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REBUTTAL EVIDENCE OF RHYS DUNCAN BOSWELL  

1 My full name is Rhys Duncan Boswell.   

2 My qualifications and experience are set out in my Evidence in Chief 
dated 17 February 2016. 

3 I have read the Evidence in Chief of: 

3.1 Mr David Lawry;  

3.2 Mr Mike Marra; 

3.3 Mr Bruce Campbell;  

3.4 Mr John Sugrue; 

3.5 Ms Vanessa Payne; 

3.6  Mr Darryl Millar; 

3.7 Dr Jeremy Trevathan; and 

3.8 Mr Eric Morgan. 

4 I wish to provide brief rebuttal to some matters raised in this 
evidence.  

5 Given the similarities in terms of content across the briefs listed 
from 3.1 to 3.5, I have identified key ‘themes’ arising across this 
evidence and have structured my rebuttal around those themes or 
topics.  Those topics/themes are: 

5.1 That engine testing noise should be mitigated at the source 
and any land use controls imposed to manage the effects of 
noise at CIA are inappropriate.  I discuss the reasons why 
CIAL seeks land use controls and the mitigation actions that it 
has taken in conjunction with Air New Zealand in respect of 
engine testing; 

5.2  The establishment of a curfew at CIA.  Constraining the 
economic efficiency of an airport through a curfew should in 
my opinion be an option of last resort and CIAL’s view is that 
the suite of measures proposed in this process will offer 
appropriate mitigations before it becomes necessary to 
impose a curfew; 

5.3 That CIAL should be subject to similar regulations and rules 
as Auckland International Airport.  CIAL contends that it is 
appropriate for Christchurch to consider its own solutions to 
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land use challenges and that a tailored suite of provisions 
would be preferable to a copy of the regulations and rules 
considered appropriate for the Auckland context; 

5.4 The accuracy of the contours.  Various other CIAL witnesses 
have addressed the accuracy of the contours and the 
appropriate context for remodelling and conclude that it 
would be preferable to address this issue at a time when the 
contours are set for review through the Regional Policy 
Statement review process;  

5.5 That CIAL should fund insulation for homes within the 
contours.  This is a matter that we have considered however 
there are few properties currently subject to 65Ldn noise 
levels, and none of those landowners have approached CIAL 
to request insulation; 

5.6 That engine testing should occur at a different location or that 
the Bylaw is inadequate to regulate engine testing at CIA.  
This issue was largely addressed in my evidence in chief.  
CIAL supports the inclusion of engine testing noise 
regulations in the proposed District Plan and considers that an 
‘update’ for the older Bylaw regulation is necessary and 
appropriate; 

5.7 That CIAL does not properly handle complaints about noise.  
CIAL has taken various steps to record complaints and 
engage with the community in respect of operations issues; 
and 

5.8 That CIAL is not currently subject to any requirements in 
terms of compliance or monitoring.  This is not the case, I 
outline the compliance requirements that CIAL is currently 
subject to.  

6 As was the case with my evidence in chief, rebuttal on issues 
relating to bird strike risk management will be addressed by Ms 
McKenzie.  

CORRECTION 

7 I wish to make a small correction to my evidence in chief.  In my 
paragraph 81 I stated that I understood that there are 
approximately 4 properties that lie within the 65Ldn contour as at 
the latest 2015 report.  I have reviewed this report and have 
identified 2 dwellings within the actual 65Ldn contour for 2015 
operations (Attachment A).  
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PRELIMINARY MATTER 

8 I note that Mr Lawry makes a number of assertions in regards to 
the relationship between CIAL and the Council.  I strongly disagree 
with any assertion of that nature.  I do not think that there is any 
need to respond to those assertions in my evidence.  

9 CIAL participate in public processes to defend or advance the long 
term interests of all of the entities that operate from Christchurch 
Airport.  Certainly it would be cheaper and more convenient to not 
engage in these processes, and for a period the airport may be able 
to operate relatively unaffected.  However, CIAL takes seriously our 
responsibility to be caretakers of the strategic significance of the 
airport for not only today’s residents, but for those of the future.   

10 CIAL take these democratic processes seriously by preparing robust 
arguments based on sound evidence.  We believe that this approach 
provides decision makers with the best possible information on 
which to base their findings. 

11 In all cases to date the decision makers have been independent 
Commissioners appointed by one of the three District Councils 
and/or Environment Canterbury and in cases that have gone on 
appeal to the Environment Court and High Court and beyond have 
been members of the judiciary. 

ENGINE TESTING NOISE SHOULD BE MITIGATED AT SOURCE 
AND LAND USE CONTROLS ARE NOT APPROPRIATE 

12 In my evidence of 17 February I provide a summary description of 
the significant efforts CIAL and the aircraft operators have made 
over the past year to reduce the land use impact of the notified 
engine testing contours (paragraphs 85 to 91) in order to be able to 
produce constrained contours at this hearing.  In addition, Mr 
Morgan and Mr Day go into some detail about these efforts in their 
respective statements of evidence. 

13 I also note that some submitters contend that engine testing noise 
is not a part of core airport operations.1  My evidence paragraphs 
62-81 describe engine testing activity.  I contend that engine testing 
is a core part of airport operations and is not ‘distinctly different’ to 
‘normal operations’.  It sits alongside regular aircraft movements, 
airside support such as engineering services and emergency 
response activities.  It is an activity found at other international 
airports throughout New Zealand and the world. 

14 Mr Morgan’s evidence in paragraphs 5.1 to 5.9 also explains the 
nature of engine testing and why it is a core part of CIA operations. 

                                            
1  Evidence in chief of Mr Lawry, at [5.36],Evidence in chief of Mr Venema, at [4.2].  
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RISK OF CURFEW 

15 Mr Lawry and Mr Sugrue suggest that the imposition of a curfew 
at CIA is a ‘fanciful risk’.2  However, Mr Lawry also states that 
curfews are common around the world and that most approving 
authorities require mitigation of noise, including by curfews.3   

16 Certainly curfews are in place at various airports around the world 
and they have been established for various reasons.  New Zealand’s 
other airports are also constrained - Wellington and Queenstown 
have night time operating constraints for example. 

17 Constraining the economic efficiency of an airport through the 
imposition of curfews should in my opinion be the option of last 
resort.  These curfew situations typically arise when either an 
airport has been established in a location where noise sensitive 
activity (residential) already exists (e.g. Wellington) or when an 
airport has been established in a remote location and then over time 
noise sensitive activities become established ever closer and in ever 
increasing densities around the airport (e.g. Denver).    

18 It is CIAL’s view that a suite of measures are being proposed in this 
DPR process that will offer appropriate mitigations before it becomes 
necessary to consider curfews.   

19 Mr Copeland’s evidence demonstrates that CIAL has considered 
the potential economic impact of a curfew in Christchurch.  My 
understanding of this evidence is that the potential economic costs 
to the larger Canterbury economy and the Christchurch community 
would be significant.  

CIAL SHOULD BE SUBJECT TO SIMILAR REGULATIONS AND 
RULES AS AUCKLAND INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT AND OTHER 
AIRPORTS INTERNATIONALLY 

20 I am not sure on what basis Mr Lawry makes the claim that “most 
airports around the world have little or no ability to influence land 
use planning controls in their favour”.4  Certainly it is my 
observation that my contemporaries around the world work very 
hard alongside the relevant local and central government agencies 
of their respective countries to ensure that appropriate land use 
protections to safeguard current and future operations at their 
airfields.  Indeed the ICAO guidance material that Mr Lawry and Mr 
Marra reference specifies land use planning as a key pillar of what 
is commonly referred to as the ‘Balanced Approach to Aircraft Noise 

                                            
2  Evidence in chief of Mr Lawry, at [7.9], [9.22], [9.23]; Evidence in chief of Mr 

Sugrue, at [3.5].  
3  Evidence in chief of Mr Lawry, at [1.13] and [5.13].  
4  Evidence in chief of Mr Lawry, at [1.13].  
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Management’.5  It is my perception that this ICAO document is a 
presentation aid and so caution should be taken in interpretation 
without the context of the speaker notes and detail that would have 
been associated.  I note that Mr Marra neglected to include the 
entire presentation in his Evidence in Chief Attachment C and so I 
have done so in my rebuttal [Attachment B].  The key elements 
missing from Mr Marra’s attachment appear to relate to the land 
use planning and economic analysis components of the ICAO 
‘balanced approach’. 

21 Without engagement between Airports and local authorities, it is 
unlikely that the land use regulator will be able to anticipate airport 
future needs and local landowners will almost certainly not be 
minded to provide for future airport needs unless directed to do so 
by way of land use planning methods such as zoning. 

22 Mr Day outlines the chronology of the establishment of the 50 dBA 
Ldn contour becoming a limit to noise sensitive development in 
Christchurch.  Its origins and core principles can be traced back to 
the 1950’s, the details of how they have survived and evolved are 
the product of numerous RMA proceedings at Regional and District 
planning levels as well as appeals to higher Courts.  All of these 
proceedings have been open to the public and have been 
determined by independent decision makers (commissioners or 
judges). 

23 I am supportive of the principle that local authorities can and should 
adopt land use planning policies and principles that reflect the 
values that are important to that community.  My view is that the 
development of the 50 Ldn Air Noise Contour for Christchurch 
airport demonstrates that Christchurch and Canterbury have 
decided that (a) it is important to protect people from the adverse 
effects of noise created by the airport and its activities, and (b) it is 
important to protect the airport and its operations from the 
potentially damaging effects of reverse sensitivity.  The fact that 
Christchurch considers it appropriate to strive for a less noisy 
environment than other parts of the world while enabling the 
essential activity that drives economic and social benefits for its 
community should be commended. 

24 CIAL contends that it is appropriate for Christchurch to be free to 
find its own solutions to the challenges observed elsewhere in the 
world.  It should also be noted that the CCC is not alone in adopting 
this position, indeed the 50 Ldn Air Noise Contour has been 
considered and adopted by ECan in the RPS, the Waimakariri and 
Selwyn District Councils and the Environment Court in Variation 52.   

                                            
5  Evidence in chief of Mr Marra, Attachment C.  
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25 I am sure Mr Clarke will confirm that the adoption of a “world 
standard” approach to establishing airport noise contours at a 
prescribed level is in of itself no guarantee that either (a) people will 
not still complain about the harmful effects of airport noise outside 
these contours and (b) airports will not still become curfewed or be 
forced to move due to reverse sensitivity effects.  Indeed you need 
look no further than Auckland where the future parallel runway is 
already subject to operational constraints due to reverse sensitivity 
concerns.  Sydney is another example of where the equivalent of a 
55dBA Ldn contour exists and yet the airport is curfewed and the 
city is in the process of having to build a second airport.   

26 Mr Lawry, Mr Venema and Mr Marra cite Auckland as an example 
of best practise in this field.6  Mr Marra highlights that Auckland 
benefits from a lack of noise sensitive activity in its surrounds and 
CIAL like Auckland has certainly endeavoured to guard against the 
on-going development of noise sensitive activity near Christchurch 
Airport.7  He also appears to suggest that Auckland International 
Airport Limited, through the unitary plan provisions, is more 
accountable than Christchurch.  I do not dispute that the Auckland 
regime as it stands today is more contemporary than the framework 
we have been operating under to date.  To my mind, the pDPR is 
Christchurch’s version of the Auckland Unitary Plan with the added 
layer of being developed in the post-earthquake recovery context 
under direction of the Minister.   

27 The outcome of these proceedings will see Christchurch Airport 
operate under a new regime which will deliver greater transparency 
and certainty for all stakeholders.  CIAL supports this general 
approach.  To the best of my knowledge there is no Ground-Running 
Enclosure at Auckland Airport. 

THE ACCURACY OF THE CONTOURS 

28 Mr Lawry in section 9 of his evidence discusses the re-evaluation of 
the Air Noise Contours undertaken in 2007.  This process, and the 
data utilised in the modelling is explained by Mr Day, Mr 
Bethwaite, and Mr Munro.  In Mr Lawry’s paragraph 9.3 he states 
that he considers the only barrier to a speedy re-evaluation of the 
contours is CIAL’s lack of will.  This is not correct.  Because the 
airport noise contours extend across into the Selwyn and 
Waimakariri districts they are an issue of regional relevance, not 
just a matter for consideration in the Christchurch city context.  As 
such, CIAL considers that it makes sense to wait and review the 
contours at the previously agreed time in a context where they can 
be ‘slotted’ into all relevant district plans at once, should there be a 

                                            
6  Evidence in chief of Mr Lawry, at [7.44]; Evidence in chief of Mr Marra, at [11]-

[22]; Evidence in chief of Mr Venema, at [3.5].  
7  Evidence in chief of Mr Marra, at [15], [18], [20].  
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change in the contours coming out of that process.  It is my current 
understanding that the timeframes contemplated for a review of the 
Regional Policy Statement (RPS) would require that a draft set of 
contours are prepared around 2018.  

29 I also note that notwithstanding that we have not remodelled the 
contours for this process we have asked the key experts who 
provided input into the 2007 process to advise us if there is 
anything significant that has happened in the intervening eight 
years that would indicate the assumptions underlying the 2007 
contours are markedly wrong.  The evidence of Mr Day, 
Mr Bethwaite and Mr Munro confirms that there are no major 
changes to the assumptions which would justify a remodelling now. 

30 In Mr Lawry’s paragraph 9.20 he says: “Information supplied to be 
by CIAL Manager Rhys BOSWELL indicated that in 2014 the 
scheduled aircraft operation numbered 50,633 having fallen from 
2010 scheduled flight operations of 54,668 representing 
approximately a 4000 reduction due largely to earthquakes. I 
understand that scheduled flight operation returned to 2014 levels 
in 2015.” I do recall providing a summary sheet of information to Mr 
Lawry.  In many respects current levels of activity are largely 
irrelevant to appropriateness or not of the ultimate Airport capacity 
figure which is used for the calculation of the airport noise contours.  
A faster or slower growth path will result in CIAL arriving at capacity 
earlier or later than expected.  The modelled contours are not tied 
to a particular date. 

31 However, to assist the Panel and provide some context I have 
included figures showing passenger movements, scheduled 
passenger aircraft movements for the same period, as well as a 
chart showing aircraft movements including military, Antarctic 
operations and freight aircraft between 2010 and 2015 (Figure 2 
below). 

32 Mr Lawry in paragraph 9.22 of his evidence in chief claims that 
based on Auckland Airport’s long term growth projections it is not 
realistic that Christchurch would be operating at or near 175,000 
scheduled aircraft movements per annum in 20 years’ time.  I agree 
that given recent events, it is most unlikely that Christchurch will be 
operating at this capacity level in 20 years’ time although the 
possibility cannot be ruled out as aircraft travel is notoriously 
vulnerable to ups and downs of external factors and the 
Christchurch earthquakes just happen to be one of those factors 
that influence numbers in the short term.   

33 Mr Lawry fails to recognise that the capacity level of 175K 
movements is just that, a figure which a panel of experts in airport 
operations have agreed represents Christchurch Airport capacity 
based on current and likely future airfield assets.  This figure may 
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change over time as technologies and procedures evolve.  It does 
not represent an estimated activity level based on growth forecasts 
to any particular year.  In my opinion, capping airport growth by the 
adoption of a noise contour based on forecast levels of activity at a 
specified design year is unwise given that peaks and troughs that 
characterise historic demand for aircraft travel.   

Figure 1 CIAL Passenger Movements 

Figure 2 Scheduled Passenger Aircraft Movements 

2348 CIAL - Rebuttal of Boswell
Page 9 of 62



 9 

 

Figure 3 All Aircraft Movements (excluding General Aviation and 
Helicopters) 

34 The approach being advocated by Mr Lawry of nominating an exact 
year that the contour relates to has been adopted in some instances 
elsewhere in the world, but in circumstances that I consider very 
different to those currently experienced in Christchurch.  I 
understand that all the experts to the expert Panel process agreed 
that projections should be linked to ultimate capacity of the airport 
not a chosen year. 

35 For me the basic question is why as a community would we choose 
to limit the growth potential of a strategic asset such as the Airport?  
To my mind the only circumstance that might justify this approach 
in Christchurch would be if the land currently impacted by the noise 
contours was required to meet the future growth needs of noise 
sensitive activities within our City.   

36 A theme repeated in the evidence of Mr Lawry and others is that 
the imposition of the airport noise contours is a barrier to 
earthquake recovery.   

37 CIAL contend that the opposite is the case.  There is no evidence 
that post-earthquakes greater Christchurch is so short of land that 
the green fields noise contour affected land is required in the 
foreseeable future to provide for residential activity.  I note that in 
the post-earthquake RPS the only exceptions are for Kaiapoi 
because of earthquake red zoning and existing Residential zones. 

38 CIAL believes that Mr Lawry’s approach is not justified and would 
significantly limit the ability of the airport to continue to contribute 
to the on-going recovery of the City and the Region.  Indeed the 
provision of the contours delivers future growth certainty for the 
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airport, its operators and the businesses and customers that rely on 
its activities.  

39 CIAL has revised passenger forecasts through to 2040.  Over the 
next 24 years CIAL expects annual passenger numbers to increase 
from just over 6 million to just under 12 million. 

Figure 4 Forecast Passenger Growth 

CIAL FUNDING INSULATION  

40 Mr Marra says that CIAL should pay for insulation within the 65 Ldn 
Air Noise Contour and should pay half the costs within the 55 Ldn 
Air Noise Contour.   

41 This is a matter we have considered with respect to existing older 
houses where those houses are actually currently experiencing 
levels of 65 Ldn.  I am aware that some other airports and ports 
have an insulation programme as their actual contour expands over 
time and this is an issue we consider when we receive the annual 
monitoring report each year. 

42 From the most recent report we are aware that there are two 
houses currently subjected to noise levels of 65 Ldn.  We know 
which properties they are.  To my knowledge none of those 
landowners have sought to ask CIAL through this process, or any 
other occasion to insulate their houses.  It may be that the houses 
are already insulated.   

43 At the next review of the Plan as aircraft numbers increase and the 
actual 65 contour expands there may be more existing older houses 
that are actually subject to noise levels of 65 Ldn and which are not 
already insulated.  During the lifetime of this Plan, and as we do our 
annual monitoring, we are aware of which existing properties are 
subject to actual noise levels of 65 Ldn and we will consider what 
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steps if any we should take by one on one discussions with any of 
the existing landowners who indicate an issue.  Given that right now 
there are only two properties affected who are not to my knowledge 
submitters to this process this is in my view a matter for 
reconsideration at the next Plan review. 

44 With regard to CIAL meeting half the costs of insulation within the 
55 Ldn I note that the Operative Plan already contains a rule 
requiring new dwellings (since 1990) to be insulated.  I know of no 
airport in the world required to meet costs of insulation within 
55 Ldn. 

ENGINE TESTING ACTIVITIES, LOCATION AND BYLAW 

45 The evidence of various submitters questions the adequacy of the 
current 1989 Bylaw for regulating engine testing activity.8   

46 I have already discussed the Bylaw to some degree in my evidence. 
CIAL has identified for some time including in comments on 
LURP/RPS (Attachment C) that something more sophisticated than 
the Bylaw is needed.  CIAL agrees with CCC and submitters that the 
District Plan is the appropriate vehicle for dealing with both sides of 
engine testing (land use restrictions and compliance). 

47 My understanding is that the CIAL Bylaws are a mechanism which 
enables CIAL to regulate activities within the airport campus. I can 
only assume that historically the existence of the Bylaw has 
provided some comfort to CCC in terms of noise mitigation.  The 
current Bylaw does not provide a resident with any form of 
enforcement action either against CIAL or the airline.  They are not 
overseen by any specific agency so to that extent it is difficult to 
imagine circumstance in which CIAL could be directed to enforce its 
Bylaws in any specific manner. 

48 Regards the historical application of the Bylaws and any 
enforcement action.  CIAL acknowledges that the engine testing 
provisions in the Bylaws are rather curious in that, as opposed to 
say parking, they do not provide specific remedies or enforcement 
provisions other than the very general offences and penalties 
provisions.  These provisions enable CIAL to impose a fine of up to 
$500 for any person found guilty of breaching the Bylaws.  In a 
practical sense this would largely mean that the offence provisions 
would be ineffective at bringing an engine test operator into line 
should its engine testing fall outside the guidelines.  Faced with a 
choice between enforcing under the bylaws and working alongside 
aircraft operators to mitigate noise nuisance, CIAL choose working 
with the operators to establish policies and procedures.  Copies of 

                                            
8  Evidence in chief of Mr Lawry, at [1.8] and [4.19]; Evidence in chief of Ms 
Payne, at [8.2]; Evidence in chief of Mr Campbell, at section 4.  
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the various policies and procedures employed in this respect have 
been provided in my EiC. 

49 CIAL did ask for engine testing rules at the time that the RPS was 
reviewed. CIAL agrees that it is appropriate and timely that the 
Engine Testing activity at Christchurch Airport should be addressed 
in the current DPR.  CIAL and the CCC disagree over some minor 
wording but CIAL agrees in principal with the approach proposed by 
the CCC. 

CIAL HANDLING OF COMPLAINTS AND COMMUNITY 
CONSULTATION 

50 Some submitters have expressed concerns about community 
consultation and about a perceived lack of transparency around 
communications on noise related issues.9 

51 The Operative Plan contains rules requiring us to report annually on 
noise monitoring and other issues.  CIAL publishes information on 
noise related activities through our annual noise management plan 
which is accessible by the community through our website.  CIAL 
also provides access to complaint reporting via telephone numbers, 
and forms on its website and proactively addresses, these noise 
complaints.  In my Evidence in Chief I acknowledge that until 2012, 
the complaint system was inadequate in terms of recording 
complaints in one central system and in an accessible way.  
However, since 2012 CIAL have made every effort to capture as 
much detail about a complaint as we are able.  Certainly 
communication is an area where we can always improve and to that 
end, feedback about a perceived lack of information is very useful. 

52 In March 2014 CIAL initiated the establishment of the Christchurch 
Airport Community Liaison Group (CACLG).  This group meets 
approximately every 3-4 months and is a forum for the airport 
community and neighbouring community representatives to brief 
one another about significant operations and upcoming events.  
Membership of this group includes representatives from Airways 
Corporation, BARNZ, Canterbury Aero Club, Fendalton-Waimairi 
Community Board, Christchurch City Council, Selwyn District 
Council, Waimakariri District Council, Canterbury Regional Council,  
Air New Zealand, Avonhead Community Group and CIAL.  My 
records of the very first meeting of the CACLG in April 2014 show 
that airport noise was a prominent issue on the agenda 
(Attachment D).   

53 I have read the evidence of Ms Payne, Mr Marra and Mr Lawry 
where they express similar feelings of frustration about the noise 

                                            
9  Evidence in chief of Mr Venema, at [4.2], Evidence in chief of Mr Sugrue, at [5]; 
Evidence in chief of Mr Marra, at [29].  
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complaints process.10  I cannot speak to their individual experiences 
but I was concerned about their claims that nobody responds to 
complaints and so I have searched our data back as far as March 
2012 and can find no records of complaints from for Mrs Payne, Mr 
Marra and Mr Lawry relating to engine testing noise or indeed 
operational noise.  If they can provide me with details of their 
complaints I will look into the event and what might have caused 
the complaint. 

54 The feedback I have received indicates that people find it easy to 
access the Christchurch Airport Noise Complaints section of our 
website with a basic Google search. 

COMPLIANCE IN RESPECT OF NOISE MATTERS  

55 The evidence of Mr Marra, Mr Campbell and Mr Lawry alleges 
that CIAL is not currently subject to any enforcement or compliance 
obligations by CCC.11 This is not the case.  The 65 contour is the 
contour at which actual noise produced by CIAL is measured and 
compared to the projected contours in the Operative Plan.  CIAL is 
currently subject to compliance obligations with regards to airport 
operational noise in the Operative City Plan rules (Volume 3, Part 
11, rule 1.3.6 and Part 11, rule 1.2.4.2). 

56 CIAL is not currently subject to rules relating to compliance for 
engine testing but nor is there any land use restrictions with respect 
to engine testing either.  CIAL does however undertake its own 
monitoring of engine testing noise at CIA, as discussed in the Noise 
Management Report attached to my evidence in chief as Attachment 
D.  As discussed in my evidence in chief and above, CIAL 
acknowledges that compliance rules for engine testing are 
appropriate, and supports the inclusion of such rules in the proposed 
Replacement District Plan subject to disagreement with CCC over 
the detail of the wording.   

57 In his paragraph 7.16 Mr Lawry comments that CIAL held no 
records of day time engine testing and that records of night testing 
only go back 4 or 5 years.  This is correct, we have only recently 
established systems that will capture data associated with day time 
test activity.  

CANTERBURY UNIVERSITY  

58 I have read the evidence of Mr Millar and am aware of the relief 
that the University of Canterbury is seeking at this hearing.  

                                            
10  Evidence in chief of Mr Marra, at [32] and [33]; Evidence in chief of Mr Lawry, at 

[1.8] and [9.18]; Evidence in chief of Ms Payne, at [9.6], [14.1].  
11  Evidence in chief of Mr Marra at [15.7]; Evidence in chief of Mr Campbell at page 

7, Evidence in chief of Mr Lawry, at [1.3], [4.13], and [5.29].  
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59 I will allow Mr Bonis to respond to the more technical matters 
raised in the University’s evidence, but wish to comment more 
generally about CIAL’s position in respect of the University’s relief. 

60 CIAL is supportive in principle of the University’s relief.  We 
recognise that the University is an important piece of significant 
infrastructure in Christchurch and the Canterbury region.  It is 
unique, and has an important role to play in post-earthquake 
recovery.  CIAL does not want to impose unreasonable constraints 
on the University and certainly cannot see itself opposing any of the 
University’s core activities. 

61 However, the list of activities that the University is seeking to be 
permitted in the Specific Purposes (Tertiary Education) Zone 
(SPTEZ) are very broad.  As such, CIAL cannot say with certainty 
that it would never have concerns with any specific proposal for 
activities in the SPTEZ which may fall within the 50 Ldn Air Noise 
Contour.  We would need to address this matter at the time that the 
details of a specific proposal are known and can be presented for 
consideration.   

62 CIAL considers that the rules should allow for some kind of 
consultation process with CIAL should there be a specific proposal 
for a noise sensitive activity within the 50 Ldn Air Noise Contour in 
the SPETZ.  At that stage, CIAL can then consider the details of the 
specific activity proposed and discuss with the University how best 
to manage that proposal should it present some concerns with 
respect to the exposure of additional people to operational airport 
noise.  

63 CIAL will continue to work with the University between now and the 
hearing to explore ways that we can agree and recommend a 
simplified consent process. 

ADDITIONAL MATTERS 

Evidence of Mr Lawry  
64 As a matter of clarification, I wish to note that at paragraph 6.13 of 

his evidence, Mr Lawry states that I gave evidence at the Strategic 
Directions hearing that “light handed treatment” was appropriate in 
terms of managing bird strike risk through the proposed District 
Plan.  This reference is incorrect.  It was not me who gave that 
evidence, but Mr Bonis.12  I note also that the Panel recorded in the 
Decision to which Mr Lawry refers that “light-handed” treatment 
was discussed in the context of what was to be included in the 
Strategic Directions chapter at that time, given that CIAL’s expert 
evidence on bird strike was yet to be heard.  

                                            
12  Decision 1 Strategic Directions, at [257].  
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65 Beginning at paragraph 7.33 of his evidence Mr Lawry alleges that 
engine testing creates aviation fuel odour pollution.  To the best of 
my knowledge, the only person who has ever complained about 
odour associated with engine testing is Mr Lawry.  There are 
significant numbers of people who live in areas far closer to the 
airport than Mr Lawry and I have never received a complaint from 
any of them about this matter.  

66 At 8.19 Mr Lawry provides an example of himself and his wife 
being unable to build a reading recovery centre on their land on 
Yaldhurst Road and discusses the presence of the ‘Rabbit Patch’ pre-
school within the SPAZ.   

67 It is my understanding that Mr Lawry purchased a property on 
Yaldhurst Road in a rural area and in close proximity to the then 
Airport noise contours.  Had Mr Lawry prepared a resource consent 
application to establish a preschool on this property prior to the 
revision of the noise contours in 2008 it is my belief that he 
probably would have been successful, or at least inasmuch as the 
airport noise contours were concerned.  

68 Mr Lawry did not seek to gain land use consent before the change 
and I am not aware of him participating in the processes, including 
the RPS, which introduced the new contours which affected his land.   

69 It appears Mr Lawry believes that filing an application under the 
current framework is unlikely to be successful, but I am not aware 
of him making an application and taking his arguments to the 
consenting authority. 

70 Mr Lawry claims hypocrisy on behalf of CIAL is proven by the fact 
that there is a preschool (The Rabbit Patch) within the Airport 
Campus.  To the best of my knowledge this facility was established 
in the 1990’s, before the first airport noise contours became 
operative in the Christchurch City Plan.  As such it enjoys existing 
use rights in the same way as other pre-existing schools and 
preschools do notwithstanding that they fall within the noise 
contours.  CIAL has never tried to turn back on the clock on any 
noise sensitive development which predates the first introduction of 
the contours in the 1990’s or the updated contours through the RPS. 

71 That said we obviously are concerned that Rabbit Patch not be 
subjected to harmful noise effects and as landlords and to that end 
CIAL have obtained consent to move the Rabbit Patch further away 
from airfield noise sources.  We are continuing to work with the 
lessee on the issue of appropriate timing for this move.  I also note 
that PC84 effectively precludes a new preschool establishing in the 
SPAZ.  In that way CIAL is subject to the same constraints as Mr 
Lawry. 

2348 CIAL - Rebuttal of Boswell
Page 16 of 62



 16 

 

Evidence of Ms McLeod 
72 I wish to clarify a matter raised in paragraph 24 of Ms McLeod’s 

evidence.  Ms McLeod states that there is a discrepancy between 
the location of the protection surfaces shown in Appendix 6.11.7.2 
and the 2013 Obstruction Survey and Civil Aviation Authority 
Advisory Circular 139-6.  This is because the protection surfaces in 
Appendix 6.11.7.2, and indeed the protection surfaces in the 
Operative City Plan are based on a scenario (which has not yet 
occurred) in which the runways are extended.  This was done to 
provide for the reasonably foreseeable growth and expansion of the 
airport.  The obstruction survey and advisory circular on the other 
hand are based on the airport protection surfaces as they 
correspond to the existing runway setup.  

Evidence of Dr Trevathan (for ICWT) 
73 Dr Trevathan raises the potential for the testing of larger jet aircraft 

to be tested at full throttle in location Alpha 2 in paragraph 29 of his 
evidence.  Mr Day will be able to comment about the assumptions 
that are integral to the ‘constrained’ contours.  It is my 
understanding that there will be an on-going requirement for a 
modest amount of testing in the Alpha 2 location.  In the 
circumstance where the constrained contours are applied the 
operators will be using the noise management software to schedule 
and conduct tests so as not to compromise the contours.  There are 
no plans to move a greater proportion of tests to the Alpha 2 
location, or to move engine testing activity any closer to Peacock 
Springs. 

Evidence of Mr Morgan 
74 I note that at paragraph 9.7 and 9.8 of his evidence Mr Morgan 

notes that he has a preference for the Council’s drafting of Rule 
6.1.4.2.7 relating to compliance and monitoring of engine testing at 
CIA.  

75 CIAL’s preferred drafting for that rule is contained in Mr Bonis’ 
evidence.   The only difference between that and the Council’s 
drafting is that CIAL seek a more extensive list of scenarios in which 
an exclusion from the compliance calculation would be allowed.  I 
discuss the reasons for that list in paragraph 92 to 95 of my 
evidence.  

76 I acknowledge that Mr Morgan considers that the drafting proposed 
by the Council would be sufficiently broad to capture most situations 
where urgent and necessary maintenance activity will need to occur 
in a way that does not comply with the contours from Air New 
Zealand’s perspective.  However, as managers of the entire airport, 
CIAL has to also consider the needs of other operators and the 
infrastructure maintenance requirements of the airport.  The more 
extensive list of activities set out in Mr Bonis’ evidence includes the 
scenarios that Mr Morgan considers necessary to provide for, and 
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so does not conflict with his preferences.  Given the broader range 
of considerations that CIAL must take into account for engine 
testing maintenance, it seems that both Air New Zealand and CIAL’s 
positions could be accommodated in the expanded drafting of clause 
d. contained in Mr Bonis’ evidence in chief.  

 

Dated: 25 February 2016 
 
 
Rhys Duncan Boswell 
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OverviewOverview

� Rationale 
• Why it was developed 

� Objectives
• What it aims to achieve

� Concept & elements
• How it works

� Next steps
• Revision & Implementation



RationaleRationale

� Aircraft noise problems have led to 
operational limitations and 
opposition to airport 
expansions/constructions

� Uncoordinated policy developments 
to address aircraft noise could hinder 
the role of aviation in economic 
development

� Guidance document was developed 
by ICAO published in 2004 (Doc 9829 
AN/451) and revised in 2007



ObjectivesObjectives

� Address aircraft noise problems at 
individual airports in an 
environmentally responsive and 
economically responsible way

� Achieve maximum environmental 
benefit most cost-effectively

• Recognizing that States may already have 
noise regulations and policies in place



� Can be achieved by adopting a flexible, 
consistent and transparent process 
when assessing noise objectives and 
alleviation measures, including:
• Airport-by-airport approach
• Use of objective and measurable criteria
• Consultation with all stakeholders (collaborative 

approach) 
• Timely and adequate notification of decisions
• Dispute resolution
• Information dissemination and exchange

ObjectivesObjectives



Concept & ElementsConcept & Elements

� Assessment of noise situation
� Four principal elements:

• Reduction of noise at source
• Land-use planning and management
• Noise abatement operational procedures
• Operating restrictions on aircraft

� Analysis & selection of 
measures
• Interrelationships



Assessment of Noise SituationAssessment of Noise Situation

� Identify noise problem
� Define noise objective
� Tools/procedures useful for 

assessing:
• Noise contours
• Noise index
• Baseline
• Management plans



Reduction of Noise at SourceReduction of Noise at Source

� Manufacturers’ new technologies have 
produced significant noise reductions

� New ICAO noise standards (Ch.4) have 
recently come into effect Annex 16 vol. I 

� Other measures that may also be required, 
include: fleet and traffic evolution; noise 
abatement operational procedures;  air 
traffic management and airport 
infrastructures and operating restrictions



LandLand--Use Planning and ManagementUse Planning and Management

� Planning (zoning, easement,etc.)
� Mitigation (building codes, insulation, 

real estate disclosure, etc.)
� Financial (tax incentives, charges, etc.)
� Key to protecting noise reduction and 

abatement benefits
� May involve “opportunity costs” for 

airports/local government



Noise Abatement Operational ProceduresNoise Abatement Operational Procedures

� Aimed at reduction and/or redistribution of 
noise around the airport

� Enable full use of modern aircraft 
capabilities

� May be possible at relatively low cost 
� Various departure & approach procedures:

• Noise preferential routes/runways
• Displaced thresholds
• SID/STAR and RNAV procedures
• Reduced power/drag and CDA
• Limited engine ground running



Operating RestrictionsOperating Restrictions

� Defined as any noise-related action 
that limits or reduces an aircraft’s 
access to an airport

� Not to be used as a first resort, only 
after consideration of benefits 
gained from other 3 elements

� Examples: 
• Movement caps 
• Noise quotas 
• Non-addition rules 
• Curfews



Analysis & Selection of MeasuresAnalysis & Selection of Measures

� Follows comparative economic analysis 
based on “best practice” evaluation 
techniques/methods
• CBA, CEA, sensitivity analysis

� To achieve maximum environmental benefit 
in the most cost-effective manner

� Combinations of measures can be necessary 
to achieve noise objectives

� Interrelationships must be taken into account
• Between different elements
• Between noise and emissions



CAEP/7 AdditionsCAEP/7 Additions
� In 2007 the Balanced Approach Guidance was 

expanded to include: 
• People issues
• information on communication strategies 
• Enhanced information for public access
• Consultation was already contemplated in the 

guidance

• Airport Case studies
• Amsterdam Airport Schiphol Netherlands; Auckland 

Airport New Zealand ; John Wayne Airport USA ; 
London Airports United Kingdom; Narita Airport  
Japan; Seattle-Tacoma Airport USA; Sydney Airport 
Australia; Tuscon Airport USA; Vancouver Airport 
Canada, Vienna Airport Austria, and Zurich Airport 
Switzerland



Next StepsNext Steps

�Work will continue to progress to 
include a methodology for 
encroachment analysis and new airport 
case studies when new developments 
are identified



Next StepsNext Steps

� Encroachment analysis
• Importance of protecting improvements in the 

noise climate achieved at airports

• ICAO encourages States to apply land-use 
planning and management policies to limit the 
encroachment of incompatible development 
into noise-sensitive areas 

• The BA Guidance will provide ICAO 
Contracting States with a methodology to 
identify encroachment at international airports

• The development of the encroachment 
analysis will be continued into the CAEP/8 
cycle



Next StepsNext Steps

�To deliver its full noise benefits, 
stakeholders are urged to 
continue with the 
implementation of the Balanced 
Approach

� ICAO website www.icao.int



21 February 2013

Stephen Timms

Environment Canterbury

c/- Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Authority

Level 2, HSBC House

62 Worcester Boulevard

Christchurch 8013

by email / by courier

CHRISTCHURCH INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT LIMITED - CONSULTATION ON DRAFT 

LAND USE RECOVERY PLAN

1 Christchurch International Airport Limited (CIAL) wishes to thank you for your 

consultation with it to date in relation to the draft Lane Use Recovery Plan (LURP)

2 Attached to this letter is a more detailed appendix of provisions that CIAL considers 

should be included in the LURP as being in accordance with the purposes of the 

Canterbury Earthquake Response and Recovery Act 2010 and some reference 

materials that may not be otherwise available to you. 

3 In considering its position on the LURP CIAL has been particularly guided by the 

comments of the Court of Appeal in the Independent Fisheries case which assist in 

interpreting what the Act means when it refers to “recovery”.  In particular CIAL has 

been guided by the Court’s comment that recovery means “the fact of returning to 

an improved economic condition”.

4 CIAL has also been particularly influenced by the Court’s reference to the fact that 

recovery includes “improving” infrastructure and rebuilding “communities”.  They 

have focussed on matters which relate to the restoration of social and economic 

wellbeing of greater Christchurch communities (of which CIAL is an integral subset).

5 CIAL’s requests fall into two broad areas:

5.1 The first area is the request that when considering where future residential 

uses should be that such uses are not able to locate in areas where residents 

will be subjected to unacceptable levels of aircraft noise (from overflying 

aircraft or on ground engine testing).  Allowing people to live in such areas 

would not provide for their economic and social wellbeing. 

5.2 The second area is the request that when considering what is needed for 

Christchurch’s wellbeing that recognition be given to the need for protection 

and growth of strategic infrastructure.  Under this heading CIAL seeks 

provisions which protect it from the risk of complaint as a curfew would have 

a detrimental effect on the community overall, protect the community from 

the adverse effects on Canterbury’s reputation from the risk of a bird strike 

incident.

FROM: Jo Appleyard

DIRECT: +64 3 353 0022

MOBILE: +64 27 444 7641

FAX: +64 3 365 4587

EMAIL: jo.appleyard@chapmantripp.com

REF: 032672588/451907.1
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6 Finally in this last category are also requests to clarify the range of uses that can 

occur on airport land to make it clear that the airport land is appropriate for 

business uses (which do not compete with the CBD).  As a competitive airport it is 

vital to the recovery of the greater Christchurch community. 

7 Please do not hesitate to contact the writer or Rhys Boswell if anything further is 

required.

Yours faithfully

Jo Appleyard

PARTNER

DIRECT: +64 3 353 0022

EMAIL: jo.appleyard@chapmantripp.com
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APPENDIX A

Ldn50dBA CONTOUR

Matters to include in the LURP

 Policy of “no new residential or rural/residential zoning within the Ldn50dBA contour

for the purposes of providing for the health and amenity of people within the 

community of Greater Christchurch, and to provide for the protection of strategic 

infrastructure, Christchurch Airport, from reverse sensitivity effects to provide for the 

social and economic recovery of Greater Christchurch”   

 Inclusion of the Ldn50dBA contour on a map in the LURP as the point at which noise 

sensitive activities including new residential or rural/residential uses are to be 

avoided.

 Directing changes to the Christchurch City Plan under section 27 CERA Act to insert 

updated Ldn50dBA contour into City Plan.  (Note already done for Selwyn and 

Waimakariri.  The City has resolved to proceed with PC74 which will insert updated 

contours but that will be contentious and drawn out and subject to appeals).

Justification in terms of purposes of CERA Act

 In planning where future land uses should occur, and in order to provide the recovery 

of Christchurch communities, it is necessary to ensure that future housing does not 

establish in areas where residents will be exposed to adverse effects on health or 

amenity (whether that be from potential exposure to a natural hazard or the 

unavoidable effects from the operation of strategic infrastructure, such as aircraft 

noise).  

 This is able to be achieved as part of the planning of where future land uses should 

locate as there is sufficient land available in Greater Christchurch to meet foreseeable 

housing needs without exposing people to unacceptable impacts on their health, 

amenity and wellbeing.

 In addition the safe and efficient operation and further development of strategic 

infrastructure such as the Airport is essential for the full social, economic, cultural and 

environmental recovery of the overall community of greater Christchurch.

 The safe and efficient operation of the Airport is provided for by ensuring that noise 

sensitive activities are kept outside the Ldn50dBA contour to minimise the risk of 

reverse sensitivity effects on the Airport.  Complaints can lead to operational 

constraints such as curfews which will have adverse social and economic effects on 

the Greater Christchurch community.

 In addition achieving planning certainty about the location of future housing in

proximity to the Airport is a positive step in assisting the recovery of greater 

Christchurch.  Continuing litigation and uncertainty will hamper the purpose of the 

CERA Act that recovery be expedited.

 An exception is appropriate for Kaiapoi given the impact of the earthquakes on 

existing residential areas which are already within the Ldn50dBA and the limited 

options for replacing that housing outside the Ldn50dBA contour.  That situation does 
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not occur within Selwyn or Christchurch City where damaged land lies outside the 

Ldn50dBA and there is other land outside the contour which is available for future 

housing.

Supporting material

 Court of Appeal decision on the Ldn50dBA noise contour being an earthquake recovery 

measure.  

 Rhys Boswell affidavit in Independent Fisheries Ltd case which sets out history of the 

contour

 Environment Court and High Court decisions on Ldn50dBA contour.

 All of the evidence produced to PC1 hearing on Ldn50dBA contour.

 Map of remodelled Ldn50dBA contour.

 CCC resolution to notify PC74

 BERL report on the economic contribution of Christchurch Airport – Appendix 1.

 BERL report on the economic effects on Canterbury Region of a curfew at Christchurch 

Airport– Appendix 2.

ENGINE TESTING CONTOUR

Matters to be included in the LURP

 Policy of “no new residential or rural/residential zoning within the 50dBA7 day engine 

testing contour for the purposes of providing for the health and amenity of people 

within the community of Greater Christchurch, and to provide for the protection of 

strategic infrastructure, Christchurch Airport (including the Air New Zealand engine 

testing facility), from reverse sensitivity effects to provide for the social and economic 

recovery of Greater Christchurch”.

 Inclusion of a 50dBA7 day engine testing contour on a map in the LURP as the point at 

which noise sensitive activities are to be avoided.  (Note this contour is within the 

Ldn50dBa landing and take-off contour so doesn’t create any additional land use 

restrictions – it just provides additional justification for restricting land use within the 

area affected by both contours)

 Directing changes to the City Plan under section 27 to include a 50dBA7 day engine 

testing contour on the maps within which noise sensitive activities are to be avoided.

Justification in terms of purpose of CERA Act

 In planning where future land uses should occur, and in order to provide for the 

recovery of Christchurch communities, it is necessary to ensure that future housing 

does not establish in areas where residents will be exposed to adverse effects on 

health or amenity (whether that be from potential exposure to a natural hazard or the 

unavoidable effects from the operation of strategic infrastructure such as aircraft 

engine testing noise).  
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 This is able to be achieved as part of the planning of future land use as there is 

sufficient land available in Greater Christchurch to meet foreseeable housing needs 

without exposing people to unacceptable impacts on their health, amenity and 

wellbeing.

 In addition the safe and efficient operation and further development of strategic 

infrastructure such as the Airport (including the engine testing facility on the Airport) 

is essential for the full social, economic, cultural and environmental recovery of the 

overall community of greater Christchurch.

 The safe and efficient operation of the Airport is provided for by ensuring that noise 

sensitive activities are kept outside the engine testing contour to minimise the risk of 

reverse sensitivity effects on the Airport.  Complaints can lead to operational 

constraints and in the case of the engine testing facility could result in the facility 

moving from Christchurch if it is considered that adequate protection against the 

effects of reverse sensitivity are not provided.  This would have adverse social and 

economic effects on the Greater Christchurch community.

 In addition achieving planning certainty about the location of future housing in 

proximity to the Airport is a positive step in assisting the recovery of greater 

Christchurch.  Continuing litigation and uncertainty will hamper the purpose of the 

CERA Act that recovery be expedited.

Supporting material

 Facts about the engine testing facility:

o The engine testing facility is the main maintenance base for domestic and regional 

fleets and Air New Zealand is a major employer in Canterbury (Air New Zealand 

employ some 2000 staff at Christchurch Airport, with some 1400 associated with 

aircraft and engine maintenance activity).  

o The Airport Complex is an engineering node, as a one-stop shop for airframe, 

engine and component repair mainly at the Air New Zealand engineering base and 

Christchurch Engine Centre.  

o Airport-related maintenance, repair and overhaul businesses directly employ over 

1,400 FTEs, and almost 2,900 FTEs when indirect and induced effects are 

included.  

o A curfew on engine testing operations could result in a loss of work due to 

competition from South Africa and North America.  In addition, such a curfew 

would impact on employment and training opportunities and the skill levels of 

people in the Canterbury Region.  For instance, a 20 percent cut in work would 

cause the loss of nearly 600 FTEs and $48 million in GDP1.  

o The Airport-based engineering services help maintain and develop technical skills 

and expertise at all levels – from apprenticeships and traineeships through to 

licensing, as well as attracting highly-trained staff from New Zealand and 

overseas.  

                                           
1 BERL - Impact of a curfew at CHC on Canterbury Region with Fact Sheets – Appendix 2
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 Explanatory memorandum prepared by CIAL attaching 50dBA7 day engine testing 

contour map – Appendix 3.

 Copy Christchurch Airport Noise Management Plan – Appendix 4.

 Copy of the Engine Testing Bylaw which is currently the only regulation in relation to 

engine testing but which does not control land use – Appendix 5.

 BERL – Impact of a curfew at Christchurch Airport on Canterbury Region –

Appendix 2.

BIRD STRIKE

Matters to be included in the LURP

 Policy of ensuring that when specified activities make applications for resource 

consents to enable them to establish within the vicinity of the airport particular regard 

is given to the need to control and manage those activities so as not to increase 

wildlife hazard for aircraft.  For the purposes of this policy the “specified activities”

are:

o creation of water bodies;

o refuse dumps, landfills, sewage treatment and disposal;

o agricultural – cultivation of land, pig farming, fish processing, cattle feed lots, 

wildlife refuges, abattoirs and freezing works.

Note:  this would not apply to permitted activities – only activities where a consent is 

sought.

 Inclusion of a 13 kilometre radius buffer area on a map in the LURP indicating areas 

of highest bird strike risk and signalling need for careful control and management of 

developments at the time of consents being considered for specified activities.

 Directing changes to other planning documents (District and Regional) which will 

provide for control and management of activities establishing within the buffer zone to 

be considered at the time application for resource consents are made.

Justification in terms of purpose of CERA Act

 Repeat points above with respect to safe and efficient operation of the Airport as 

essential for economic and social recovery of communities.

 Tourism has been severely impacted by the earthquakes including decreased air 

travel.

 The risk of actual accident/incident or perception of risk from travellers/airlines would 

be detrimental to the tourism industry in circumstances where tourism recovery is 

vital to Canterbury’s recovery.

 The earthquakes have exacerbated bird strike risk as birds have relocated from areas 

such as Sumner/Redcliffs due to physical impacts to habitat in those areas.
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Supporting material

 Map showing proposed 13 km – Appendix 6.

 BERL report which refers to Christchurch Airport’s contribution to tourism –

Appendix 1.

SPECIAL PURPOSE AIRPORT ZONE

Matters to include in LURP

 Policy of “providing for the protection and growth of strategic infrastructure (such as 

the Airport)”.

 Identification within the LURP on a map of land owned/leased by CIAL as a key 

transport and employment node (KTEN).

 Policy of “providing for the protection and growth of strategic infrastructure by making 

efficient use of landholdings on which strategic infrastructure such as the Airport is 

located”.

 Identification within the LURP on a map of land owned/leased by CIAL as suitable for 

business uses in the same manner as other business zones around the city.

Note:  It is accepted that the range of activities provided for in a business zone 

cannot conflict with Central City Recovery Plan, e.g.  a restriction on professional 

services offices.

Justification in terms of purpose of CERA Act

 An efficient and growing airport operation is essential for the full social, economic, 

cultural and environmental recovery of greater Christchurch.  (See BERL report –

economic impact on Christchurch and the SI – Appendix 1.)

 CIAL is predominately an infrastructure business and as such:

o Operates within a regulated and contractual framework 

o Has a generally consistent growth in demand throughout the economic cycles

o Operates in an industry that has high barriers to entry, requiring significant lump 

sum investment at lengthy intermittent intervals

o Long-life, high-value physical assets that are difficult to replicate or substitute

o Has predictable maintenance capital expenditure requirements

o Has a largely fixed cost operating structure relevant to infrastructure scale which 

varies only in line with periodic investment projects

 CIAL operates a typical infrastructure type cost structure where there are high fixed 

costs and the total value of variable costs do not fluctuate significantly as a result of 

changes in passenger/aircraft volumes.  This has a number of implications specifically 

around capital spend profile and the lack of ability to adjust operating costs up or 

down in response to changing trading conditions.



032672588/447335.2 6

 CIAL needs to follow the path adopted by other airports both domestically (e.g.  AIAL)

and internationally of diversifying by obtaining revenue from its landholdings if it is to 

remain competitive, and operate efficiently.  Diversification achieves a number of key 

benefits that would promote growth and mitigate risk.  

o Reduces exposure to events (international and domestic) that affect travel 

patterns e.g.  ash clouds, SARS etc.

o Offset to variability core aeronautical sector

o Allows CIA to retain and attract airline services that will improve competition, 

provide passengers and freight operators greater choice, and better connect the 

Christchurch and Canterbury economies to global markets.

o Grow earnings/returns to shareholders.

Benchmarks
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 Even before the earthquakes CIAL was hindered because of unclear planning 

provisions in the City Plan which limited the range of business activities that could 

take place on CIAL owned/leased land as of right.  

 The earthquakes have exacerbated the situation because the drop in tourist numbers 

has impacted on the Airport’s competitiveness.  This highlights the need for the 

Airport to be able to diversify income streams through better utilisation of existing 

landholdings and thereby de-risk the future viability of the airport by providing 

financial protection from the peaks and troughs that are characteristic of the aviation 

sector alone.  Diversification will protect against downside risk and provide additional 

revenue – which contributes to greater dividends to CCC, which helps with financing of 

the re-build.

 There have been many discussions with CCC about how to resolve the uncertainty and 

as an interim position the Airport has been forced to apply for individual resource 

consents for new business activities to be undertaken by tenants.  This is time 

consuming, costly, diverts airport and Council resources and does not provide 

certainty to prospective tenants.

 The identification within the LURP of land owned/leased by the Airport as being 

available for business activities achieves planning certainty, particularly for 

prospective tenants and will expedite the current resource consent processes.

 The identification of land owned/leased by CIAL will resolve longstanding uncertainty 

which CCC has resolved to address via a Plan Change relating to activities that can be 

carried out in the Special Purpose Airport zone.  However, at this stage that Plan 

Change has not been notified and is not expected to be resolved in the short term.  It 

runs the risk of appeals to the Court which will hamper recovery.
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SUPPORTING MATERIAL

 Copies of examples of resource consents obtained for individual activities –

Appendix 7.

 Craigie Trust decision (High Court and Court of Appeal) that confirms the range of 

activities contemplated by the phrase “airport” – Appendix 8.

 Council committee resolution to amend the Special Purpose Airport zone –

Appendix 9.

 Copy of CIAL’s suggestion for the redrafting of the current Special Purpose Airport 

zone which sets out the range of activities contemplated – Appendix 10.

 Gary Sellars’ evidence at ECan’s PC1 hearing setting out need for business land in 

northwest – Appendix 11.
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CIAL Community Liaison Group 

Date & Time: 	02/04/14, 1600 hours 

Location: 	CIAL offices 

Attendees: 	John Davies & Garry Moore (Airways) 

Rhys Boswell, Nick Flack, Yvonne Densem (CIAL) 

Allan Warwick (Air New Zealand) 

Melanie Burns (ECAN) 

Edwina Cordwell & Val Carter (Fendalton Waimari Community Board) 

Jay Peters & Peter Randle (Canterbury Aero Club) 

John Beckett (BARNZ)  

Apologies: 	Viv de Beus, Jennie Ashcroft & Gary Mills (Air New Zealand) 

The attendees and their interest in respect of the airport are listed below: 

• John Davies (Christchurch Control Tower Manager) and Gary Hood (Tower Services 
Manager) - Airways 

Airways provide airspace management including air traffic control, surveillance, 
communication, flight inspection, mapping and airspace design services. They are 
interested in the Community Liaison Group Meetings as a means of connecting with the 
community parties in relation to airspace management. 

• Rhys Boswell (General Manager - Strategy and Sustainability), Yvonne Densen 
(Communications Manager) and Nick Flack (Infrastructure Planner) - CIAL 

CIAL are committed to the organisations listed here, to enable these primary airport 
stakeholders to be involved in a forum with which to share information, work 
cooperatively and seek solutions to issues facing the immediate and wider airport 
community. The formation of this group will create an opportunity to better understand 
how the airport works to reinforce the importance of the airport to the environmental, 
social, operational and economic aspects of both the city and the region. 

• John Beckett (Executive Director) - BARNZ 

The Board of Airline Representatives New Zealand Inc ("BARNZ") is an incorporated 
society comprising 21 member airlines operating scheduled and code share international 
and domestic services to allow good communication between airline members. BARNZ is 

Minutes of Meeting 	 Page 1 Document Reference: HP8041443432 
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interested in the Community Liaison Group Meetings as a means of discussing areas of 
reverse sensitivities between community development and the airline industry. 

• Melanie Burns - ECAN 

ECan are the Regional Council which governs the land on which the Airport operates. As 
the Airport is located above the unconfined aquifer, a source of Christchurch drinking 
water, ECan are interested in the Community Liaison Group Meetings to ensure effective 
environmental management as part of future developments. 

• Val Carter (Chairperson) and Edwina Cordwell (Community Board Adviser) - Fendalton 
Waimari Community Board 

The Fendalton Waimari Community Board represents around 53,000 people and some 
19,500 households in an area extending from the Waimakariri River and Sawyers Arms 
Road in the north, to Chattertons Road in the west, taking in Christchurch International 
Airport and the areas as far south as West Coast and Yaldhurst roads. 

. Peter Randle (CEO) and Jay Peters (Chief Flying Instructor) - Canterbury Aero Club 
(CAC) 

CAC have approximately 100 students per year most of which study for a period of 12-18 
months. Approximately 50% of students are international. CAC outlined the importance 
of their business to the Canterbury economy and suggested that there involvement in the 
Community Liaison meetings was to wishes to preserve General Aviation. 

• Warwick Allen (Heavy Maintenance Manager) - Air New Zealand 

Air New Zealand are the largest airline to call at Christchurch Airport. They also employ a 
large number of staff at the Christchurch Airport in their heavy maintenance of both their 
aircraft fleet as well as numerous other international aircraft. 

Their involved in in the liaison group is as the largest user of the airport and as a 
representative of the large number of skilled workers. Air New Zealand emphasised the 
importance of airport operations that are not restricted by a curfew 

Rhys provided a brief presentation on the airport concentrating on key planning, roading and 
environmental issues CIAL are faced with. 

Rhys and Yvonne discussed the historical approach used to monitor and respond to noise 
complaints 

Yvonne outline examples of the process in action 

The group discussed the agenda for the next meeting 

Rhys asked for suggestions from the parties 

Frequency - 3 monthly - Next meeting date: 3rd  July ?- invites to be sent out 

Next Meeting 	03/07/14?? TBC 
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NOISE COMPLAINT FORM 
Thank you for taking the time to tell us about your recent issue with airport related noise. In order 
for us to monitor and respond to noise issues, please complete the form below. 

Fields marked with * are mandator' 

INCIDENT DETAILS: 

* What date did this incident take place? 

Please display as DD.MM.YYYY 

* What time did this incident take place? 

Please display as HH:NelM am/pm 

COMPLAINT TYPE (Please select) 

O Low Flying Aircraft 
	

O Helicopter 

O Light Aircraft 
	

O Other Aircraft Movement 

O Turbo Prop 
	 O  Engine Runs 

O Jet 
	

O Not Sure 

fvfore Details: 
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