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SUPPLEMENTARY 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 In paragraph [6] of its minute dated 18 March 2016, the Panel 

requested that CIAL file supplementary legal submissions on the 

proper interpretation of the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 

2013 (CRPS).   

3 The Panel is also interested in identifying which activities are caught 

by the definition of ‘noise sensitive activity’ under the CRPS but on 

evidence before the Panel at this hearing are not significant in any 

material sense (i.e. of no resource management significance for the 

purposes of giving proper effect to the CRPS when read correctly in 

terms of statutory interpretation principles).1  

4 At the outset CIAL records concern at this line of enquiry if it is 

aimed at the University’s relief of adding a new exception to the 

Strategic Directions Policy.  As set out in the submissions below the 

definition uses the phrase “means” and sets out the activities which 

are noise sensitive for the purposes of interpreting the policy of 

avoidance. The CRPS does not include words sometimes found in 

other statutes which allow a definition to be displaced where context 

suggests it should be. In this case the application of the definition to 

the policy interpretation is mandatory. 

5 The Panel has directed these legal submissions to assist with joint 

expert conferencing with the goal of identifying a common position 

on what types of University activity could be undertaken within the 

50Ldn Air Noise Contours safely within the parameters of the expert 

opinions and evidence.  

6 CIAL records it’s previous position that whilst this might be achieved 

by a bespoke set of rules that would apply to make activities 

permitted or controlled where written approval from CIAL is 

provided ( and that could be done now) that it opposes any 

exception for the University being added to Chapter 3 on the basis 

of the Policy interpretation put forward by the University, 

particularly given the wide ramifications that adoption of that 

interpretation would have in terms of other parties seeking to 

develop buildings which are defined as noise sensitive activities. 

                                            
1  Minute re further expert witness conferencing regarding: aircraft engine testing 
noise, activities at the University, Transpower & CIAL dated 18 March 2016, at [7](c). 
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THE POLICY AND DEFINITION 

7 Policy 6.3.5 states in full:2  

Policy 6.3.5 – Integration of land use and infrastructure 

Recovery of Greater Christchurch is to be assisted by the integration of land use 

development with infrastructure by: 

(1) Identifying priority areas for development to enable reliable forward planning 

for infrastructure development and delivery; 

(2) Ensuring that the nature, timing and sequencing of new development are co-

ordinated with the development, funding, implementation and operation of 

transport and other infrastructure in order to: 

(a) optimise the efficient and affordable provision of both the 

development and the infrastructure; 

(b) maintain or enhance the operational effectiveness, viability and safety 

of existing and planned infrastructure; 

(c) protect investment in existing and planned infrastructure; and 

(d) ensure new development does not occur until provision for 

appropriate infrastructure is in place; 

(3) Providing that the efficient and effective functioning of infrastructure, 

including transport corridors, is maintained, and the ability to maintain and 

upgrade that infrastructure is retained; 

(4) Only providing for new development that does not affect the efficient 

operation, use, development, appropriate upgrading and safety of existing 

strategic infrastructure, including by avoiding noise sensitive activities within the 

50dBA Ldn airport noise contour for Christchurch International Airport, unless the 

activity is within an existing residentially zoned urban area, residential greenfield 

area identified for Kaiapoi, or residential greenfield priority area identified in Map 

A (page 64); and 

(5) Managing the effects of land use activities on infrastructure, including 

avoiding activities that have the potential to limit the efficient and effective, 

provision, operation, maintenance or upgrade of strategic infrastructure and 

freight hubs. 

(emphasis added) 

8 The CRPS defines noise sensitive activities as “meaning”:3 

                                            
2  Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013, Chapter 6, page 57.  
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 Residential activities other than those in conjunction with rural 

activities that comply with the rules in the relevant district plan as at 23 

August 2008; 

 Education activities including pre-school places  or premises, but 

not including flight training, trade training or other industry related 

training facilities located within the Special Purpose (Airport) Zone in the 

Christchurch District Plan; 

 Travellers’ accommodation except that which is designed, constructed 

and operated to a standard that mitigates the effects of noise on 

occupants; 

 Hospitals, healthcare facilities and any elderly persons housing or 

complex. 

GENERAL PRINCIPLES OF INTERPRETATION  

9 Modern statutory interpretation requires a purposive approach and a 

consideration of the context surrounding a word or phrase.4  It is 

also a well-established principle of statutory interpretation that 

general provisions do not derogate from specific ones.5  An 

interpretation which avoids absurdity or an anomalous outcome 

should also be preferred.6 

10 This same approach applies to the interpretation of planning 

documents.   

11 In Powell v Dunedin City Council the High Court and Court of Appeal 

discussed the proper approach to interpretation of planning 

documents in some detail.7  The High Court held that the best 

                                                                                                             
3  Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013, Definitions for Greater Christchurch, 
page 203.  

4  The most fundamental principle of statutory interpretation is contained in section 

5(1) of the Interpretation Act 1999: “The meaning of an enactment must be 
ascertained from its text and in light of its purpose”. 

5  This proposition was recently discussed in the RMA context in Meridian Energy Ltd 
v Southland District Council [2014] NZHC 3178, (2014) 11 ELRNZ 473, at [50] - 
affirming Blackpool Corporation v Starr Estate Co Ltd [1922] 1 AC 27 (HL) at 34 
which held “Individual rights arising out of individual treatment are presumed not 
to have been intended to be interfered with unless the contrary is clearly 
manifest”. 

6  Nanden v Wellington City Council [2000] NZRMA 562 (HC), at [48].  

7  Powell v Dunedin City Council [2004] NZRMA 49 (HC), at [17]-[35]; Powell v 
Dunedin City Council [2004] 3 NZLR 721 (CA), at [29] – [49].   
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approach to interpretation of planning documents requires 

consideration of the following:8 

(a) The words are to be given their plain ordinary meaning unless this is 

clearly contrary to statutory purpose or the social policy behind the plan 

and rules, or otherwise produces some injustice, absurdity, anomaly or 

contradiction. 

b) The planning document should only affect common law rights where 

there is an express provision to this end or it follows as a matter of 

necessary implication. 

c) There is a need for certainty in the description of permitted activities 

and the operative parts of the plan.  But the language used in the plan is 

to be given its "plain ordinary meaning", the test being "what would an 

ordinary reasonable member of the public examining the plan, have taken 

from" the planning document. 

d) The interpretation should not prevent the plan from achieving its 

purpose. 

e) If there is an element of doubt the matter is to be looked at in context 

and it is appropriate to examine the composite planning document. 

12 Both the High Court and Court of Appeal in Powell rejected 

consideration of the words of a district plan rule in a vacuum 

without having regard to the immediate context of the provision 

(i.e. the related objectives and policies).  Most recently, the case of 

Bates v Selwyn District Council affirmed that rules cannot be 

interpreted in isolation from the objectives and policies to which 

they are intended to give effect.9  Bates also held that the 

‘explanation’ or ‘reasons for rules’ sections provide a direct 

explanation of the purpose of a rule and should be regarded as 

providing context and informing interpretation of the rule.10  This is 

not a novel approach to interpreting planning documents, and was 

also the approach taken by the Planning Tribunal, as stated in J 

Rattray & Son Ltd v Christchurch City Council:11  

… assistance not only may but ought to be sought from the composite 

planning document taken as a whole whenever obscurities or ambiguities 

might seem to arise  

                                            
8  Powell v Dunedin City Council [2004] NZRMA 49 (HC), at [35]; affirmed by the 

Court of Appeal in Powell v Dunedin City Council [2004] 3 NZLR 721 at [12].   

9  [2014] NZEnvC 32, at [22]. 

10  Bates v Selwyn District Council [2014] NZEnvC 32, at [56]. 

11  (1984) 10 NZPTA 59 (CA), page 5.   
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13 There is no case law on the correct approach to interpretation of 

regional policy statements (RPS).  However, the approach 

advocated for in Powell and subsequent case law dealing with the 

interpretation of district plan rules is directly relevant to the 

consideration of the most appropriate interpretation of an RPS.  By 

extension, the same approach should apply.  There is no reason to 

adopt a different approach to the interpretation of a policy in an RPS 

than to the approach which the courts have confirmed for the 

interpretation of a district plan rule.   

14 We note that in Decision 10 the Panel confirmed that it considered 

the guidance in Powell was of assistance in interpreting Policy 

6.3.5(4).12  

15 Policy 6.3.5(4) and the definition of “noise sensitive activities” 

contain phrases, and raise principles of statutory interpretation that 

have previously been considered by the Courts. The general 

principles are set out below, and in the next section of these 

submissions are applied to Policy 6.3.5. 

16 The definition of noise sensitive activities uses the phrase “ means” 

and then includes a list of activities. 

“Means” 

17 Case law confirms that the use of the word “ means” introduces a 

complete and exhaustive definition. Royal Forest and Bird Protection 

Society of NZ v Minister of Conservation (2006) NZAR 265 (HC) 

para 5. 

18 The application of the definition is mandatory and it would be a 

wrong approach as a matter of law to say for example that some 

items that are clearly caught by the definition are not, in a particular 

context, in fact noise sensitive for the purposes of interpreting the 

policy. 

19  The situation is sometimes different where legislation uses the 

phrase “In this Act, unless the context otherwise requires X 

means Y” which allows a statutory definition to be displaced on rare 

occasions where there are strong indications to the contrary in a 

particular context that an item should be exempted from a 

definition. 

20 Where an Act, or planning document, does not contain such a 

phrase there is no basis at law to embark on a factual enquiry that 

certain items should be excluded from a definition in a specific 

context because they do not serve the purpose of an Act. 

                                            
12  Decision 10 Residential (part), 10 December 2015, at [186].  



  7 

 

 

100150346/2587230.1 

“Generalia Specialibus non derogant” 

21 Another important principle of statutory interpretation is “generalia 

specialibus non derogant”. As set out below Policy 6.3.5 contains 

introductory words that apply to all infrastructure generally, 

followed by some very specific, directive and unambiguous words (ie 

a policy of avoidance) which relate to the airport only. 

22 It is a principle of statutory interpretation that it is not permissible 

to use general provisions to derogate from later specific ones 

Seaward v Vera Cruz Owners ( 1884) 10 App Cas 59 at 68 HL. 

23 Also see Goodwin v Phillips (1908) 7 CLR 1 at 15 (HCA) where it 

was confirmed that if the interpretation of a general provision would 

neutralise a specific one then the specific must be read as a provisio 

to the general.  

24 In other words it is not possible to read down or water down the 

clear, directive and and unambiguous part of Policy 6.3.5 (4) that 

deals with the Airport by reference to the preceding general words. 

This is what the University attempts to do by arguing that the 

introduction of new buildings are not a “new development”.  And 

therefore do not fall foul of the avoidance which does not refer to 

new development. 

“Including” 

25 Most importantly for the interpretation of Policy 6.3.4 is the use of 

the words “, including”. The use of the word “ including” introduces 

a mandatory definition or directive to the policy , albeit the 

definition is non exhaustive as it only applies to one type of 

infrastructure. 

26 “Includes” it has been said: “Can have, according to its context…. 

quite differing effects…. It may be found to have been used simply 

to enlarge, to limit, to define exhaustively or for the avoidance of 

doubts to repeat the preceding word or phrase…but it may also be 

used to secure on one and the same occasion more than one of 

those effects thus putting the draftsman, but not necessarily the 

court in a happy position. ( Commissioners of Customs and Excise v 

Savoy Hotel Ltd (1966) 2 All ER 299.  

“By” 

27 The use of the phrase “ by” after “including” sets out the means by 

which the policy directs that something is to be achieved – here by 

the directive to avoid noise sensitive activities within the 50 Ldn 

contour. 
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APPLICATION OF INTERPRETATION PRINCIPLES TO POLICY 

6.3.5 IN THE CASE OF ACTIVITIES IN THE SPECIFIC 

PURPOSES TERTIARY EDUCATION ZONE FALLING WITHIN 

THE 50LDN AIR NOISE CONTOUR 

28 Policy 6.3.5 contains several different propositions relating to the 

integration of infrastructure and land use in its different clauses.  

CIAL submits that clauses (3), (4) and (5) are the most relevant to 

the present scenario.   

29 Policy 6.3.5(3), (4) and (5) contain general propositions requiring 

that (broadly):  

29.1 the efficient and effective functioning of infrastructure is 

maintained; 

29.2 new development is only provided for where it does not affect 

the efficient use, operation and upgrading of significant 

infrastructure; and 

29.3 The effects of land use on infrastructure should be managed 

to avoid activities that have the potential to limit the efficient 

and effective, provision, operation, maintenance or upgrade 

of strategic infrastructure. 

30 This establishes a general direction in Policy 6.3.5 which encourages 

provisions which are protective of strategic infrastructure and seek 

to avoid reverse sensitivity effects on that existing infrastructure.  

That is a resource management purpose. 

31 Policy 6.3.5(4) however goes on to contain an additional, and very 

specific and unambiguous directive relating only to Christchurch 

International Airport as to how the general words are to be achieved 

in the case of one piece of infrastructure only. The words “ 

including” and “ by” are clear as to how the policy is to be achieved 

(emphasised below): 

(4) Only providing for new development that does not affect the efficient 

operation, use, development, appropriate upgrading and safety of existing 

strategic infrastructure, including by avoiding noise sensitive activities 

within the 50dBA Ldn airport noise contour for Christchurch 

International Airport, unless the activity is within an existing 

residentially zoned urban area, residential greenfield area identified for 

Kaiapoi, or residential greenfield priority area identified in Map A (page 

64); 

32 The definitions section of the CRPS then provides a specific list as to 

what are a ‘noise sensitive activity’ for the purposes of interpreting 

the policy. Again that list is exhaustive and unambiguous. 
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33 The key point of interpretation is therefore to note  the use of the 

comma, followed by the word ‘including’ followed by the word ‘by’.   

34 Specific provisions such as those in the second part of Policy 

6.3.5(4) which provide expressly for detailed and specific definition 

and therefore direction as to how the first part of the policy is to be 

achieved should be considered to apply ‘over and above’ or in 

addition to the more general wording of the Policy. It is not possible 

to read the general part of the policy and to ignore the specific 

words beginning ‘, including’.   

35 In this case, CIAL submits that the specific directive in the latter half 

of Policy 6.3.5(4) which relates to Christchurch International Airport 

operates to require a particular course of action (avoidance) with 

respect to new development within the 50Ldn Air Noise Contour.   

The more general wording which comes at the start of 6.3.5(4) is 

therefore constrained in the context of Christchurch International 

Airport and can’t be used to  water down the specific directive of 

avoidance as such an approach would be contrary to the principle of 

generalia specialibus non derogant.   

36 This was very candidly acknowledged by Mr Millar under 

cross-examination when he said at pp 730-731: 

MS APPLEYARD: We have had some discussion around this today. 

Would you agree with me that the first part of the clause is not 

airport specific? 

MR MILLAR: Clause 4? 

MS APPLEYARD: Yes.  

MR MILLAR: Correct. 

MS APPLEYARD: And the words that begin including “specific”; 

specific to the airport?  

MR MILLAR: Yes. 

MS APPLEYARD: Do you agree with Mr Chapman’s submissions, that 

the phrase including is subordinate or as a better way to put it, that 

the including phrase is specific in terms of the general? 

MR MILLAR: I can see two interpretations with this policy, the first 

being that the phrase “including by” is a mandatory requirement 

that applies no matter whether or not you can demonstrate that 

there is not an impact on the efficient use and operation. 

MS APPLEYARD: And it is very specifically related to an airport? 
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MR MILLAR: Yes. The second interpretation is one where effectively 

you put a full stop after the word “infrastructure”, if you can 

demonstrate that there is not an adverse effect. 

MS APPLEYARD: Yes, but there is no full stop after that?  

MR MILLAR: There is no full stop and that is why I say I can see two 

interpretations. 

MS APPLEYARD: And the word “including” is there?  

MR MILLAR: The phrase “including by” is troublesome. 

37 The specific direction in Policy 6.3.5(4) is clear – it provides that in 

the context of Christchurch International Airport the means by which 

the decision maker is directed to give effect to the general part 

clause (4) is given effect to is by (through the mechanism of) 

avoiding noise sensitive activities within the 50Ldn Air Noise Contour 

unless specific exceptions apply.  The direction to ‘avoid’ is 

unambiguous and confirms that no new noise sensitive activities 

should be permitted to establish.  

38 In summary: 

38.1 the first part of the clause is the general; 

38.2 the second part of the clause by the introduction of the 

phrase ‘, including’ introduces a definition of how the first part 

is to be achieved. 

38.3 the use of the word ‘by’ provides a directive as to how the 

first part of the policy is to be implemented in the specific 

case of one type of strategic infrastructure; 

38.4 the word ‘avoid’ is clear and directive;  and  

38.5 exceptions from avoidance are provided for but do not include 

the University. 

‘New Development’ 

39 CIAL understands from the University of Canterbury’s opening legal 

submission that the University’s argument is that the erection of 

new buildings or establishment of new activities in the SPTEZ at the 

University campus would not constitute ‘new development’ for the 

purposes of CRPS Policy 6.3.5(4) and is in fact a current, pre-

existing development.   

40 With respect that does not get around the problem of the application 

of the principle of generalia specialibus non derogant as the words ‘ 
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new development” do not appear in the phrase relating to the 

Airport. 

41 CIAL accepts that the University is treated as one site for the 

purposes of the SPTEZ but does not agree that this means the entire 

University is to be considered a single pre-existing development and 

that any subsequent building work or the establishment of new 

activities could not be considered ‘new development’. 

42 A purposive approach is required and if the University’s logic was 

followed then any existing site owner could argue that the addition 

of an additional building eg house or preschool to the site was not 

new development. That would reduce the policy to an absurdity and 

would limit its application to greenfield sites with no existing 

buildings whatsoever. 

43 Decision makers would be powerless to prevent Mr Lawry from 

building another house or a preschool on his existing property and 

the Panel would need to revisit it’s strategic directions decision not 

to allow additional development at Clearwater.  

44 It would have alarming ramifications for all other types of 

infrastructure too, well beyond the Airport and well beyond this 

hearing ( eg all resource consent and designation hearings).  It is 

submitted that other infrastructure parties would need to be invited 

to provide submissions on the general parts of Policy 6.3.5 (4) if the 

Panel is minded to adopt the university’s argument that the 

introduction of new buildings to an already built on site is not “ new 

development”. 

45 CIAL was unable to find any case law which dealt directly with the 

issue of what ‘new development’ means.13  Similarly there is nothing 

in the ‘defined terms’ of any New Zealand legislation which is of 

assistance so the interpretation will need to guided by the dictionary 

definition and the purpose of the policy.  

46 The University’s opening submissions include the following definition 

of ‘development’ from the Oxford Dictionary: “the process of 

developing or being developed”.14  CIAL wishes to add, however, 

that in order to properly understand that definition it is necessary to 

then examine the definition of the word ‘develop’. ‘Develop’ is 

defined in the Oxford Dictionary as “make or become bigger or fuller 

                                            
13  There is one case which does consider the phrase “all new development” – AMP 
Henderson Global Investors NZ Ltd v Auckland City Council 16 January 2004, 
Environment Court, Auckland, 002/2004.  However, this is in the context of financial 
contributions and the question for the Court was just whether that phrase would 
include subdivision or not.  

14  At para [28] 



  12 

 

 

100150346/2587230.1 

or more elaborate…construct new buildings on (land), convert land 

to new use so as to use its resources”.   

47 The University also notes the dictionary definition of ‘new’ as 

“produced, introduced or discovered recently or now for the first 

time; not existing before”. 

48 The University’s opening legal submissions refer to Ronald Young J’s 

principles15 in Nanden v Wellington City Council.16 CIAL submits that 

where an interpretation is available which supports both the 

objectives and policies of the SPTEZ and policy 6.3.5 of the CRPS it 

ought to be preferred.  

49 CIAL submits that the meaning of ‘new development’ which the 

University is asking the Panel to adopt strains the meaning of the 

phrase. If the university were to erect a new building, such as a hall 

of residence, or a new part of the campus on its land which had not 

been there before, CIAL submits that this would be a ‘development’ 

of the University’s land as it involves the construction of new 

buildings, conversion of the land to a new use, making the 

university infrastructure bigger or fuller, and producing or 

introducing infrastructure which was not in existence on its land 

before.  

50 CIAL disagrees that just because the University has been located 

and operating at the site in Ilam since 1975 it can be said to be an 

entirely pre-existing and established development.  Some parts of 

the campus are, clearly, pre-existing and established.  However, 

CIAL submits that any additions to the campus should be considered 

to be ‘new development’ just as new additions of a house, 

preschool, guest accommodation to any other site would be new 

developments.   

51 The University’s interpretation would also render the exceptions 

redundant. The exceptions apply for example to existing residential 

zones which already contain houses. The exceptions would not be 

needed if the Policy is limited only to sites which do not already 

contain buildings. 

NOISE SENSITIVE ACTIVITIES CAPTURED BY THE CRPS 

DEFINITION 

52 The definition of ‘noise sensitive activities’ in the CRPS ‘means’ 

(amongst other things) ‘education activities (except for trade and 

industry training but including pre-schools)’, ‘residential activities’, 

and ‘healthcare facilities’.   

                                            
15 At para [26] 

16 [2000] NZRMA 562 
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53 As set out above it is a basic principle of statutory interpretation 

that the word ‘means’ introduces an inclusive definition for the 

purposes of interpreting the policy, and in the absence of the words 

“ unless the context otherwise requires” does not permit the Panel 

to double guess the definition and to decide that in a particular 

context certain noise sensitive activities should be the subject of a 

new exemption at policy level ie through chapter 3.    

54 In any event the acoustics evidence given at the chapter 6 hearing 

is not sufficient to displace the definition even were the Panel to 

consider itself able to do so. In summary: 

54.1 There are noise sensitive activities undertaken on University 

sites;17  

54.2 It is reasonable for residential activities, education activities 

including pre-schools, and health care facilities to be 

considered to be ‘noise sensitive activities’ and to protect 

those activities from noise exposure over 50dB Ldn;18 

54.3 Halls of residence are well insulated, and the students living 

within them may have lower expectations when it comes to 

noise amenity;19 

54.4 There is a substantial level of insulation built into University 

buildings for noise sensitive spaces such as lecture theatres 

or laboratories, in which opening windows to provide 

ventilation is not an option;20  

54.5 Use of outdoor areas for hospitality establishments are not of 

concern due to the inherent expectation of higher noise levels 

in such settings;21 

54.6 There is disagreement between Mr Day and Mr Trevathan as 

to the aircraft noise levels which may be experienced at the 

University.22  

                                            
17  Transcript of Proceedings, page 717 lines 37 to 45.  

18  Evidence of Mr Day, 17 February 2016, at [151]-[152].  

19  Evidence in Chief of Dr Trevathan, 17 February 2016, at [6.5]; Rebuttal evidence 
of Mr Day, 25 February 2016, at [36] and [39]; Transcript of Proceedings, page 
528 line 48 to page 529 line 23 and page 715 line 28 to page 716 line 8.  

20  Evidence in Chief of Dr Trevathan, 17 February 2016, at [4.3]-[4.7] and [5.4]; 
Rebuttal evidence of Mr Day, 25 February 2016, at [36].   

21  Evidence in Chief of Dr Trevathan, 17 February 2016, at [6.8].  

22  Evidence in Chief of Dr Trevathan, 17 February 2016, at [4.5], [4.11]-[4.14], 
[5.3]; Rebuttal evidence of Mr Day, 25 February 2016, at [37] to [39].  
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55 The drafting for the SPTEZ as at 12 November 2015 presented at 

the conclusion of the Specific Purposes Zones hearing currently 

provides for the following activities as permitted within the SPTEZ: 

55.1 Tertiary education and research activities and facilities; 

55.2 Community activities using tertiary education and research 

facilities; 

55.3 Additional activities or facilities which would be permitted 

activities for the alternative zone listed for the site in 

Appendix 21.7.4; and 

55.4 Use of student accommodation by persons not associated 

with the tertiary education and research activity.   

CONCLUSION 

56 As stated in its opening legal submissions, CIAL’s position with 

regards to new development at the University campus is that 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 in a similar way to that of the 

Airport.  

57 CIAL’s core concern is in ensuring that a proper interpretation is 

applied to Policy 6.3.5(4).  In CIAL’s view, amendment of the 

Strategic Direction 3.3.12, to add a new exception is not warranted 

and would not be consistent with Policy 6.3.5(4) and in particular 

the inclusion of the words ‘, including’ by avoiding noise sensitive 

activities.   

58 However, a bespoke suite of rules which provide for a mechanism by 

which the CIAL can be consulted and provide a written approval 

which would render a building or buildings which are caught be the 

noise sensitive activity definition an easy consenting path is able to 

be accommodated. This written approval can be provided now 

through a properly drafted agreement. CIAL is willing to enter into 

such an agreement once it understands the university’s plans even 

if only at concept level.   
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Dated:  8 April 2016 
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