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MEMORANDUM OF COUNSEL OF BEHALF OF CHRISTCHURCH 

INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT LIMITED 

May it please the Panel: 

1 This memorandum has been prepared on behalf of Christchurch 

International Airport Limited (CIAL), submitter 2348/ 3309 and 

further submitter 2817/5058 on Stages 2 and 3 of the proposed 

Replacement District Plan (pRDP).  

2 The Panel released decision 56 on the pRDP on 10 November 2016 

in relation to Chapter 6 General Rules. The purpose of this 

memorandum is to seek minor corrections to that decision.  

3 CIAL is seeking the following minor corrections in relation to 

signage: 

Rule 6.8.5.2 

4 CIAL signed a joint memorandum recording agreement with the 

Christchurch City Council (the Council) and the Canterbury 

Earthquake Recovery Authority on behalf of the Crown (the Crown) 

dated 10 March 2016 (the Joint Memorandum). The purpose of the 

Joint Memorandum was to address the signage rule relating to 

signage and traffic safety.  

5 The Joint Memorandum agreed a rule which is triggered only when 

all three criteria in (b) are met. That is, when (b)i and (b)ii and (b)iii 

are met, the rule will apply.  

6 Rule 6.8.5.2 of the Decision Version has changed the ‘and’s to ‘or’s 

with the effect of significantly increasing the extent of regulation 

and on the basis not sought by any party.  In practical terms CIAL 

would need to seek consent for every sign on it’s boundary as most 

roads around it are 70kph arterials. 

7 There is no discussion in the decision itself as to why ‘ands’ have 

been changed to ‘ors’. There is also no submission or evidence cross 

referenced to justify the Panel taking a different position to the 

parties. 

8 The change also introduces ambiguity as to what “adjacent” means 

as the agreed rule set a trigger for signage that is within the 

specified building setback rule. 

9 CIAL seeks that the ‘or’ at the end of rule 6.8.2.5(b)i and ii is 

changed to ‘and’ as set out below: 
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b. No sign shall be located adjacent to a state highway or 

arterial road where any one or more all of the following 

criteria are met: 

i. the road has a speed limit of 70km per hour or 

greater; or and 

ii. the sign is located within a road boundary building 

setback required by a built form standard for the 

relevant zone; or and 

iii. the sign is located within 100 metres (in urban 

zones) or 200 metres (in rural or open space 

zones) in from of any official regulatory or warning 

sign or traffic signal.  

10 If the Panel’s decision to amend the agreed wording was intentional 

CIAL would appreciate the reasoning for not accepting the 

agreement of the parties and providing a cross reference to the 

submission and the evidential basis for the change.   

Airport related signage in the SPAZ 

11 Similarly by the same consent memorandum CIAL and CCC and the 

Crown agreed on the insertion of a P13.  The Panel stated that it did 

not consider Rule 6.8.3.1 P13 (P12 in the Council’s Revised Version) 

to be necessary. This rule permits signs within the Specific Purpose 

Airport Zone which falls within the activities covered by the scope of 

CIAL’s designation.  

12 CIAL was not aware that the Panel was considering not accepting 

the parties agreed wording and if it had been aware of that it would 

have made submissions as to why it should be retained.    

13 CIAL is concerned because the removal of the agreed rule means 

that an outline plan will need to be prepared for every airport 

related sign. It would have bought evidence to show the costs 

associated with this. 

14 In addition parties other than the requiring authority (eg billboard 

companies, tenants and other landowners who own land within the 

area of the designation) will be required to seek resource consent.  

15 Lastly CIAL’s approach to the whole Plan process has been to have 

underlying rules that would apply to the operation of the Airport if 

the designation were ever lifted. The entire SPAZ is a set of rules 

which are arguably duplicated by the designation. It is unclear why 

signage rules should be treated differently to all other rules which 

apply to the Airport. 
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16 CIAL asks that the Panel consider the points made given that it did 

not have a prior opportunity to address the issue to respond to the 

Panel’s thinking by evidence or submission and had assumed that if 

the Panel were to take a contrary view to that set out in the agreed 

memorandum that opportunity would be provided for comment.  

Dated: 25 November 2016 

  

 

_______________________________ 

JM Appleyard  

Counsel for Christchurch International Airport Limited  

  


