.   

101 CIAL’s position is that it should follow the expert advice it has been 
given, which is that this proposed exemption for ICWT would not be 
appropriate from a safety perspective.     

AIRPORT PROTECTION  

102 CIAL supports the inclusion of provisions recognising the Runway 
End Protection Areas (REPAs) and Airport Protection Surfaces in the 
Proposal.   

                                            
44  Rebuttal evidence of Kim Seaton, 25 February 2016, at [18]. 
45  Evidence of Matthew Bonis, 17 February 2016, Attachment H.  
46  Rebuttal evidence of Phil Shaw, 25 February 2016, at [6] to [8].  
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Airport Protection Surfaces 
103 In its submission, CIAL sought some changes to the notified 

provisions.  These changes were accepted in the Council’s revised 
proposal dated 26 November 2015.  However, changes sought by 
Transpower are now also included in the latest 4 March 2016 revised 
proposal.   

104 As Mr Boswell explains,47 the protection surfaces included in the 
proposed Plan, and indeed in the current Operative City Plan are 
based on a scenario in which the runways are extended, in order to 
provide for foreseeable growth and expansion of the Airport.  Under 
this extended runway scenario, some of Transpower’s National Grid 
assets breach the airport protection surfaces.  However, those 
assets do not breach the protection surfaces as they stand based on 
the current runway alignment and length.   

105 CIAL supports the amendment to 6.7.2.2.1.6 PR1 clause 3 to 
provide that: 

maintenance or repair works on any existing  building, structure or 
utility, including minor upgrading of existing utility structures where 
this does not increase the height of the utility 
 

106 This drafting was recommended by Mr Bonis.48 

107 However, the 4 March 2016 revised proposal also contains an 
additional clause in PR1 sought by Transpower which states: 

Rule PR1 does not apply to the upgrading or relocation of National 
Grid lines or structures existing as at 14 January 2010, as a result of 
the rules contained in the Resource Management (National 
Environmental Standards for Electricity Transmission Activities) 
Regulations 2009. 
 

108 CIAL seeks that this relief is rejected by the Panel.  It is based on an 
incorrect interpretation of the interaction between the National 
Environmental Standards for Electricity Transmission Activities 
Regulations 2009 (NESETA) and the District Plan provisions.  As 
discussed by Mr Munro,49 it is also simply inappropriate as a matter 
of public safety and aviation safety to allow for this exemption as 
sought by Transpower.  Mr Munro also explains in his rebuttal 
evidence the proper interpretation of Advisory Circular 139-6 and 
the rationale for a 1.6% take of climb surface slope.  

109 Ms McLeod for Transpower states that Rule 6.7.2.2.1.6 PR1 clause 
3 conflicts with clauses 14 and 16 of the NESETA.50  If a plan or 

                                            
47  Rebuttal evidence of Rhys Boswell, 25 February 2016, at [72].  
48  Evidence of Matthew Bonis, 17 February 2016, at [188].  
49  Rebuttal evidence of Iain Munro, 17 February 2016, at [21].  
50  Evidence of Ainsley McLeod, 17 February 2016, at [20].  
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proposed plan conflicts with a provision in a national environmental 
standard the local authority must amend its plan or proposed plan 
to remove that conflict.51  However, CIAL submits that there is no 
conflict between the NESETA and the proposed airport protection 
surfaces provisions.  

110 Section 44A(2) Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) states that: 

A rule conflicts with a provision if— 
(a) both of the following apply: 

(i) the rule is more stringent than the provision in that it 
prohibits or restricts an activity that the provision permits or 
authorises; and 
(ii)  the standard does not expressly say that a rule may be 
more stringent than it; or 

(b) the rule is more lenient than the provision. 
    

111 Clause 14(3) of the NESETA (breach of which renders alteration, 
relocation or replacement of a tower of an existing transmission line 
a restricted discretionary activity under clause 16) expressly 
provides that: 

If a transmission line support structure is increased in height 
(including by being replaced with another structure),— 
… 
(b) the additional height must comply with any height 
restrictions for airport purposes, or any public view shafts, 
specified in a rule. 
 
(emphasis added) 
 

112 This provides for a direct carve-out for height restrictions imposed 
for airport purposes.  Inclusion of specific rules relating to height 
restrictions in respect of airport protection surfaces within the 
proposed Plan is therefore not inconsistent with the NESETA, and in 
fact was expressly envisaged by the NESETA.  

113 In addition, the RMA provides at s43B(1) that: 

"A rule or resource consent that is more stringent than a national 
environmental standard prevails over the standard, if the standard 
expressly says that a rule or consent may be more stringent than it." 
 

114 That appears to be the situation here.  The standard has expressly 
stated that a rule in respect of height restrictions for airport 
purposes may be more stringent.   In addition, RMA section 75(4), 
which outlines requirements for the contents of district plans, does 
not include national environmental standards in the list of 
documents that a district plan must give effect to.  

115 If clause 14 NESETA is breached, then the NESETA requires 
resource consent as a restricted discretionary activity under clause 

                                            
51  Resource Management Act 1991, s 44A.  
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16. However, that does not appear to remove the requirement to 
comply with a separate resource consent requirement in relation to 
the district plan as well.  Where the NESETA provides for alteration, 
relocation or replacement of a tower of an existing transmission line 
as a restricted discretionary activity, clause 16(4)(a) reserves height 
and location as a matter of discretion.  This would allow for 
consideration of the airport protection surfaces as part of the 
resource consent process.  

REPA 
116 Mr Boswell and Mr Munro have discussed in their evidence the 

importance of and rationale behind providing for the Runway End 
Protection Areas (REPAs) at the end of each runway at CIA.  

117 CIAL sought that “mass assembly of people” be added to the list of 
prohibited activities in Rule 6.7.2.2.2.6.  This relief has now been 
accepted by the Council and CIAL supports its retention as a 
prohibited activity.52  

118 CIAL confirms that it is not opposed to Orion New Zealand Limited’s 
relief with regards to permitting undergrounding of utilities within 
the REPA.   

119 At the time of writing evidence there was confusion between the 
CCC, CIAL and NZTA as to exemption from the REPA prohibited 
activity rules for structures associated with State Highway 1 
upgrade.  Mr Boswell explains CIAL’s position in his evidence.53 
CIAL supports retention of this exemption.  However, CIAL is 
opposed to a similar exemption within the airport protection 
surfaces rules.  This confusion has now been resolved.  

120 CIAL supports the removal of reference to structures associated with 
upgrade of State Highway 1 from Rule 6.7.2.2.1.6 PR1 but its 
retention in Rule 6.7.2.2.2.6 PR1 in the 4 March 2016 revised 
proposal.  

121 CIAL is also supportive of the revised prohibited activity rule PR3 
relating to the use and storage of hazardous substances within the 
REPA and seeks that is retained as drafted in the 4 March revised 
proposal.  

SIGNAGE 

122 CIAL notes that matters relating to signage within the Specific 
Purpose (Airport) Zone have been resolved as between the Crown, 

                                            
52  4 March 2016 Revised Proposal, page 101-102. 
53  Evidence of Rhys Boswell, 17 February 2016, at [121] to [123].  
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CIAL and the Council.  This agreement and preferred drafting is 
recorded in the joint memorandum of counsel dated 10 March 2016. 

DEFINITIONS 

123 CIAL notes there are a number of definitions relating to Airport 
operations.  Evidence and legal submissions in relation to these 
definitions will be presented at the Chapter 2: Definitions hearing.  

CONCLUSION 

124 CIAL seeks that the Panel grant its relief as sought in submissions 
and amended through evidence.  

Dated:  14 March 2016 
 

 
_______________________________ 
JM Appleyard / A Hill  
Counsel for Christchurch International Airport Limited 

  

 


