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100150346/2584535.1 

CLOSING LEGAL SUBMISSIONS ON BEHALF OF CHRISTCHURCH 

INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT LIMITED 

INTRODUCTION 

1 These written legal submissions are provided on behalf of 

Christchurch International Airport Limited (CIAL), submitter 2348.   

2 It is understood that an opportunity to present closing submissions 

in person will be provided.  This is important in this case as at the 

time of preparing these submissions, CIAL does not know what the 

final versions of the general rules proposal put forward by other 

submitters, and in particular the residents group, will be.   

3 From past experience Mr Lawry on behalf of the submitter group is 

likely to file lengthy legal submissions which may require a response 

in person.  CIAL reserves its position in respect of submissions to be 

filed by submitters particularly those which mirror statements made 

by Mr Lawry in the past alleging dishonesty and skulduggery on the 

part of CIAL or its experts.  

4 These legal submissions will address the following issues: 

4.1 a summary of CIAL’s position in respect of the Council’s 

29 June 2016 revised airport noise provisions (the Council’s 

version); 

4.2 a summary of CIAL’s position in respect of the Council’s 

9 May 2016 revised proposal for Chapter 6 regarding matters 

other than airport noise; 

4.3 a general discussion of the legal principles of reverse 

sensitivity, section 16 RMA and the approach to ascertaining 

‘best practicable option’ to prevent unreasonable noise; 

4.4 a specific discussion of CIAL’s response to the 29 June 2016 

engine testing rules in light of those legal principles; 

4.5 the bird strike relief sought by CIAL and the operation of the 

precautionary approach in the Resource Management Act 

1991 (RMA); 

4.6 a summary of CIAL’s position in relation to the outstanding 

matters remaining in respect of the relief sought by: 

(a) Transpower; 

(b) University of Canterbury; and 
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(c) Isaac Conservation and Wildlife Trust.  

CIAL POSITION WITH RESPECT TO THE 29 JUNE 2016 

REVISED AIRPORT NOISE PROVISIONS 

5 The Council circulated the Council’s version on 29 June 2016.   

6 CIAL has prepared its own suggested revisions of the Airport Noise 

provisions which are attached to these submissions and shows a 

comparison between the two sets of provisions. 

7 There are a number of wording differences between the two 

versions but, in summary, CIAL’s main points of difference with the 

Council’s version relate to: 

 wording of the Policy: Airport Noise; 

 detailed drafting of the rules setting out exemptions from the 

65 Ldn Engine Testing Contour for the purposes of determining 

compliance by CIAL; and 

 Council’s requirement that CIAL must offer to provide noise 

mitigation treatment to existing houses within the 60 Ldn Engine 

Testing Contour where CIAL has offered provisions relating only 

to existing noises within the 65 Ldn Aircraft Noise Contour 

(when those noise levels are reached) and the 65 Ldn Engine 

Testing Contour. 

8 Please note CIAL’s revisions did not include the land use controls in 

rules 6.1.5.1.4 and 6.1.5.1.5.  However, CIAL supports these rules 

as set out in the Council’s 29 June revised noise provisions.  

CIAL POSITION WITH RESPECT TO THE 9 MAY 

COMPREHENSIVE REVISED PROPOSAL  

9 A revised version of chapter 6 was provided by the Council on 9 May 

2016.  This section will address CIAL’s position with respect to those 

parts of the proposal not addressed in the 29 June 2016 revised 

version of the airport noise provisions.  CIAL’s version of the rules 

showing changes to the Council’s 9 May version is also attached. 

General noise standard 

10 CIAL opposes inclusion of a general noise standard for the Specific 

Purposes (Airport) Zone (SPAZ) in Rule 6.1.4.1.1.1 Table 1.  CIAL’s 

opposition to the inclusion of a general noise standard for the SPAZ 

was outlined in its opening submissions.1   

                                            
1  Opening Legal Submissions on behalf of Christchurch International Airport, 14 

March 2016, at [12]-[15].  
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11 CIAL’s position has not changed – CIAL submits that inclusion of a 

general noise standard for the SPAZ is entirely out of scope and 

unsupported by any evidence.  In particular, the general noise 

standard applying to the SPAZ would be of interest to a number of 

tenants who lease and carry out a variety of activities on CIAL 

owned land who were not given an opportunity to submit.  In short, 

the change sought to the SPAZ rules by Council requires notification 

of a new proposal.   

12 In addition, the SPAZ was excluded from the decision-making 

powers of the Panel pursuant to clause 4 of the Order in Council so 

potential submitters would not expect to see provisions added to it 

through this process.  CIAL submits that the Panel has no 

jurisdiction to add new provisions to the SPAZ particularly those 

which were not notified. 

Aircraft Protection 

13 CIAL is opposed to the Council’s drafting proposed for ‘How to use 

the Rules’ at 6.7.2.1.3 and also to the drafting proposed for Rule 

6.7.2.2.1.6 PR1.   

14 CIAL does not consider that it is appropriate to insert the note at 

6.7.2.1.3 which exempts operation, maintenance, upgrading, 

relocation or removal of National Grid transmission lines subject 

only to the regulations in the National Environmental Standard on 

Electricity Transmission Activities (NESETA).  

15 The reasons for CIAL’s opposition to separate regulation of the 

National Grid are set out in its memorandum dated 20 April 2016 

which is relied on in full as part of these submissions.  The Panel will 

need to determine the legal issues as between CIAL and Transpower 

relating to NESETA. 

16 CIAL also considers that Rule 6.7.2.2.1.6 PR1 should refer to both 

an increase in height and increase in the external envelope of the 

structure, as follows (CIAL proposed addition in bold): 

3.  maintenance or repair works on any existing permitted building 
structure or utility, not including upgrading unless that upgrading 
does not increase the footprint, height or external envelope of the 
building, structure or utility including minor upgrading of existing 
utility structures where this does not increase the height or external 

envelope of the utility; 

Bird strike provisions 

17 The 9 May revised proposal contains provisions relating to bird 

strike risk management that differ substantially from the approach 
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sought by CIAL expressed in the evidence of Mr Bonis and Mr Shaw.  

CIAL continues to seek the approach put forward in its evidence.2  

18 CIAL continues to support a series of permitted activity rules for bird 

strike risk activities where possible, with various activity-specific 

standards.  This reduces the need to obtain resource consents 

where possible while still retaining some control (in the form of 

standards) over smaller scale water bodies, excavation sites, and 

stormwater systems to ensure that they do not increase the risk of 

bird strike.   

19 CIAL agrees that water bodies enclosed by an aviary can be 

excluded from the rules.    

20 CIAL considers that freezing works, fish or food processing and 

packing plants, and commercial transfer stations can be provided for 

as permitted activities provided that those activities are controlled 

by a Bird Hazard Management Plan. However, CIAL seeks that these 

activities be regulated within 8km of the Airport rather than the 3km 

proposed by the Council in its rule C1.  The 3km radius is contrary 

to Mr Shaw’s advice (as synthesised in Mr Bonis’ evidence) that 

these activities should be regulated up to 8km away from the 

Airport.  

21 CIAL has proposed a permitted activity rule which regulates 

permanent water features with a surface area exceeding 500m2 

either singularly or in conjunction with other permanent water 

bodies on the same site. It is important that these smaller-scale 

water bodies can be regulated, as recommended by Mr Shaw.  CIAL 

also seeks permitted activity rules for stormwater and excavations 

for the same reasons.  

GENERAL LEGAL PRINCIPLES TO BE APPLIED 

REVERSE SENSITIVITY 

22 The issues which have arisen at this hearing regarding engine 

testing and operational noise demonstrate a classic reverse 

sensitivity scenario.  The Airport, including the established engine 

testing facilities is a long-standing existing land use which is now 

experiencing complaint, and opposition from newer, noise-sensitive 

land uses.   

23 It is precisely this situation (and the impact which resulting 

constraints on Airport operations might have on the economy and 

accessibility of Christchurch and the wider Canterbury region) which 

                                            
2  See Evidence in Chief of Matthew Bonis, 17 February 2016, at [135]-[157] and 

Attachments F, H and J.  
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makes the imposition of noise contours to regulate land use and 

associated compliance rules imposed on the airport so critical.  The 

evidence from Mr Copeland and Mr Boswell and Mr Morgan is very 

important.  No other party, and in particular the Council, sought to 

adduce economic evidence demonstrating costs of various proposals 

or operational evidence to show how constraints would have 

practical, and consequential financial impacts. 

24 Reverse sensitivity has long been recognised as an effect on the 

environment under the RMA and is relevant to sections 31 and 32 

and Part II of the RMA generally.3  Specifically, the Courts have 

acknowledged that in relation to the land around airports, it is 

desirable to limit the right to construct dwellings or buildings, and to 

ensure that any buildings which are allowed have appropriate sound 

proofing to mitigate aircraft noise nuisance.4 

25 It is important that the proposed Plan includes rules to protect and 

enable the sustainable management of the Airport as an existing 

and lawfully established activity, and as an activity of significant 

local, regional and national importance.   

26 Commentary on this issue has observed:5 

While case law has discussed the concept of "internalisation" of adverse 

effects, requiring, at the most absolute, that users limit their adverse 

effects to within their own property boundaries, the reality of modern life 

has meant that a more robust view has had to be taken for those 

activities that cannot reasonably contain their adverse effects. Noise is a 

good example of an adverse effect that is difficult, and sometimes 

                                            
3  See for example (not solely in relation to noise but also to other off-site adverse 

effects) Wilson v Selwyn District Council [2005] NZRMA 76; Independent News 
Auckland Ltd v Manukau City Council (2003) 10 ELRNZ 16; Winstone Aggregates 
Ltd v Papakura District Council NZEnvC Auckland A 96/98, 14 August 1998 
(interim) and A 49/2002, 26 February 2002; Hill v Matamata-Piako District 
Council NZEnvC Auckland A 065/99, 8 June 1999; CJ McMillan Ltd v Waimakariri 
District Council NZEnvC Christchurch C 87/98, 11 August 1998; Lendich 
Construction Ltd v Waitakere City Council NZEnvC Auckland A 77/99, 20 July 
1999; McQueen v Waikato District Council Planning Tribunal Auckland A 45/94, 20 
June 1994; and Arataki Honey Ltd v Rotorua District Council NZEnvC Auckland A 
70/84, 26 July 1984. 

4  Christchurch International Airport Ltd v Christchurch City Council [1997] NZRMA 
145 (building code not limiting noise insulation conditions under plan or resource 
consent); Independent News Auckland Ltd v Manukau City Council (2003) 
10 ELRNZ 16  (refusal of high density housing below flight-path); Gargiulo v 
Christchurch City Council NZEnvC Christchurch C 137/2000, 17 August 2000 
(refusal of consent for subdivision within the 55 Ldn airport noise contour); 
National Investment Trust v Christchurch City Council NZEnvC Christchurch C 
041/05, 30 March 2005 (subdivision under aircraft noise contour disallowed); 
Dome Valley District Residents Society Inc v Rodney District Council [2008] 3 
NZLR 821; [2008] NZRMA 534  (helicopter base allowed); Cammack v Kapiti 
Coast District Council NZEnvC Wellington W 069/09, 3 September 2009 at [98]–
[145]. 

5  Nolan (ed) Environmental and Resource Management Law (online ed), LexisNexis 
NZ, at [13.32].  
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impossible, to internalise, such as children at play in the outside area of a 

school, and transport noise. While some academics have seen the 

concept of reverse sensitivity as taking away private common law 

property rights, the Environment Court has made it clear that it has no 

difficulty with private property rights being limited by the public benefit 

"because that is authorised by the RMA if certain preconditions exist". 

The Courts have recognised that because key physical resources such as 

ports, airports and quarries cannot internalise all their adverse effects, 

restraints on other properties will sometimes be necessary to address 

reverse sensitivity issues. This encompasses a wider view that requires 

proper management to minimise adverse effects while at the same time 

recognising that restraints on other properties will sometimes be 

necessary. 

27 With regard to noise from the take off and landing of aircraft, it is 

practically impossible to internalise noise effects.  The Airport is the 

classic example of key infrastructure which cannot internalise its 

effects. 

28 Therefore, through its appearance at the hearing of other Chapters, 

and in particular, the Rural Chapter, CIAL has called evidence to 

justify land use controls in areas which fall within the 50 Ldn Air 

Noise Contour and 50 Ldn Engine Testing Contour.  There has been 

no serious challenge to this in an evidential sense (Mr Lawry’s legal 

submissions do attempt this in relation to operational noise, despite 

Policy 6.3.5(4) of the CRPS) that land use controls within areas 

subject to operational and engine testing noise are required to deal 

with matters of reverse sensitivity. 

29 In relation to Chapter 6, the Panel has heard from a number of 

submitters seeking that CIAL entirely internalise or ‘mitigate at 

source’ engine testing noise.  While some mitigation at source is 

possible, it is not practicable for CIAL to entirely mitigate all engine 

testing noise caused at the Airport (this is discussed further below).  

This demonstrates the need for the Panel to consider potential 

reverse sensitivity effects on CIAL when considering the Chapter 6 

provisions.  CIAL supports the use of constrained engine testing 

contours for both land use and compliance, reflecting mitigation 

measures which can reasonably be put in place.  However, CIAL also 

considers that land use controls are a critical tool to manage further 

residential intensification in the vicinity of the Airport, which results 

in adverse reverse sensitivity effects on airport operations and also 

exposes more residents to an undesirable noise environment.  

ADOPTION OF THE BEST PRACTICABLE OPTION FOR 

MANAGING NOISE AT THE AIRPORT 

30 CIAL is well aware of its obligations to control aircraft operational 

and engine testing noise, as required by section 16 RMA.   
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Section 16 RMA 

31 Section 16 RMA deals with the duty to avoid unreasonable noise.   

32 It provides that: 

(1) Every occupier of land (including any premises and any coastal 

marine area), and every person carrying out an activity in, on, or 

under a water body or the coastal marine area, shall adopt the best 

practicable option to ensure that the emission of noise from that land 

or water does not exceed a reasonable level. 

(2) A national environmental standard, plan, or resource consent 

made or granted for the purposes of any of sections 9, 12, 13, 14, 

15, 15A, and 15B may prescribe noise emission standards, and is not 

limited in its ability to do so by subsection (1). 

33 In terms of section 16(1), there are  therefore two aspects to 

consider: 

33.1 Whether noise from CIAL’s activities exceeds a “reasonable 

level” (and therefore how best to decide what is unreasonable 

noise); and 

33.2 What would constitute adopting the best practicable option 

and what factors go into deciding what is the best practicable 

option? 

34 Subsection (2) confirms that a Plan can prescribe noise emission 

standards, and that it is not limited in its ability to do so by the 

direction in s16(1).  So, to be clear, s16(1) does not prevent or limit 

the Panel’s ability to impose noise standards in the Replacement 

Plan.  

Unreasonable noise 

35 What is ‘reasonable’ is a question of fact and degree – it depends on 

the context of the case and is a factual and objective assessment.6 

36 A "reasonable" noise level in terms of s 16(1) "is what is most 

reasonable to the receiver, set in the context of what the [occupier 

or person carrying out the activity] can achieve as the best 

practicable option”.7 

37 More recently, the Environment Court has considered the FIDOL 

factors (which have previously been applied to the assessment of 

                                            
6  Quieter Please (Templeton) Inc v Christchurch City Council [2015] NZEnvC 167, 

at [39] 

7  Auckland Kart Club Inc v Auckland City Council CC A124/92 (PT), at page 13.  

2348, F-2817 Closing Legal Submissions Chapter 6
Page 8 of 53



  9 

 

 

100150346/2584535.1 

odour effects) to be helpful in analysing the reasonableness of 

noise.8  They are: 

37.1 Frequency 

37.2 Intensity 

37.3 Duration 

37.4 Offensiveness/character 

37.5 Location.  

38 The case law on this topic has generally confirmed that what is 

“reasonable” noise depends on the context and on an objective 

assessment.  This is very important in this case given CIAL’s role as 

the operator of existing strategic infrastructure, noise from other 

sources, and the rural zoning surrounding the Airport.  Case law 

guides us that the following are relevant: 

38.1 the characteristics of the kind of sound that is being 

produced; 9 

38.2 the nature of the land which is in proximity to the noise 

source (its zoning, characteristics, background noise sources 

and levels);10  

38.3 (linked to the nature and zoning of the receiving area) 

legitimate amenity expectations of those living in close 

proximity to the noise source – for example, are the residents 

in that particular area living in a generally quite environment 

with acknowledged high amenity values or is the environment 

already noise, acknowledged to experience lots of noise from 

other sources such as traffic, machinery?11  In our case this 

includes the established noise from airport operations; 

38.4 Noise that disturbs peoples’ sleep, particularly during normal 

sleeping hours at night, can be characterised as unreasonable 

                                            
8  Brooks v Western Bay of Plenty District Council [2011] NZEnvC 216, at [27].   

9  Speedy v Rodney District Council A134/93 (PT); Forrest Hill Childcare Centre v 
North Shore CC EnvC A090/98 – which noted that the quantitative component of 
sound is at least as important as its volume; Quieter Please (Templeton) Inc v 
Christchurch City Council [2015] NZEnvC 167, at [39] – which considered 
volume, pitch, tonality, frequency, and duration of individual occurrences.  

10  Forrest Hill Childcare Centre v North Shore CC EnvC A090/98.  

11  Speedy v Rodney District CouncilA134/93 (PT); Boddy v Grey DC W088/94 (PT). 
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unless there is some basis for saying the recipients of that 

noise are themselves hypersensitive.12  

39 CIAL submits that:  

39.1 Mr Day has confirmed that he considers exposure to noise 

over 65 Ldn to be unreasonable.13  There may be some 

dwellings near to the Airport which experience levels of noise 

which are over 65 Ldn from either airport operations or 

engine testing.  Mr Boswell has confirmed that CIAL would 

take steps to fund mitigation of properties exposed to 65 Ldn 

or more but, at the time he gave his evidence, did not 

consider a rule to this effect was required. 

39.2 This advice from Mr Day forms the expert basis for CIAL now 

adopting a revised position of agreeing to a rule requiring it to 

fund the cost of noise mitigation for existing dwellings 

receiving 65 Ldn from both operational noise and/or engine 

testing noise. 

39.3 Noise between the levels of 50dB and 65dB whilst undesirable 

is not unreasonable in terms of s16.14  It is on this basis that 

CIAL opposes the Council’s version which seeks to impose on 

CIAL a requirement to provide acoustic treatment for 

dwellings within the 60 Ldn Engine Testing Contour. 

Best Practicable Option 

40 The requirement to consider Best Practicable Option ‘bites’ in terms 

of s16 at the level where noise is unreasonable, or for the purposes 

of ensuring noise doesn’t reach an unreasonable level.  

41 The RMA defines ‘Best Practicable Option’ as:15 

the best method for preventing or minimising the adverse effects on 

the environment having regard, among other things, to— 

(a)  the nature of the discharge or emission and the sensitivity of the 

receiving environment to adverse effects; and 

(b) the financial implications, and the effects on the environment, of 

that option when compared with other options; and 

                                            
12  Thompson v Davidson EnvC C130/97, at  page 13.  

13  Transcript of Proceedings, 15 March 2016, page 502, line 22 to page 503, line 15. 

14  Transcript of Proceedings, 15 March 2016, page 502, line 22 to page 503, line 15. 

15  Resource Management Act 1991, section 2.  
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(c) the current state of technical knowledge and the likelihood that 

the option can be successfully applied 

42 In determining the best practicable option, the extent of matters to 

be considered will be a question of fact and degree for the particular 

circumstances. In some cases, identification and comparison of all 

possible methods may be required, while in others it may be 

apparent that ensuring the emission of noise does not exceed a 

reasonable level does not require such elaborate consideration.16   

43 The BPO test does not require the noise producer to demonstrate 

exhaustively that no better alternatives exist. 17   

44 Several cases have considered this issue and have provided some 

additional guidance as follows:  

44.1 The duty imposed by section 16(1) applies to occupiers of 

land as they are, not what they might be;18   

44.2 The definition in the RMA also allows for ‘other things’ to be 

considered as well as the three specific matters which the 

definition lists specifically, which allows for some 

consideration of matters which are relevant in the specific 

case;19 

44.3 The ‘sensitivity of the receiving environment’ in factor (a) of 

the definition of BPO relates to the local conditions which are 

present;20 

44.4 It is necessary to consider the options and the financial 

implications separately in turn;21 

44.5 When looking at the three parts of the definition, all of the 

factors should be considered in turn.  Although it may be the 

case that one or two of the factors may have more weight 

than the others in a particular case, for example – although 

the technical knowledge might exist to reduce noise levels 

using a particular method the financial implications of doing 

                                            
16  Ngataringa Bay 2000 Inc v Attorney-General A016/94 (PT), at page 19. 

17  Empire Entertainment Ltd v Ellzin Trust [2010] NZRMA 525 (HC), at [33]-[48].  

18  Empire Entertainment Ltd v Ellzin Trust [2010] NZRMA 525 (HC), at [33]-[48].  

19  Auckland Kart Club Inc v Auckland City Council CC A124/92 (PT), at page 21. 

20  Auckland Kart Club Inc v Auckland City Council CC A124/92 (PT), at page 21.  

21  Auckland Kart Club Inc v Auckland City Council CC A124/92 (PT), at page 21; 
Quieter Please (Templeton) Inc v Christchurch City Council [2015] NZEnvC 167, 
at [38].  
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so may be so prohibitively expensive that there is little 

likelihood that the option can be applied successfully;22 

44.6 Obligations under other statutes may be relevant in 

determining what is practicable;23  

44.7 The best practicable option is the optimum combination of all 

methods to limit the noise to residents to the greatest extent 

achievable.24  

45 CIAL submits that the best practicable option for managing engine 

testing and operational noise is contained in the framework 

attached, including a requirement on CIAL to offer noise mitigation 

treatment to existing dwellings within the 65 Ldn Noise Contour 

(when the homes actually become subject to that level of noise in 

future) and the 65 Ldn Engine Testing Contour, with the addition of 

the land use restrictions contained in:  

45.1 Rule 6.1.5.1.4 NC1 and NC2 relating to new buildings or 

additions to buildings within the 55 Ldn Air Noise Contour and 

55 Ldn Engine Testing Contour; 

45.2 Rule 6.1.5.1.5 PA1 and PA2 relating to new sensitive activities 

within the Air Noise Boundary and 65 Ldn Engine Testing 

Contour;  

45.3 Rule 6.1.5.3.1 relating to indoor design sound levels within 

the 55 Ldn Air Noise and Engine Testing contours. 

46 Most importantly however these provisions are also underpinned by 

the rules on density which seek to limit the number of people 

exposed to airport noise, particularly in the Rural Zones which 

surround the airport which have been the subject of other chapter 

hearings. 

SPECIFIC DIFFERENCES BETWEEN CCC’S 29 JUNE VERSION 

AND CIAL’S VERSION 

Policy 6.1.1.1.5 Policy : Airport Noise 

47 Policy 6.1.1.5 is one of the most specific policies in the Replacement 

District Plan relating directly to the topic of airport noise (both 

operational and engine testing noise). 

48 There are significant differences in wording as between CIAL and the 

Council and these are commented on below. 

                                            
22  Auckland Kart Club Inc v Auckland City Council CC A124/92 (PT), at page 22.  

23  Empire Entertainment Ltd v Ellzin Trust [2010] NZRMA 525 (HC), at [33]-[48].  

24  Auckland Kart Club Inc v Auckland City Council CC A124/92 (PT), at page 22.  
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49 CIAL’s version of Policy 6.1.1.1.5(a) aims to balance the Strategic 

Directions objective regarding the Airport as strategic infrastructure 

with the requirements of s16 of the RMA that people are not 

exposed to “unreasonable noise”. 

50 By contrast, the Council’s version fails to recognise the airport as 

strategic infrastructure not its zoning context or other sources of 

noise and appears to strike a balance of requiring the airport to 

“minimise sleep disturbance and adverse effects”.  This is a higher 

threshold than ensuring people are not exposed to unreasonable 

noise. 

51 In the context of both strategic infrastructure, and the practical 

limitations regarding the ability to “minimise” off-airport noise and 

adverse effects, particularly regarding the operational aspects of 

aircraft landing and taking off, the Council’s wording cannot be 

supported on the totality of evidence before the Panel. 

52 It is noted that no party other than CIAL called economic evidence 

as to the costs of imposing constraints on CIAL to “minimise sleep 

disturbance and adverse effects”, nor operational evidence as to the 

practical limitations of placing those constraints on CIAL.  On the 

evidence before the Panel there is no justification for requiring CIAL 

to take steps to “minimise” sleep disturbance and adverse effects as 

opposed to the obligation to meet the requirements of s16 of the 

RMA. 

53 Moreover, it is not clear what is meant by “other sensitive 

environments”.  By definition all residential units are noise sensitive 

regardless of their rural zoning and background levels of noise.  The 

Council’s wording appears to reflect a requirement to apply 

mitigation regardless of context. 

Policy 6.1.1.1.5(b).  Policy : Airport Noise 

54 The Council’s version seeks to “avoid new sensitive activities within 

the 65 Ldn Engine Testing Contour”. 

55 This is inconsistent with all of the evidence given by noise experts 

that at levels of 65 dB or more noise sensitive activities ought to be 

prohibited rather than merely “avoided”.  It also creates a drafting 

inconsistency between the policy and the rules.  The rules do 

provide for prohibited activity status for dwellings within 65 Ldn Air 

Noise Boundary and 65 Ldn Engine Testing Contour. 

56 The primary complaint with Council’s drafting of Policy 6.1.1.1.5(b) 

is that it is inconsistent with Policy 6.3.5 of the Canterbury Regional 

Policy Statement and Objective 3.3.12 of the Strategic Directions 

chapter which explicitly require avoidance to occur within the 50 Ldn 
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air noise contour, not the Air Noise Boundary (which is the 

composite 65 Ldn/95 SEL contour). 

57 For consistency, and clarity, the Policy should follow the wording of 

the higher order Canterbury Regional Policy statement and the 

objectives in the Strategic Directions chapter of specifically requiring 

avoidance within the 50 Ldn Air Noise Contour now proposed by the 

Council.   

58 The only possible response by way of opposition by Council to this 

suggestion could be that it is not necessary to repeat either the RPS 

or the Strategic Directions objective as adding this wording would be 

duplication.   

59 However in the context of a very specific policy in the plan entitled 

“Airport Noise” it is reasonable for readers to expect that all relevant 

policy provisions will be found in one place and under this heading.  

Other than an objection on grounds of duplication, it is difficult to 

fathom any reason for opposition to the reference to avoidance 

within the 50 Ldn contour and nor is it possible to understand why 

Ms Dixon has proposed an avoidance policy that differs from the 

explicit wording in Strategic Directions and the CRPS. 

Policy 6.1.1.1.5.  Policy : Acoustic Treatment 

60 CIAL has proffered new policy wording to require it to offer noise 

mitigation treatment to existing residential units within the 

operational noise contour once those homes become exposed to 

levels of 65 Ldn or more, and also the 65 Ldn Engine Testing 

Contour. 

61 The revised position is that CIAL agrees to provisions being inserted 

in the plan requiring it to offer “noise mitigation” (not necessarily 

limited to acoustic treatment this could for example involve the 

installation of ventilation) to existing dwellings exposed to levels of 

65 Ldn for both operational noise and also engine testing noise. 

62 By contrast the Council’s version takes CIAL’s offer and imposes a 

further requirement on CIAL of offering acoustic treatment also to 

those dwellings that fall within the 60 Ldn engine testing contour.  

That further requirement is strongly opposed by CIAL for the 

following reasons. 

Scope 

63 CIAL has proffered the obligation of providing noise treatment to 65 

Ldn for both operational noise and engine testing noise.  The 

obligation is within the scope of a submission by Mr Lawry, who 
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sought that CIAL assist to cover the expense of mitigation where 

that was required off-site within the 65.25 

64 There is no submission which would give the Panel scope to impose 

upon an unwilling submitter (CIAL) to offer something which is 

beyond what was asked for in any submission and is beyond what 

the Airport is prepared to offer.  The Panel has no scope to impose 

on CIAL the Council’s version of requiring it to offer to acoustically 

treat homes which fall within the 60 Ldn Engine Testing Contour. 

Justification 

65 Mr Days’ evidence is that he considers exposure to noise over 

65 Ldn to be unreasonable.26  Mr Boswell’s evidence was that CIAL, 

acting on Mr Day’s advice, would offer acoustic treatment to existing 

homes within the 65 Ldn contour although at that time CIAL 

opposed this being enshrined in a rule and the CIAL position did not 

relate to the 65 Ldn Engine Testing Contour. 

66 It is submitted that CIAL’s revised position is consistent with other 

provisions in the Plan as the Plan also prohibits new dwellings within 

the 65 Ldn Air Noise Contour and the 65 Ldn Engine Testing 

Contour.  This is a clear signal that this is not an appropriate 

location for a dwelling and creates a logical point at which existing 

dwellings, particularly those “caught” by an ever expanding 

operational contour should be subject to CIAL funded mitigation.   

67 By contrast, there is no evidence which shows that noise exposure 

of 60 Ldn for engine testing is “unreasonable” in terms of s16 and 

the case law regarding the need to consider context set out above 

Dr Chiles used a variety of phrases such as “undesirable” himself.  

He did not state a specific contour or level of noise at which noise 

exposure was “unreasonable” (as that term is understood in the 

context of s16 of the RMA) and at which insulation funded by the 

Airport should be required.   

68 Most importantly however, the Plan also allows new dwellings to 

locate within the 60 Ldn Air Noise Contour and the 60 Ldn Engine 

Testing Contour subject to meeting the requirements as to density.  

If the Panel adopts the Council’s view that 60 Ldn is a level of 

unreasonable noise, the flip side is that reverse sensitivity 

considerations would suggest the Panel should not allow Council’s 

relief in the final Chapter of allowing new residences to establish in 

areas exposed to that level of engine testing noise. 

69 The Panel has absolutely no evidence before it adduced by the 

Council of the costs associated with its proposal that acoustic 

                                            
25  Submission David Lawry 2514.9.  

26  Transcript of Proceedings, page 502, line 22 to page 503, line 15. 
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treatment be extended out to the 60 Ldn Engine Testing Contour.  

The Panel has no information before it that of the number of houses 

that would be exposed and whether those houses would require 

attenuation or not and what the costs of an individual treatment 

would be nor the effectiveness of the mitigation.  It is noted that in 

CIAL’s version of the provisions it proposes an individual cap of 

$30,000 for noise mitigation per dwelling.  CCC’s version omits any 

reference to a cap on costs for an individual dwelling. 

70 In summary, the Panel’s decision on whether CIAL can be required 

to offer mitigation to those living in the 60 Ldn Engine Testing 

Contour rests on a judgement formed taking into account all 

relevant witnesses, and not just noise experts.  The Council has 

omitted to produce any evidence on the costs side of the equation 

and without that evidential foundation the decision sought by the 

Council to require CIAL to offer mitigation to dwellings within the 

60 Ldn Engine Testing Contour is not available to the Panel. 

71 Curiously, whilst the Council proposal requires mitigation to 65 Ldn 

for both operational noise and engine testing noise it only requires 

insulation to 60 Ldn for engine testing noise, omitting from the 

insulation requirements those people exposed to 60 Ldn from 

operational noise.  It is difficult to see how this difference in 

approach between operational noise and engine testing noise can be 

justified.  There is no evidence from the noise experts that would 

suggest that exposure to 60 Ldn engine testing noise is 

unacceptable requiring the Airport to take steps to offer acoustic 

treatment but that the same should not apply to people exposed to 

the same level of operational noise.   

No Evidential Foundation 

72 The evidence on the issue of insulation has been spread across the 

various days of hearings and has evolved.   

73 However as a reminder to the Panel the Council’s evidence from 

Ms Dixon was that no acoustic treatment was required.27 

The airport ownership and rural use of the remaining land within the 
65 dB contour differentiate it from situations like Wellington Airport 
or Lyttelton Port where there are a considerable number of houses 
within that Ldn contour. In the years I have been working on airport 
issues, I cannot remember this issue having been raised before. I do 

not think there is justification for a rule which would require noise 
insulation to be paid for by the Airport, around Christchurch 
International Airport, even if such a requirement was lawful. Nearly 
all of the rural lots already have houses on them in any case, with 
the newer ones already likely to incorporate noise insulation as a 
result of operative Plan rules, and so the potential for redevelopment 
or new development is limited. 

                                            
27  Evidence in Chief Glenda Dixon, 4 February 2016, at 5.40.  
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74 Similarly, until the hot-tubbing session, nowhere in Dr Chiles’ 

evidence is there any reference to Airport funded insulation.   

75 Moreover, in the hot-tubbing session, where Dr Chiles proposed a 

new rules package and stated that insulation of rural dwellings 

would be required, there is no specific mention of this extending to 

the 60 Ldn Engine Testing Contour, nor explanation as to why he 

does not require CIAL to mitigate the effects of operational noise 

within the 60 Ldn Engine Testing Contour. 

76 Dr Chiles has also been unable to explain why the requirement to 

mitigate to a 60 Ldn contour has not also been applied in the 

context of other types of strategic infrastructure including existing 

state highways.  

77 In the only other situation that might be considered some sort of 

practical precedent in the context of the Replacement District Plan is 

that the provisions applying to Lyttelton Port Company do not 

require it to meet the cost of acoustic treatment beyond the 65 Ldn 

contour relating to noise from port operations.   

78 In summary from the totality of the evidence, on topics of 

economics, operations, noise and planning there is no evidential 

foundation which will enable the Panel to impose on an unwilling 

CIAL a requirement to offer acoustic treatment to existing homes to 

the 60 Ldn Engine Testing Contour. 

79 By way of an aside, it is noted that the homes of submitters who 

gave evidence before the Panel are not actually located in the 

60 Ldn Engine Testing Contour, and whilst it is accepted that the 

Panel must consider effects which are broader than effects only on 

the parties who appear before it, the submitters need to understand 

that none of them would directly benefit from the Council’s version 

of the chapter 6 provisions in respect of acoustic treatment. 

Rule 6.1.4.2.6(b) 

80 CIAL’s version seeks exceedance by up to 2dB of the aircraft noise 

compliance contour due to matters such as atypical weather.  CCC’s 

version allows exceedance of 1dB. 

81 There is no noise evidence which would indicate atypical exceedance 

of 2dB would result in adverse effects and the figure would be within 

a margin of error. 

82 Moreover CIAL has, based on its own knowledge of Airport 

operations, which Council witnesses are not experts in, specified the 

type of events which might trigger the need for exceedance 

allowances. 
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83 CIAL’s version also includes in rule 6.1.4.2.6 a technical correction 

to the compliance and monitoring rule to record that the operational 

contours (set out in the Expert Panel report) exclude Antarctic, 

New Zealand Defence Force and helicopter operations. 

Rule 6.1.4.2.7(a) 

84 Council’s version proposes eight compliance monitoring points 

whereas CIAL’s version proposes no less than five.  It is submitted 

that Panel should defer to expertise of Marshall Day who have 

already been monitoring airport noise, and specifically Christchurch 

Airport noise, for some years. 

Rule 6.1.4.2.7(b) 

85 There is a difference between Council and CIAL as to the number of 

unplanned high power test events to be allowed within any three 

month period.  Again, the Panel is asked to defer to the operational 

needs of airline operators in respect of which Council’s witnesses 

have no expertise.  

Rule 6.1.4.2.7(a) 

86 The compliance rules have been redrafted by Mr Day to align with 

how compliance and monitoring by Marshall Day would occur in 

practice, and based on that firm’s existing experience at 

Christchurch and Auckland Airports. 

Appendix 6.11.15 

87 Appendix 6.11.15 sets out CIAL’s version of the Noise Mitigation 

Treatment Programme provisions. 

88 The Panel should note that it is a simplified version of the 

programme which requires Lyttelton Port Company (LPC) to provide 

noise mitigation to homes within the 65 Ldn contour. 

89 The requirement to enter a no complaints covenant is “borrowed” 

from the LPC situation and is also included in other district plans 

around the country.  The setting of a cap on costs for an individual 

dwelling is also included in the Lyttelton Port provisions in the 

Replacement District Plan.  The Council version removing a cap is 

not offered by CIAL. 

90 It is submitted that CIAL’s version is simpler and clearer than 

Council’s version and provides certainty for readers as to the terms 

on which an owner of an existing dwelling will receive an offer to 

fund noise mitigation. 
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BIRD STRIKE 

91 During the Chapter 6 General Rules and Procedures hearing the 

Panel and other submitters expressed concerns in relation to the 

lack of local, Christchurch-specific birdstrike evidence.   

92 There is no complete, comprehensive, site-specific analysis of 

Christchurch’s bird populations.  However, in the absence of such 

information (which it will not be possible to collect and analyse in 

any timeframe which will make it useful in informing provisions for 

this proposed Plan) CIAL submits that it is appropriate to establish 

rules which minimise bird strike risk based on more general 

international best practice guidelines in conjunction with the 

available information and data on the Christchurch context which 

has been presented to the Panel at this hearing.  

93 CIAL has produced substantial international birdstrike and aviation 

safety evidence, as well as evidence about the nature and behaviour 

of bird populations in Christchurch and risk levels in Christchurch.28 

In particular, CIAL has called evidence from Mr Phillip Shaw, who 

has specialist skills and extensive experience in the field of 

aircraft/wildlife collision risk mitigation.  CIAL notes that no other 

party has provided an expert with similar credentials in this very 

specialised area.  

94 Mr Shaw has commented that based on his experience, CIAL has 

one of the longest running bird monitoring programmes in the 

world, and has comparatively very good data on bird strike and bird 

populations around the Airport.29  Mr Shaw and Ms McKenzie’s 

evidence contains analysis of this data, with Mr Shaw’s evidence 

attaching the recent “Christchurch International Airport Off-airport 

Bird Hazard Management Plan” prepared for the Airport.  That Plan 

contains analysis of important bird species and risk levels at 

Christchurch International Airport.  

95 No entirely comprehensive Christchurch-specific bird population data 

analysis and birdstrike risk assessment is able to be collected or 

prepared for the purposes of establishing rules for this District Plan 

Review.30  CIAL’s position in light of this situation is that 

international guidance and best practice should be followed and 

implemented in Christchurch, adapted to the Christchurch context 

where possible using the information which is available, as outlined 

in Mr Bonis and Mr Shaw’s evidence.  

                                            
28  Statements of evidence of Phillip Shaw, Katherine McKenzie, Ken McAnergney 

(residential stage 1 hearing) and Peter Harper (residential stage 1 hearing).  

29  Rebuttal Evidence of Philip Shaw, 25 February, at [12]-[18].  

30  Evidence of Rachel McClellan, 4 February 2016, at [11.3]; Rebuttal Evidence of 
Philip Shaw, 25 February, at [15]-[17].  
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96 Dr McClellan uses the lack of a fully comprehensive survey of 

Christchurch bird populations to justify her view that the Panel 

should not impose rules to minimise bird strike risk which accord 

with international best practice.  However, Dr McClellan cannot point 

to any evidence that New Zealand or indeed Christchurch bird 

populations pose any less of a risk than bird populations in the 

United States or the United Kingdom, jurisdictions where the 

international best practice guidelines have been developed and 

implemented.31   

97 Bird populations can fluctuate over the 10 year life of a plan.32  

Therefore, even with perfect and complete information about 

current bird populations in Christchurch, a planning document must 

take into account the possibility that bird populations may change in 

their composition, size and patterns over time. Dr McClellan uses 

her Canada Goose population as an example of a bird population 

which has declined in recent years.  However, she notes that it is 

very difficult to predict what will happen to that population in the 

future.33 

98 Mr Shaw gave evidence that in his view a precautionary approach 

should be taken with respect to the imposition of rules controlling 

bird strike risk activities within certain distances from the runways 

at Christchurch International Airport.  Mr Shaw’s view is that, where 

there is no good evidence to support a relaxing of international best 

practice standards for Christchurch International Airport, caution 

should be exercised, and the international best practice approach to 

minimising the risk of bird strike should be adopted in 

Christchurch.34   

99 CIAL notes that Mr Shaw is a risk management specialist, but is 

based in Australia and is therefore unfamiliar with the way in which 

concepts such as the precautionary approach are implemented in 

the RMA legal context.  However, CIAL considers that the basic 

principle for which Mr Shaw advocates is simply implicit in the RMA 

and is of relevance to the Panel’s decision about the implementation 

of rules relating to bird strike risk minimisation in the proposed Plan.  

100 We provide below a precis of the law on the implementation of the 

precautionary approach in the RMA context and the way that the 

Courts have dealt with uncertainty, to assist the Panel.  

                                            
31  Transcript of proceedings, 16 April 2016, page 680.  

32  Rebuttal evidence of Phillip Shaw, 25 February 2016, at [18]; Evidence of John 
Dowding, 17 February 2016, at [16.4].  

33  Transcript of proceedings, 16 April 2016, page 686.  

34  Evidence of Phillip Shaw, 17 February 2016, at [16], [21], [54]-[55] and [71].  
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Uncertainty and the Precautionary Principle in the RMA 

context 

101 In an international context, the precautionary principle is enunciated 

as follows:35  

Where there are threats of serious or irreversible damage, lack of full 

scientific certainty shall not be used as a reason for postponing cost-

effective measures to prevent environmental degradation. 

102 The adoption of the precautionary principle within the RMA is not 

explicit.  However, it can be seen to be implicitly included in the 

definition of ‘effect’, through the need to have regard to potential 

effects on the environment, and in section 32 which instructs 

decision-makers to have regard to the risk of acting or not acting if 

there is uncertainty or insufficient information about the subject 

matter of a proposed provisions.  

103 In section 3(f) RMA, ‘effect’ is held to mean ‘any potential effect of 

low probability which has a high potential impact’. Also relevant to 

this process is section 32(2)(c) of the RMA, which provides that an 

assessment of the efficiency and effectiveness of proposed 

provisions in achieving the objectives of a plan must assess the risk 

of acting or not acting if there is uncertain or insufficient information 

about the subject matter of the provision. 36  There is almost always 

some uncertainty about future environments and the decision maker 

has to make “probabilistic assessments” of the risk.37 

104 In addition, the functions of territorial authorities include the control 

of any actual or potential effects of the use, development, or 

protection of land, and the control of any actual or potential effects 

of activities in relation to the surface of water in rivers and lakes.38 

In deciding whether or not to grant resource consents, s 104(1)(a) 

RMA requires consent authorities, and the Environment Court on 

appeal, to have regard to "any actual and potential effects on the 

environment of allowing the activity".  

105 A bird strike at Christchurch Airport is a potential effect on the 

environment which has a low probability and high potential impact.  

The Panel must assess the risk of acting or not acting in establishing 

rules for the management of birdstrike risk given there is still 

uncertain or insufficient information about bird populations and 

                                            
35  Rio Declaration on Environment and Development, June 1992, Principle 15.  

36  D Nolan Environment and Resource Management Law Online (online ed, 
LexisNexis), at [19.34] to [19.39]; Shirley Primary School v Telecom Mobile 
Communications Ltd [1999] NZRMA 66(EnvC), at 134-135.  

37  Colonial Vineyard Ltd v Marlborough District Council [2014] NZEnvC 55, at [68].  

38  RMA section 31(b) and (d).  
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movements in Christchurch and the risk to aircraft further than 3km 

away from the runway.  

106 The Environment Court has stated that “risk is the product of the 

probability of an effect and costs of its consequences”.39  

106.1 In this case, the evidence of Ms McKenzie and Mr Shaw 

discusses the probability of a strike occurring, and shows that 

there are several instances of strike or near miss per month, 

with varying degrees of severity.40  

106.2 The cost of the consequences of a birdstrike is at worst loss of 

life or injury to persons and otherwise involves financial or 

economic costs to airline companies who own aircraft that are 

affected by a bird strike and to CIAL as the operator of the 

Airport.  

107 The risks of imposing the land use controls recommended by Mr 

Shaw and Mr Bonis are purely economic – that is they may impose 

an additional regulatory requirement to obtain resource consent for 

some proposed activities, and correspondingly may impose costs 

associated with processing that consent on the Council (although 

CIAL notes that Mr Bonis has worked hard to ensure that in the 

proposed suite of rules this burden is minimised where possible).  

However, the risks of ‘not acting’ (i.e. imposing lesser controls than 

those sought) involve risks to human life.  

108 CIAL submits that the potential financial risk of acting is outweighed 

by the risk to life and limb in not acting, and allowing a regime 

which permits future increases in activities which may increase the 

risk of bird strike. 

OUTSTANDING MATTERS WITH RESPECT TO THE RELIEF 

SOUGHT BY OTHER PARTIES 

University of Canterbury 

109 CIAL, the Council and the University of Canterbury filed 

supplementary legal submissions dated 8 April 2016 on matters 

relating to noise sensitive activities within the Specific Purposes 

(Tertiary Education) Zone where that zone falls within the 50 Ldn Air 

Noise Contour.41    

                                            
39  Johns Road Horticulture Ltd v Christchurch City Council [2011] NZEnvC 185, at 

60. 

40  Evidence of Katherine McKenzie, 17 February 2016, at [46]; Evidence of Phillip 
Shaw, 17 February 2016, at [33] and [34].  

41  These matters have been reserved for consideration at the Chapter 6 hearing 
through the Panel’s Schedule 1 to the Pre-hearing Report and Directions.  
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110 CIAL’s position remains as set out in those supplementary legal 

submissions which are relied on in full as if they are part of this 

closing: 

110.1 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; 

110.2 CIAL’s core and only concern is not with the merits of the 

University’s development proposals but with the specific 

provisions the University seeks to be added to the Plan to 

facilitate the development.  In particular, CIAL’s concern in 

ensuring that a proper interpretation is applied to Policy 

6.3.5(4) of the CRPS as it is the key provision which protects 

the Airport from reverse sensitivity effects;   

110.3 In CIAL’s view, amendment of the Strategic Direction 3.3.12, 

to add a new exception would not be consistent with Policy 

6.3.5(4) and in particular the inclusion of the words ‘, 

including’ by avoiding noise sensitive activities; 

110.4 However, a bespoke suite of rules which provide for a 

mechanism by which the CIAL can be consulted and provide a 

written approval to developments at the University which 

would render a building or buildings which are caught by the 

noise sensitive activity definition an easy and quick 

consenting path is acceptable; 

110.5 CIAL has not yet seen any details of the University’s plans, 

nor the scale or extent of noise sensitive activities it 

proposes. 

Isaac Conservation and Wildlife Trust 

Engine Testing Noise 

111 CIAL and the Isaac Conservation and Wildlife Trust (ICWT) have not 

reached agreement as to appropriate provision for engine testing 

noise in order to avoid any effects on the breeding programme at 

the ICWT site or the provisions relating to water bodies at Peacock 

Springs.  

112 CIAL does not support the changes proposed by ICWT to insert an 

80dB Lmax limit with two additional engine testing compliance 
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monitoring positions near Peacock Springs to mitigate the effects of 

engine testing noise on birds.  

113 The evidence on this topic from Dr Dowding, ornithologist, failed to 

establish any link at all between historic engine testing noise and 

adverse effects on birds.  Moreover, the future engine testing 

contours now proposed are more restricted than historical levels of 

noise.  The following occurred in cross-examination:42 

Ms Appleyard: But you cannot correlate anything that you are 
describing with any historic or current levels of noise from engine 
testing at CIAL, is that the summary of what you are saying? 

Dr Dowding: Yes, it is.  

114 It is submitted that, unlike studies which link effects of specific noise 

levels to adverse effects on humans, e.g. sleep disturbance, there is 

no evidential basis to link a specific noise level from engine testing 

with adverse effects on birds at Peacock Springs. 

115 Moreover, Dr Trevathan’s evidence was linked to the pre-expert 

conferencing version of the provisions which provided only for Ldn 7 

day but no Lmax.  Both the Council and CIAL’s version now propose 

an Lmax which although not specifically linked to, or monitored at, 

Peacock Springs (nor on other individual submitters’ property) does 

control the issue of concern to Dr Trevathan.  

116 As stated in the 22 June 2016 mediation report, CIAL would support 

reaching an agreement with ICWT outside of this District Plan 

process which can cover a number of matters as between ICWT and 

CIAL.  This has been discussed between the parties but no 

resolution reached. 

Bird Strike 

117 ICWT has sought a specific regime for water bodies within Peacock 

Springs, including controlled activity status for new water bodies 

beyond a cumulative threshold of 1000m2.  It also seeks exclusion 

of water bodies covered by aviaries from the surface area 

calculations.43 

118 CIAL supports an exemption for water bodies fully enclosed by 

aviaries.  However, it does not otherwise support separate rules for 

water bodies on Peacock Springs.  The Peacock Springs site is very 

close to the Airport, and its sole purpose is to provide a sanctuary 

and attractive environment for birds. CIAL does not accept that this 

presents a ‘low risk’ of bird strike. It is important that the Council 

                                            
42  Transcript of proceedings, page 784 line 34-39.  

43  Opening legal submissions for Isaac Conservation and Wildlife Trust, 10 March 
2016, at [29].   
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retain the ability to decline the creation of new water bodies over 

1000m2 in area, particularly on land in such close proximity to the 

Airport.  

119 CIAL understands that from time to time ICWT may wish to realign 

or re-landscape some areas of Peacock Springs and that those 

activities involving realignment of the water bodies may not also 

involve the overall increase in area of water on the Peacock Springs 

site or if it does, the increase will be de minimis.  CIAL submits 

these are matters that would be taken into account by it as a party 

from whom ICWT would seek written approval, and Council when 

the Council considered any resource consent request made by ICWT 

for such a realignment (which may in any case involve resource 

consent requirements relating to, for example, earthworks) but are 

not matters that justify the creation of a new controlled activity 

status for such work.  

120 Mr Shaw’s view is that there is a significant amount of attraction at 

Peacock Springs for bird strike risk species.44  Mr Shaw does not 

consider that with appropriate conditions, the addition of a 1000m2 

water body is unlikely to increase the risk of bird strike.45 

121 CIAL notes that the Council is also not supportive of ICWT’s relief.  

Transpower 

122 CIAL filed a memorandum of counsel dated 20 April 2016 which set 

out CIAL’s position with regards to the most appropriate rules for 

the upgrade, replacement or relocation of National Grid structures 

where those structures penetrate the airport protection surfaces.  

That memorandum is relied on as if it is included in these 

submissions in full.  The Panel will be required to determine the 

legal issues raised.  

123 CIAL has been unable to reach agreement with Transpower and the 

Council on this matter. CIAL’s position remains that the appropriate 

activity status for the alteration, relocation or replacement of 

National Grid transmission lines and structures existing on 14 

January 2010 which penetrate the airport protection surfaces is non-

complying activity status.  

124 CIAL does not consider that it is appropriate as a matter of airport 

safety to allow any existing utilities that penetrate airport protection 

surfaces to increase in either height or external envelope, regardless 

of whether or not those utility structures are part of the National 

Grid.  

                                            
44  Transcript of Proceedings, page 436, line 15 to 45.   

45  Transcript of Proceedings, page 437, line 20 to 40.  
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CONCLUSION 

125 CIAL seeks that the Panel grant its relief as sought in submissions 

and amended through evidence.  

Dated:  8 July 2016 

 

 
_______________________________ 

JM Appleyard / A Hill  

Counsel for Christchurch International Airport Limited 
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CCC Proposal 29 June  CIAL Proposal 
CIAL proposed amendments shown in red strikethrough and underlining.  In places where section has 
been substantially re-drafted, a note has been added and only the re-drafting shown 
 

 
 

Insert new Definition:  

 
AANC  
means the Annual Aircraft Noise Contours (Ldn) produced annually by CIAL based on the previous year’s aircraft 
operations.  The AANC shall be calculated in accordance with the rules in the District Plan. 

Aircraft operations  

means:  

a.  the landing and take off of aircraft; and 

b.  aircraft flying along any flight path associated with a landing or take off.  

 

For the purposes of Rules 6.1.4.2.6, aircraft operations exclude:  

c.  aircraft operating in an emergency for medical or national/civil defence reasons;  

d.  air shows;  

e.  military operations; not associated with the Antarctic programme; 

 f.  Antarctic operations; 

g. helicopter operations; 

h  aircraft using the airport as an alternative to a scheduled airport elsewhere;  

i.  aircraft taxiing; and 

j.  aircraft engine testing.  

 

Aircraft operations  

means:  

a.  the landing and take off of aircraft; and 

b.  aircraft flying along any flight path associated with a landing or take off.  

 

For the purposes of Rules 6.1.4.2.6, aircraft operations exclude:  

c.  aircraft operating in an emergency for medical or national/civil defence reasons;  

d.  air shows;  

e.  military operations; not associated with the Antarctic programme; 

 f.  Antarctic operations; 

g. helicopter operations; 

h  aircraft using the airport as an alternative to a scheduled airport elsewhere;  

i.  aircraft taxiing; and 

j.  aircraft engine testing.  

 
 
 

6.1 Noise 

6.1.1 Objectives and Policies  

6.1.1.1 Objective: Adverse noise effects  

a. Adverse noise effects on the amenity values and health of people and communities are 

managed to levels consistent with the anticipated outcomes for the receiving 

 

6.1 Noise 

6.1.1 Objectives and Policies  

6.1.1.1 Objective: Adverse noise effects [13.14.4.1.1] 

a. Adverse noise effects on the amenity values and health of people and communities are managed 

to levels consistent with the anticipated outcomes for the receiving environment.  
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environment. 

 

Note: Objective 3.3.12 Infrastructure seeks to limit  avoid the potential for noise-sensitive 

activities within the 50 dB Ldn Airport noise contour, with specified exceptions, and within 

the Lyttelton Port Influences Overlay Area, to avoid reverse sensitivity effects. to limit the 

development and operation of infrastructure. The following policies and rules are 

intended to achieve those outcomes as well as those of Objective 6.1.1.1. 

 

 

6.1.1.1.2  Policy: Noise during night hours  

 

a. Achieve lower noise levels during night time hours to protect sleep and the amenity values 

of residential and other sensitive environments so far as is practicable.  

6.1.1.1.5 Policy: Airport Noise  

 
a.   Require the management of aircraft movements operations and engine testing at 

Christchurch International Airport, so that noise generated is limited to levels that protect 
minimise  sleep disturbance and adverse effects on the amenity values of residential and 
other sensitive environments;  
 

b. Mitigate adverse noise effects from the operations of the Christchurch International 

Airport on sensitive activities, by:  

i. avoiding new sensitive activities within the Air Noise Boundary and within the 65 

dB Ldn engine testing noise contour;  

ii. requiring noise insulation of new sensitive activities within the 55 dB Ldn airport 
noise contour and within the 55 dB Ldn engine testing noise contour; and 

iii. requiring Christchurch International Airport Limited (CIAL) to offer appropriate 
acoustic treatment in respect of existing residential units within the 65dB Ldn 
airport noise contour, within the 65dB Ldn engine testing noise contour, and 
within the 60 dB Ldn engine testing contour. 

 
Note: Policy 17.1.1.9 also mitigates noise effects from the operations of Christchurch 

International Airport on rural land. 

 

Note: Objective 3.3.12 Infrastructure seeks to limit  avoid the potential for noise-sensitive activities 

within the 50 dB Ldn Airport noise contour, with specified exceptions, and within the Lyttelton Port 

Influences Overlay Area, to avoid reverse sensitivity effects. to limit the development and operation of 

infrastructure. The following policies and rules are intended to achieve those outcomes as well as those 

of Objective 6.1.1.1. 

 

6.1.1.1.2 Policy: Night hours [13.14.4.1.1.2] 

a. Achieve lower noise levels during night time hours to protect avoid unreasonable impacts on 

sleep and amenity values for residential and other sensitive environments so far as is practicable 

to levels consistent with the anticipated outcome of the receiving environment.  

 

6.1.1.1.5 Policy: Airport Noise  

a.  Manage activities associated with aircraft movements and engine testing by setting: 
 (i) operational noise based on future noise contours; and 
 (ii) engine testing noise based on engine testing noise contours 
 
 such that unreasonable impacts from noise on sleep or the amenity values of residential and 

other sensitive environments are appropriately controlled and mitigated but taking into account 
the receiving environment and the role of Christchurch International Airport as strategic 
infrastructure.   

 
Require the management of aircraft movements operations and engine testing at Christchurch 
International Airport, so that noise generated is limited to levels that protect minimise  sleep 
disturbance and adverse effects on the amenity values of residential and other sensitive 
environments 

 
b.  Mitigate adverse noise effects from the operations of the Christchurch International Airport on 

sensitive activities sensitive to airport noise, and avoid reverse sensitivity effects on Christchurch 
International Airport, by:   
i.  prohibiting avoiding new sensitive activities sensitive to airport noise within the Air 

Noise Boundary and within the 65 Ldn engine testing noise contour; and  
ii. avoiding new activities sensitive to airport noise within the 50 Ldn Air Noise Contour 

and the 50 Ldn Engine Testing Contour except: 
 within an existing residentially zoned urban area; 
 within a Residential Greenfield Priority Area identified in the Canterbury Regional 

Policy Statement (Chapter 6, Map A); or 
 for permitted activities with the Open Space 3D (Clearwater) Zone of the 

Christchurch City Plan, or activities authorised by a resource consent granted on 
or before 6 December 2013; and  

iii.  requiring noise insulation mitigation for new sensitive activities sensitive to airport 
noise within the 55 Ldn airport noise contour and within the 55 Ldn engine testing noise 
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contour; and 
iv. requiring Christchurch International Airport Limited (CIAL) to offer appropriate acoustic 

noise mitigation treatment in respect of existing for residential units within the 65dB 
Ldn airport noise contour, within the 65dB Ldn engine testing noise contour, and within 
the 60 dB Ldn engine testing contour. which are in existence as of [date plan becomes 
operative] within: 
 the 65 Ldn Annual Aircraft Noise Contour (AANC); or 
 the 65 Ldn Engine Testing Contour.  

 
 
 

 
6.1.4.2.1 Activity Status [13.14.4.5.1] 

6.1.4.2.1.3 Discretionary Activities 

The activities listed below are Discretionary Activities. 

  Activity 

 The Council will consider any 

matters under s104 of the Act 

including: 

D1 Any non-compliance with the standards in Rule 

6.1.4.2.6 (Aircraft noise) and 6.1.4.2.7 (Engine 

testing)  

a. 6.1.4.3 Matters of discretion  

 

 

 

6.1.4.2.1 Activity Status [13.14.4.5.1] 

6.1.4.2.1.3 Discretionary Activities 

The activities listed below are Discretionary Activities. 

  Activity 

 The Council will consider any 

matters under s104 of the Act 

including: 

D1 Any non-compliance with the standards in Rule 

6.1.4.2.6 (Aircraft noise) and 6.1.4.2.7 (Engine 

testing)  

a. 6.1.4.3 Matters of discretion 

 

 

6.1.4.2        Noise standards for specific activities  

6.1.4.2.6    Aircraft noise from operations at Christchurch International Airport  

a. Aircraft Noise Rule 

CIAL shall manage the Christchurch International Airport so that noise from aircraft 

operations does not exceed 65 dB Ldn outside the 65 dB Ldn airport noise contour line 

shown in Figure 1.  

 

 

b. Exclusions 

Exceedance by up to 1 dB of the aircraft noise limit is permitted provided CIAL 

demonstrates at the request of, and to the satisfaction of, the Council that any such 

exceedance was due to atypical weather patterns, or was a result of a natural disaster. 

6.1.4.2 Noise standards for specific activities [13.14.4.5] 

6.1.4.2.6      Aircraft noise from operations at Christchurch International Airport  

a. Aircraft Noise Rule 

Christchurch International Airport Ltd (CIAL) shall manage the Christchurch International Airport so 

that noise from aircraft operations does not exceed 65 Ldn outside the 65 Ldn Air Noise Compliance 

Contour shown in Figure 1. 

 

b. Exclusions 

Exceedance by up to 12 dB of the aircraft noise limit is permitted provided CIAL demonstrates at the 

request of, and to the satisfaction of, the Council that any such exceedance was due to:  

(i)  atypical weather patterns , or was a result of a natural disaster 

(ii) scheduled large scale maintenance to ensure aviation safety or runway integrity; or 
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 [Section c. has been reordered and combined with section d.] 

 

c. Compliance and monitoring  

 i. Noise monitoring of aircraft operations shall be based on noise data calculations 

from the Integrated Noise Model and records of actual aircraft operations at 

Christchurch International Airport.  

ii. For aircraft operational noise, the noise level shall be calculated over the busiest 

three month period of the year. These calculations shall be performed by a person 

with appropriate qualifications and experience in airport noise modelling and 

acoustics assessments. 

iii. The calculated results shall be verified by noise measurements and shall be carried 

out in accordance with the Noise Management Plan required under Rule 6.1.4.2.9 a. 

The measurement of aircraft sound exposure levels and the derivation of the 65 Ldn 

contour shall be in accordance with NZS 6805:1992. 

iv. CIAL shall annually provide the Council's Head of Regulatory Compliance (or any 

subsequent equivalent position) with an Aircraft Operations Noise Monitoring 

Report, including the results of calculations based upon monitored aircraft 

movements for the preceding year and the known noise characteristics of those 

aircraft the calculated Annual Aircraft Operational Noise Contour, and the results of 

the verification measurements. 

 

Figure 1: 65 dB Ldn Airport Noise Contour Line (Noise Monitoring Contour)  

(iii) unscheduled maintenance to repair runway integrity due to seismic or other act of God. 

 

c. Compliance and Monitoring 

(i) Noise monitoring of aircraft operations shall be based on noise data calculations from using 

the Integrated Noise Model (INM) and records of actual aircraft operations at Christchurch 

International Airport, excluding Antarctic and NZDF operations and helicopter operations.  

(ii) For aircraft operational noise, the noise level shall be CIAL shall provide Annual Aircraft 

Noise Contours (AANC) calculated over the busiest three month period of the year. These 

calculations will be performed by a person with appropriate qualifications and experience 

in airport noise modelling and acoustics assessments.  

(iii) The calculated results shall be verified by noise measurements shall be carried out in 

accordance with the Noise Management Plan required under Rule 6.1.4.2.9a. the 

procedure under Rule 6.1.4.2.8(a). The measurement of aircraft sound exposure levels and 

the derivation of the 65 Ldn contour shall be in accordance with NZS 6805:1992.  

(iv)  CIAL shall annually provide the Council's Head of Regulatory Compliance (or any 

subsequent equivalent position) with an Aircraft Operations Noise Monitoring Report, 

including the results of calculations based upon monitored aircraft movements for the 

preceding year and the known noise characteristics of those aircraft the calculated Annual 

Aircraft Operational Noise Contour, and the results of the verification measurements. the 

AANC and the results of the verification measurements.  

 

 

Figure 1: 65 dB Ldn Airport Noise Compliance Contour Contour Line (Noise Monitoring Contour) 

[Amend Heading of map to: Map of 65Ldn Air Noise Compliance Contour – CIA]
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6.1.4.2.7  Engine testing at Christchurch International Airport 

a. Base Engine Testing Rule 

CIAL shall manage the Christchurch International Airport so that noise from the testing of 
engines on the wing of an aircraft shall not exceed the noise limits shown in Table 5 
below at the engine testing compliance monitoring positions (ETMPs) shown in Figure 2.  

 

Table 5: - Engine Testing Noise Limits 

Noise Limit Compliance Calculation Locations Points  
(refer Figure 2) 

65 dB Ldn,7day ETMP 65 – 8 points 

55 dB Ldn,7day ETMP 55 – 8 points 

6.1.4.2.7  Engine testing at Christchurch International Airport 

a. Base Engine Testing Noise Rule 

 Christchurch International Airport Ltd (CIAL) shall manage the Christchurch International Airport so that 
noise from the testing of engines on the wing of an aircraft shall not exceed the noise limits shown in Table 
5 below at the engine testing compliance monitoring positions (ETMPs) shown in the Airport Noise 
Management Plan as required by Rule 6.1.4.2.8(a) Figure 2. 

 

Table 5: - Engine Testing Noise Limits 

 

Noise Limit Compliance Compliance Calculation 
Locations Points  Contours (refer Figure 2) 

65 Ldn,7day ETMP 65 – 8 points No less than five (5) 
representative locations on the ET 65 Ldn 
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75 dB LAmax, 2200 to 0700 only  ETMP Edge of Residential zone – 3 points 
 

  Advice Note: Verification points may differ from the calculation points shown in Figure 5, as set 

out in the Noise Management Plan.  

 

 

 Figure 2 - Engine testing compliance monitoring positions (ETMPs)  

[Council’s position is that this figure will need to be redrawn when contours are further reduced by 
removal of excluded noise, to include the 60 dB Ldn contour and to add additional  calculation 
points.]  

 

Contour 

55 Ldn,7day ETMP 65 – 8 points  No less than five (5) 
representative locations on the ET 55 Ldn 
Contour 

75 LAmax, 2200 to 0700 only  ETMP Edge of Residential zone – 3 points 
ETMP Residential as shown in Figure 2 

 

Advice Note: Verification points may differ from the calculation points shown in Figure 5, as set out in 

the Noise Management Plan.  

 

[below is Figure 2 redrawn, the contours having been re-calculated to remove the exclusions.  A high quality 
version of this figure which can be inserted into the planning maps will be provided to the Council separately].  

 

 Figure 2 - Engine testing noise contours  
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b. High Power Testing 

i.    All high power testing of jet engines on the wing of an aircraft must occur between 
the hours of 0700h and 2200h, except that three unplanned engine testing events 
within any three month period shall be permitted between the hours of 2200h and 
0700h. 

ii. Any testing of turbo prop engines on the wing of an aircraft, occurring between the 
hours of 2200h and 0700h, must be conducted at or in the vicinity of the threshold 
of Runway 11 (ie the north-western end of the cross-runway) if the total duration of 
testing at high power is five minutes or more per aircraft. 

 

b. High Power Testing 

i. All high power testing of jet engines on the wing of an aircraft must occur between the hours of 0700h 
and 2200h, except that three five unplanned engine testing events within any three month period shall 
be permitted between the hours of 2200h and 0700h within any three month period. 

ii. Testing of turbo prop engines on the wing of an aircraft occurring between the hours of 2200h and 
0700h must be conducted at or in the vicinity of the threshold of Runway 11 (i.e. the north-western end 
of the cross-runway) if where the total duration of testing at high power is 5 minutes or more per 
aircraft. 

 

c. Exclusions 

i. The testing of engines on the wing of aircraft used for Antarctic operations is 
excluded from rules   a. and b.   

ii.   The testing of engines on the wing of any aircraft is excluded from rules a, b.i., and b.ii  

where such work is necessary to satisfy an airworthiness directive or other like safety 

requirement issued by the Minister of Transport, the Director of Civil Aviation or the 

Civil Aviation Authority, as is any other unplanned testing arising from an aircraft 

operator's identification of a safety issue relating to an aircraft fleet, or required as a 

result of a natural disaster including volcanic eruption.  

iii. The testing of turbo prop engines on the wing of an aircraft is excluded from rule b.ii. 

when Runway 11/29 is in use. 

 

c. Exclusions 

(i).    The testing of engines on the wing of aircraft used for Antarctic operations, is exempted from clause 
a. and b.   

(ii).  The testing of engines on the wing of any aircraft is excluded from rules clause a and b b.i., and b.ii  

where such work is necessary to satisfy an airworthiness directive or other like safety requirement 

issued by the Minister of Transport, the Director of Civil Aviation or the Civil Aviation Authority, as is 

any other unplanned testing arising from an aircraft operator's identification of a safety issue 

relating to an aircraft fleet, or required as a result of a natural disaster including volcanic eruption. 

(iii) The testing of turbo prop engines on the wing of an aircraft is exempted from rule clause b(ii) where 

Runway 11/29 is in operational use. 

d. Compliance and Monitoring  

 i. Compliance or otherwise with rule a. shall be demonstrated by calculations based on 
predicted engine testing noise emissions for specific test configurations and records of 
actual engine testing events and configurations. The noise level (Ldn, 7day) shall be 
calculated as a 7 day rolling average. 

 
ii.  The calculations shall be verified by measurements undertaken with reference to 

at least four ETMPs for a sample of at least two different engine test 

configurations. Verification measurements shall be carried out for an initial period 

of 6 months and subsequently be undertaken at least once every two years. 

 

iii.  The selection of validation points for the ETMPs is to be confirmed by the Airport 

Liaison Committee, prior to measurements being undertaken as required under the 

Noise Management Plan. 

 

d. Compliance  

 

i. Compliance or otherwise with rule a. shall be demonstrated by calculations based on 
predicted engine testing noise emissions for specific test configurations and records of actual 
engine testing events and configurations. The noise level (Ldn, 7day) shall be calculated as a 7 
day rolling average. 

 
ii.  The calculations shall be verified by measurements undertaken with reference to at least 

four ETMPs for a sample of at least two different engine test configurations. Verification 

measurements shall be carried out for an initial period of 6 months and subsequently be 

undertaken at least once every two years. 

 

iii.  The selection of validation points for the ETMPs is to be confirmed by the Airport Liaison 

Committee, prior to measurements being undertaken as required under the Noise 

Management Plan. 
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v. CIAL shall quarterly provide the Council's Head of Regulatory Compliance (or any 

subsequent equivalent position) with the results of noise calculations and 

measurements carried out in accordance with clause d  above an Engine Testing 

Noise Monitoring Report which includes a summary of Engine Testing activities 

undertaken in the quarter, and identifying all tests undertaken both within the Ldn 

limits and those exempted, including reasons for the tests exempted and measures 

taken to manage noise effects during those exempted tests.  

 

vi.  TThe annual CIAL Noise Monitoring Report shall include: 

 a. an annual summary of the quarterly reports provided under v. above; and 

 b.  the calculated annual noise compliance contours undertaken in accordance 

with clauses d.i. and  the results of verification measurements in accordance with 

clause d.ii. 

 

 

v. CIAL shall quarterly provide the Council's Head of Regulatory Compliance (or any subsequent 

equivalent position) with the results of noise calculations and measurements carried out in 

accordance with clause d  above an Engine Testing Noise Monitoring Report which includes 

a summary of Engine Testing activities undertaken in the quarter, and identifying all tests 

undertaken both within the Ldn limits and those exempted, including reasons for the tests 

exempted and measures taken to manage noise effects during those exempted tests.  

 

vi.  TThe annual CIAL Noise Monitoring Report shall include: 

 a. an annual summary of the quarterly reports provided under v. above; and 

 b.  the calculated annual noise compliance contours undertaken in accordance with 

clauses d.i. and  the results of verification measurements in accordance with clause d.ii. 

 [d. and e. combined] 

 

(i) Compliance or otherwise with clause a. shall be demonstrated by calculations based on engine 

testing noise emissions for specific test configurations and records of actual engine testing events 

and configurations. The noise level (Ldn, 7day) shall be calculated as a 7 day rolling average.  

 

(ii) The calculations shall be verified by measurements from at least four ETMPs for a sample of at least 

two different engine test configurations. Verification measurements shall be carried out for an initial 

period of 6 months and subsequently be undertaken a minimum of once every two years.  

 

(iii) The calculation of engine testing noise and the resultant derivation of a 65 Ldn, 7day shall be in 

accordance with NZS6801:2008. 

 

(iv) The selection of Engine Testing Monitoring Positions (ETMP) is to be confirmed by the Airport Noise 

Liaison Committee, prior to measurements being made as required by Rule 6.1.4.2.8(a). 

 
6.1.4.2.8  Airport Liaison Committee 
  

CIAL shall establish, maintain and participate in an Airport Liaison Committee, with 

functions including but not limited to the matters set out in Appendix 6.11.14.  

 

 

(v) CIAL shall quarterly provide the Council's Head of Regulatory Compliance (or any subsequent 

equivalent position) with the results of noise calculations and measurements carried out in 

accordance with clause d.(i).  

 

(vi) The annual CIAL Noise Monitoring Report shall include: 

  a summary of any unplanned engine testing undertaken in accordance with clauses b(i) and 

c(ii) including reasons for those tests and measures that were taken to manage noise effects 

during each test.; and 

 the calculated noise compliance contours undertaken in accordance with clauses a. and d(i) 

and the results of any verification measurements in accordance with clause d(.ii).   

 

6.1.4.2.9  Airport Noise Management and Noise Mitigation  

Appendix 1
2348, F-2817 Closing Legal Submissions Chapter 6

Page 34 of 53



 

 

 

a.  Airport Noise Management Plan   

CIAL , in consultation with the Airport Liaison Committee,  shall maintain, where 

necessary update, and implement, an Airport Noise Management Plan,  the framework 

for which is  set out in Appendix 6.11.14.The Noise Management Plan shall describe in 

more detail how CIAL will manage the Airport in order to comply with Rules 6.1.4.2.6 

Aircraft Noise from Operations at Christchurch International Airport and 6.1.4.2.7 Engine 

Testing at Christchurch International Airport.  

b. Acoustic Treatment Plan 

 CIAL, in consultation with the Airport Liaison Committee, shall prepare and implement 

offer a Plan for the acoustic treatment in respect of residential units existing as of [the 

date this chapter of the Plan becomes operative] within the 65 dB Ldn Annual Aircraft 

Operational Noise Contours (AANCs), and within the 65, and 60 dB and 55 dB Ldn Engine 

Testing Noise Contours,  as set out in Appendix 6.11.15. Within the 55 dB Ldn Engine 

Testing Contour, CIAL shall offer technical advice on acoustic treatment. 

 

 

6.1.4.2.8 Airport Noise Management and Noise Mitigation Treatment Programme 

 

a. Airport Noise Management Plan   

CIAL , in consultation with the Airport Liaison Committee,  shall maintain, where necessary update, and 

implement, an Airport Noise Management Plan,  the framework for which is  set out in Appendix 

6.11.14.The Noise Management Plan shall describe in more detail how CIAL will manage the Airport in 

order to comply with Rules 6.1.4.2.6 Aircraft Noise from Operations at Christchurch International Airport 

and 6.1.4.2.7 Engine Testing at Christchurch International Airport.  

CIAL shall maintain and implement, an Airport Noise Management Plan including those matters as set out 

in Appendix 6.11.14. 

b. Airport Noise Liaison Committee 

CIAL shall establish, maintain and participate in an Airport Noise Liaison Committee, with functions 

including those matters set out in Appendix 6.11.14.  

c. Acoustic Noise Mitigation Treatment Programme Plan 

CIAL, in consultation with the Airport Liaison Committee, shall prepare and implement offer a Plan for the 

acoustic treatment in respect of residential units existing as of [the date this chapter of the Plan becomes 

operative] within the 65 dB Ldn Annual Aircraft Operational Noise Contours (AANCs), and within the 65, 

and 60 dB and 55 dB Ldn Engine Testing Noise Contours,  as set out in Appendix 6.11.15. Within the 55 dB 

Ldn Engine Testing Contour, CIAL shall offer technical advice on acoustic treatment. 

CIAL shall prepare and implement in consultation with the Airport Noise Liaison Committee, a Programme 

for noise mitigation treatment of those residential units existing as of [date the plan becomes operative] as 

set out in Appendix 6.11.15.  

 

Appendix 6.11.14–Requirements for an Airport Noise Management Plan 
 

Christchurch International  Airport will maintain and where necessary update an Airport Noise 

Management Plan, which describes in detail how CIAL proposes to manage the Airport in order to 

comply with Rule 6.1.4.2.6 Operational Noise and Rule 6.1.2.4.7 Engine Testing . The Noise 

Management Plan shall be maintained and updated in conjunction with the Airport Liaison Committee. 

The NMP shall cover, but not be limited to the matters outlined below. 

 
Rule 6.1.4.2.9 a. requires an Airport Noise Management Plan for Christchurch International Airport. 
 
 

[Section A has been reordered]. 
 

 

Appendix 6.11.14 Airport Noise Management Plan 
 
[this has been substantially re-drafted] 
 
Airport Noise Management Plan  

Rule 6.1.4.2.9 a. requires an Airport Noise Management Plan for Christchurch International Airport 

The Christchurch International Airport will maintain and where necessary update an Airport Noise Management 

Plan ‘NMP’ which describes in detail how CIAL proposes to manage the Airport in order to comply with Rule 

6.1.4.2.6 ‘Operational Noise’ and 6.1.4.2.7 ‘Engine Testing.  

The Noise Management Plan shall be maintained and updated in conjunction with the Airport Liaison Committee, 
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(A) Purpose of the Airport Noise Management Plan 

i. Document noise management activities actions including outlining ongoing investigation, 

methods, processes and resources that CIAL has and will in future put in place to provide for: 

 The reduction of noise effects from all aspects of Aircraft Operations including 

engine testing;  

 Alternative methods of noise management to achieve the reduction of these noise 

effects; 

 Engine Maintenance Ground Run Procedures agreed with operators; and  

 Encouragement to Antarctic operators to undertake any engine testing on the wing 

between the hours of 0700 and 1900. 

ii. Provide a more detailed  framework for the Noise Monitoring Programme to maintain 

compliance with Rules 6.1.4.2.6 and 6.1.4.2.7, and in particular, to cover the following issues:  

 Location and number of any noise monitors, to be used for verification of noise 

levels in respect of  including operational noise monitoring and engine testing 

compliance monitoring positions; and 

 Monitoring, recording and calculation of aircraft and engine testing noise levels 

under Rule 6.1.4.2.6, and Rule 6.1.4.2.7; and the preparation of Annual Noise 

Monitoring Reports. 

iii. Set up dispute resolution procedures to resolve any disputes between CIAL and the Airport 

Liaison Committee about the contents and implementation of the NMP, the Plan for the 

acoustic treatment of Dwellings residential units, and other relevant matters.  

iv. Set a framework for dealing with noise complaints. 

 

 [Section B has been reordered and combined with section C] 
 
(B) Obligations of Christchurch International Airport 

CIAL shall:  

and shall cover, but not be limited to the matters below. 

 
i. Purpose of the Noise Management Plan 

ii. Set a framework for the Airport Noise Liaison Committee; 

iii. Set a framework for dealing with noise complaints; 

iv. Document noise management activities actions options; including ongoing investigation, methods, 

processes and resources that CIAL will put in place to provide for: 

o the reduction of noise levels from all aspects of Aircraft Operations including engine testing; 

and 

o Alternative methods of noise management to achieve the reduction of these noise effects; 

o Engine Maintenance Ground Run procedures to be implemented in conjunction with all 

Aircraft agreed with operators or their authorised agents, including: 

 Compliance with Rule 6.1.4.2.7(a), including documentation required by Rule 

6.1.4.2.7(d); 

 Procedures associated with Antarctic and NZDF testing to encourage engine 

testing on the wing to occur between the hours of 0700 to 2200. 

o Encouragement to Antarctic operators to undertake any engine testing on the wing 

between the hours of 0700 and 1900. 

v. The mechanisms to give effect to the Noise Monitoring Programme to address compliance with Rules 

6.1.4.2.6 and 6.1.4.2.7, and in particular, to address the following matters:  

o Location and number of any noise monitors, to be used for verification of operational noise 

monitoring and engine testing monitoring systems including a map of the Engine Testing 

Monitoring Positions (ETMP) and the ETMP initial establishment and verification process; 

o Monitoring, recording and calculation of aircraft and engine testing noise levels under Rule 

6.1.4.2.6 c and d, Rule 6.1.4.2. d and e; and the preparation of Annual Noise Monitoring 

Reports. 

o Procedures for verification of the noise compliance calculations for Rule 6.1.4.2.6 c and d, 
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i. Prepare Annual Aircraft Operational Noise Contour maps showing actual noise contours in 1dB 

increments from 60dB Ldn to 70dB Ldn. The most recent version of the maps shall be attached 

to the Airport Noise Management Plan. 

ii. Prepare Annual Noise Monitoring Reports. 

iii. Review the Engine Testing Modelling Software (ETMS) engine testing software used for 

predicting engine testing noise levels, and appropriateness of the Integrated Noise Model at 

least once every five years to determine whether the models require updating. The review 

timetable and outcomes are to be recorded in the Noise Management Plan. 

iv. Provide administrative and advisory support, and allocate an annual budget to the Airport 

Liaison Committee for the performance of their functions. 

 

CIAL shall: carry out the following additional obligations in consultation with  the Airport Liaison 

Committee  

v. Prepare and implement an Airport Noise Management Plan and review and update the Plan as 

required at  least once every two years.  

vi. Implement the acoustic treatment of Dwellings residential units programme as outlined in 

Appendix 6.11.15. 

vii.  Respond to and state any action that will be taken in response to any operational or engine 

testing noise complaints.   

 
 

 [Section (C ) section has been subsumed into (B) above] 

(C) Christchurch International Airport in conjunction with the Airport Liaison Committee 

i. Prepare and implement the Noise Management Plan.  

ii. Prepare and update at the expense of CIAL, Annual Aircraft Operational Noise Contour maps, 

showing actual noise contours in 1dB increments from 60dB Ldn to 70dB Ldn. These maps are to 

be attached to the Airport Noise Management Plan.  

iii. Prepare and implement the Plan for the Acoustic Treatment of Dwellings as outlined in 

Rule 6.1.4.2. d and e 

vi. Dispute resolution procedures, to resolve disputes between CIAL and the Airport Noise Liaison 

Committee about the contents and implementation of the NMP, the Plan for the acoustic treatment of 

Dwellings residential units, and other relevant matters.. 

vii. Set a framework for dealing with noise complaints. 

viii. If CIAL makes any changes to the procedures or other matters recorded in the NMP it shall 

immediately provide an amended copy to the Council and the Airport Noise Liaison Committee.  

 
ix. Obligations of Christchurch International Airport 

[this section has been substantially re-drafted] 

o Allocate an annual budget for, and prepare and implement the Noise Management Plan. 

o Prepare the annual Noise Monitoring Report. 

o Allocate an annual budget for the Airport Noise Liaison Committee for the performance of 

their functions.  

o Provide administrative and advisory support to the Airport Noise Liaison Committee. 

o Manage the process associated with any operational or engine testing noise complaints.  

o Review the Engine Testing Modelling Software (‘ETMS’) and advise on the appropriateness 

of the Integrated Noise Model (‘INM’) at least once every five years to determine whether 

the models require updating. The review timetable and outcomes are to be recorded in the 

Noise Management Plan. 

o Update and amend procedures to alter, review and update the Airport Noise Management 

Plan as required, and at least every two years. 

 

x. Airport Noise Liaison Committee Framework 

o The Committee Purpose is to: 
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Appendix 6.11.15. 

i. Review the software used for predicting engine testing noise levels and Integrated Noise Model 

(‘INM’) at least once every five years to determine whether the models require updating. 

 

 (C) Airport Liaison Committee Framework 

i. The Committee Purpose is to: 

a. Consider and where appropriate make recommendations to CIAL on aircraft and 

engine testing noise issues and other concerns arising from the operation and 

activities at Christchurch International Airport; and  

 

b. Carry out the functions in ii below. 

   
ii. The Committee shall: 

a. Identify community concerns regarding aircraft noise and engine testing to CIAL; 

b. Assist CIAL in liaising with and providing relevant information to the community; 

c. Assist CIAL in the preparation and review of the Noise Management Plan and the 

programme Plan for the acoustic treatment of Dwellings residential units;  

d. Co-operatively formulate and propose procedures to minimise noise impacts on 

surrounding sensitive activities; 

e. Assist CIAL in reviewing and updating as necessary the current procedure for 

handling noise complaints;  

f. Access appropriate technical expertise and guidance as required.  

iii. The Committee shall be chaired by an independent chairperson jointly appointed by CIAL and 

the Christchurch City Council.  

iv. The chairperson may invite other persons on an ad hoc basis to address the Committee on 

particular agenda items at their discretion.  

v. Membership shall consist of: 

 Two  representatives  appointed by CIAL  

 Two  Local representatives of Christchurch City Community Boards appointed by 

Consider and where appropriate make recommendations to Christchurch International Airport 

Limited on aircraft and engine testing noise issues and concerns arising from the operation 

and activities at Christchurch International Airport. 

 

Carry out the functions in ii below. 

 

   
o The Committee shall: 

 Identify and respond to community concerns regarding aircraft noise and engine 

testing to CIAL ; 

 Assist CIAL in liaising with, and the provision of relevant information to, the 

community; 

 Assist CIAL in the preparation and review of the Noise Management Plan and the 

programme Plan for the acoustic treatment of Dwellings residential units;  

 Co-operatively formulate and propose procedures to minimise noise impacts on 

surrounding sensitive activities; 

 Assist CIAL in reviewing and updating Review, and update as necessary the 

current procedure for handling noise complaints;  and 

 Access appropriate technical expertise and guidance as required.  

o The Committee shall be chaired by an independent chairperson jointly appointed by CIAL 

and the Christchurch City Council. 

o At its inaugural meeting, the Airport Noise Liaison Committee shall establish its terms of 

reference, membership and quorum requirements. 

o The Chairperson may , invite other persons on an ad hoc basis to address the Committee on 

particular agenda items at their discretion at their discretion, representatives of residents 

groups in the immediate area. 

o Membership shall consist of: 

 Two  representatives  appointed by CIAL  
 

 Three representatives of Christchurch City Council Community Boards 
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Christchurch City Council  (with one representative from the Harewood ward and 

representative from the Waimairi ward initially, however ward representation may 

be varied over time) 

 One representative appointed by Selwyn District Council  

 One representative appointed by Waimakariri District Council  

 Two direct representatives of residents of areas affected by aircraft or engine testing 

noise appointed by Christchurch City Council  (nomination, and Council to determine 

representation) 

 One Environmental Health Officer appointed by Christchurch City Council (non-

voting) 

 One representative appointed by Air Freight industry  

 One representative appointed by Airways Corporation of NZ Limited  

 One representative appointed by the Board of Airline Representatives of New 

Zealand  

 One representative appointed by  the Isaac Conservation and Wildlife Trust 

 One representative appointed by Ngai Tahu. 

vi. The Committee shall meet at least quarterly in the inception year of the Committee, and 

thereafter at least twice a year.  

vii. The term of office for any Local Body appointed representative shall be three years, to 

coincide with the local body electoral term. CIAL shall be responsible for any payments to be 

made to Local Body representatives.  

viii. CIAL will be responsible for any payments to the Chairperson.  

 
 

 (D)  Complaints 
i. Maintain and update the complaints procedures set out in the current Airport Noise 

Management Plan as required.  
 

i. CIAL shall develop and implement procedures to record complaints and steps to investigate 

(composition to be determined based on new ward boundaries) Two  Local 
representatives of Christchurch City Community Boards appointed by 
Christchurch City Council  (with one representative from the Harewood ward and 
representative from the Waimairi ward initially, however ward representation 
may be varied over time) 
 

 One representative appointed by Selwyn District Council  
 

 One representative appointed by Waimakariri District Council  
 

 Two direct representatives of residents of areas affected by aircraft or engine 

testing noise appointed by Christchurch City Council  (nomination, and Council to 

determine representation) 

 One Environmental Health Officer appointed by Christchurch City Council (non-

voting)   

 One representative appointed by Air Freight industry  
 

 One representative appointed by Isaac Conservation Wildlife Trust  

 One representative appointed by Airways Corporation of NZ Limited 

 One Two representatives appointed by Board of Airline Representative of New 

Zealand  

 One representative appointed by of Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu  

 The Chairperson may invite other persons on an ad hoc basis to address the 

Committee on particular agenda items at their discretion. 

o The Committee shall meet at least quarterly in the inception year of the Committee, and 

thereafter at least twice a year. 

o The term of office for any Local Body appointed representative shall be three years, to 

coincide with the local body electoral term. CIAL shall be responsible for any payments to 

be made to Local Body representatives Council Representatives from Christchurch City, 

Waimakariri District or Selwyn District Councils. 

o CIAL will be responsible for any payments to the Chairperson.  
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such complaints. At a minimum these procedures shall: 

a. Establish a complaints procedure which is clear and user friendly. 

b. Assign responsibility for investigation and for providing a timely and appropriate 

response, including a requirement to state any action which will be taken in 

response to complaints.  

c. Ensure that the existence of the complaints procedure is publicised, including but 

not limited to the CIAL website. 

d. Gather information on the form and nature of complaints to be used to improve 

practice and operations.  

 
ii. A summary of complaints and any actions taken in response shall be provided in the 

Annual Noise Monitoring Report, or in the quarterly Engine Testing Report where those 

complaints relate to engine testing. 

 

(E) Documentation on the CIAL website 
CIAL will publish on their website: 
i. The current versions of the Airport Noise Management Plan, annual Aircraft Operational Noise 

Monitoring Reports and quarterly Engine Testing Noise Monitoring Reports. These must contain 

a. and b. and may contain c. below:  

a. Summary of noise monitoring conducted, including the 65 Ldn Annual Aircraft 

Operational Noise Contour (AANC). 

b. Summary of complaints annually and a description of actions taken to address 

complaints.  

c. Description of the noise models (Integrated Noise Model – Operational Contours, 

ETMS – Engine Testing). 

ii. A seven day rolling report of Engine Testing activities over the previous seven days updated 

daily and identifying all tests undertaken both within the Ldn limits and those exempted, 

including reasons for the tests exempted.  

iii. Names and contact details for current CIAL staff, Airport Liaison Committee members and 

consultants involved in noise management. 

 
(E)  Complaints 

[this section has been substantially re-drafted] 

xi. Develop procedures to record complaints and steps to investigate such complaints. At a minimum this 

is to include: 

xii. A complaints procedure which is clear and easy to use for anyone wishing to make a complaint; 

xiii. To publicise the existence of the complaints procedure, including but not limited to the CIAL website,  

xiv. To assign responsibility for administering the complaints procedure; 

xv. To establish procedures for investigation and a timely complaint response;  

xvi. To respond to complaints in an efficient and appropriate manner with the aim that complaint 

relationships are repaired where appropriate; 

xvii. To gather information on the form and nature of complaints to improve practice and operations. 

 
(F) Documentation on the CIAL website 

CIAL will publish on their website: 
The current versions of the Airport Noise Management Plan, annual Aircraft Operational Noise Monitoring 

Reports and quarterly Engine Testing Noise Monitoring Reports. These must contain a. and b. and may 
contain c. below 

 
xviii. Current version of the Airport Noise Management Plan, and annual Noise Monitoring Reports are to be 

made available by CIAL to the public. These may contain the following:  

o Summary of noise monitoring conducted, including the 65 Ldn Annual Aircraft Operational 

Noise Contour (AANC). 

o Summary of complaints annually and a description of actions taken to address a complaint  

o Description of the noise models (Integrated Noise Model – Operational Contours, ETMS – 

Engine Testing).  

xix. A seven day rolling report of Engine Testing activities over the previous seven days as updated daily 

and identifying all tests undertaken both within the Ldn limits and those exempted, including reasons 

for the tests exempted compliance against the provisions of Rule 6.1.4.2.7, referencing the Ldn and Lmax 
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iv. Contact details and procedures for registering complaints. 

 
 [Section G is subsumed into Council’s version of (B) above]. 
 
(G) Review and alteration of the Noise Management Plan 
 
Update and amend existing  procedures to alter, review and update the Airport Noise Management Plan as 
required, and at least every two years. 

levels.  

xx. Names and contact details for current CIAL staff, Airport Liaison Committee members and consultants 

involved in noise management.  

xxi. Contact details and procedures for registering complaints  

Appendix 6.11.15 – Requirements for the Acoustic Treatment of Residential Units within the 
Christchurch International Airport Annual Aircraft Operational Noise 
Contours or Engine Testing Contours 

 
 
Process for Acoustic Treatment of Residential Units  
 
i  Where an existing residential unit zoned Rural Urban Fringe or Rural Waimakairiri zone is partly or 

wholly contained within either: 
 

a. the 65 dB Ldn Annual Aircraft Operational Noise Contour  as shown in the Maps attached 

to the Airport Noise Management Plan; or  

b. the 60 dB Ldn Engine Testing Contour, as shown in Rule 6.1.4.2.7 Figure 2, 

an owner may apply to CIAL the Airport Liaison Committee for acoustic treatment at any time. 
 

ii  Within the 65 dB Ldn Annual Aircraft Operational Noise Contour, or within the 65 dB Ldn Engine 
Testing Contour, in the zones specified above, owners of existing residential units may apply to CIAL 
for 100% funding of for retrofitting acoustic insulation to achieve the internal design sound levels set 
out below. 
 

ii  Within the 60 dB Ldn Engine Testing Contour, owners of existing dwellings may apply to CIAL for 
75% funding for mechanical ventilation. 

 
iv Within the 55 dB Ldn Engine Testing Contour, owners of existing dwellings may make a request for 

technical advice on acoustic treatment to CIAL at any time. 
 

v CIAL in consultation with the Airport Liaison Committee will decide on the priority that the 

application has in terms of the annual budget for noise mitigation. 

vi Should the Airport Liaison Committee decide to  accept an application for acoustic treatment, it will 

then make a recommendation to Christchurch International Airport Company Limited. 

 

 

Appendix 6.11.15  NOISE MITIGATION TREATMENT FOR EXISTING RESIDENTIAL UNITS [AS OF THE DATE 
THE PLAN BECOMES OPERATIVE] WITHIN THE CHRISTCHURCH INTERNATIONAL 
AIRPORT AIR NOISE COMPLIANCE CONTOURS OR ENGINE TESTING CONTOURS 
Requirements for the Acoustic Treatment of Residential Units within the Christchurch 
International Airport Annual Aircraft Operational Noise Contours or Engine Testing 
Contours 

 
 
Noise Mitigation Treatment Programme Process for Acoustic Treatment of Residential Units  
 

(i)  Where an existing residential unit zoned Rural Urban Fringe or Rural Waimakairiri zone is Where the 

notional boundary of any existing Residential Unit as of [the date the Plan becomes operative] located 

within a Rural (excluding Rural Quarry) zone is partly or wholly contained within either: 

 the 65 Ldn Annual Aircraft Noise Contour (AANC) Annual Aircraft Operational Noise Contour  as 

shown in the Maps attached to the Airport Noise Management Plan; or  

 the 60 dB Ldn Engine Testing Contour the 65 Ldn Engine Testing Compliance Contour, as shown in 

Rule 6.1.4.2.7 Figure 2, 

Christchurch International Airport Limited is to make a formal offer for noise mitigation treatment to the 
owner of that residential unit. an owner may apply to CIAL the Airport Liaison Committee for acoustic 
treatment at any time. 
 

(ii) Christchurch International Airport Limited will administer and implement the installation of noise treatment 

within the annual budget for noise mitigation in accordance with the Noise Mitigation Treatment 

programme for existing Residential Units. 

Within the 65 dB Ldn Annual Aircraft Operational Noise Contour, or within the 65 dB Ldn Engine Testing Contour, 
in the zones specified above, owners of existing residential units may apply to CIAL for 100% funding of for 
retrofitting acoustic insulation to achieve the internal design sound levels set out below. 
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(A) Christchurch Airport Company Limited Obligations 

Provided the maximum cost of acoustic treatment is within the annual budget, then the CIAL shall, 

subject to the written agreement of the property owner to register a covenant against the certificate of 

title to the property, agree to the acoustic treatment in accordance with the following:  

CIAL shall:  

i. Proceed on the basis that all habitable rooms subject to acoustic treatment have an internal 

design sound level of 40 dB Ldn (7 day) with windows and doors closed and mechanical 

ventilation installed in accordance with Rule 6.1.5.2 and operating, or with ventilating windows 

open whichever is the more cost effective; except that the above internal design sound level 

will not be required to be achieved in the following circumstances: 

a. The property owner seeks a form of or level of acoustic treatment or mitigation 

that results in a different internal design sound level; or 

b. It is impracticable to achieve the specified internal design sound level due to the 

desirability of maintaining heritage features of a building. Instead the internal 

design sound level of the habitable rooms will be reduced as far as practicable. 

c. It is impracticable to achieve the specified internal design sound level of the 

habitable rooms in the dwelling at a cost of $30,000 Instead the internal design 

sound level of the habitable rooms will be reduced as far as practicable while not 

exceeding the cost of $30,000 (inclusive of GST and inflation adjusted from 2016 to 

the Consumer Price Index). 

ii. Where necessary seek the advice of an appropriately qualified acoustic consultant when 

considering the acoustic treatment required to achieve the internal design sound levels. When 

determining the appropriate internal design sound level.  The external noise environment will 

be taken from nearest Ldn contour line shown on the Annual Aircraft Noise Contour Map or 

Engine Testing Contour Map that is to be attached to the Airport Noise Management Plan. 

iii. Prepare a list of one or more appropriate builders for the acoustic treatment work, select a 

builder for the acoustic treatment work, and ensure the builder carries out work to the 

appropriate standard. 

iv. Ensure all acoustic treatment work is carried out in a cost effective manner but at the same 

time does not significantly compromise the character of the house. 

v. Organise the payment of the necessary costs for acoustic treatment. providing the cost does not 

 
ii  Within the 60 dB Ldn Engine Testing Contour, owners of existing dwellings may apply to CIAL for 75% 

funding for mechanical ventilation. 
 
iv Within the 55 dB Ldn Engine Testing Contour, owners of existing dwellings may make a request for 

technical advice on acoustic treatment to CIAL at any time. 
 

v CIAL in consultation with the Airport Liaison Committee will decide on the priority that the application has 

in terms of the annual budget for noise mitigation. 

vi Should the Airport Liaison Committee decide to  accept an application for acoustic treatment, it will then 

make a recommendation to Christchurch International Airport Company Limited. 

 

(A) Christchurch Airport Company Obligations 

[this section has been substantially re-drafted] 

(i) Within six months of the establishment of the Airport Noise Liaison Committee prepare a Noise 

Mitigation Treatment Plan for existing Residential Units as of [the date the Plan becomes operative]  

which shall include but not be limited to the following:  

a. Preparation of future aircraft operations contour map showing one decibel contours from 

65 dB Ldn to 75 dB Ldn. 

b. Establish a schedule of existing Residential Units as of [the date the Plan becomes 

operative] in either the 65 Ldn Air Noise Compliance Contour (Figure 1 Rule 6.1.4.2.6) or 65 

Ldn Engine Testing Contour (Figure 2 Rule 6.1.4.2.7) identifying the external design sound 

level for each residential unit.   

c. Establish a schedule of existing Residential Units as of [the date the Plan becomes 

operative] in either the current 65 Ldn AANC or 65 Ldn Engine Testing Contour, identifying 

those properties that have received treatment and the status of those properties yet to be 

treated. 

d. Establish procedures for communicating to owners of existing Residential Units when their 

property becomes eligible for treatment. 

e. Establish procedures for receiving and assessing applications for noise mitigation 

treatment. 
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exceed a maximum of $XX,XXX [to be advised] (inclusive of GST and inflation adjusted from 

2016 to the Consumer Price Index). 

vi.  Publish on the CIAL website, and make available to the Airport Liaison Committee a schedule of 

residential units within the: 65 dB Ldn Annual Airport Noise Contour;  65 dB  Ldn Engine Testing 

Contour; and 60 dB Ldn Engine Testing Contour, indicating: 

a. those residential units that have received acoustic treatment, and the type of treatment,   

b. those residential units that are to be acoustically treated in the future. 

 

 

(B) Property Owner Obligations 

i. Review and approve the proposed acoustic treatment, including any construction details 

associated with the proposed acoustic treatment, and agree to treatment proceeding before 

any treatment commences. 

ii. Notify the Airport Liaison Committee and CIAL that the work has been completed. 

iii. Enter into a civil covenant with CIAL as set out in A1. Such a covenant shall apply to existing and 

successive property owners and occupiers. The covenant is to set out the following: 

a. Obligations on CIAL for the installation of acoustic treatment and associated 

ventilation up to and including the noise levels anticipated from future aircraft 

operations; and 

b. Procedures to ensure that treatment measures are not lessened nor removed from 

the premises after installation. 

 

 

 [Clause C has been subsumed in Council’s version of  (A) above] 

(C) Documentation to be included in Plan published on CIAL website in respect of for Acoustic 
Treatment Programme 

 
i. Schedule of residential units in either the 65 dB Ldn Annual Airport Noise Contour or 65 dB  Ldn 

f. Establish procedures for implementing installation of noise mitigation treatments and 

documenting correspondence with property owners. 

g. Establish a schedule of standard noise mitigation treatment options and approved 

installers. 

h. Establish procedures for reviewing and updating the Noise Mitigation Plan for existing 

Residential Units. 

(ii) Allocate an annual budget for implementation of the Noise Mitigation Treatment for existing 

Residential Units programme. 

(iii) Make a current version of the programme available to the Noise Liaison Committee 

(iv) Provided the maximum cost of the Noise Mitigation Treatment programme is within the annual 

budget then the Christchurch Airport Company shall, subject to the written agreement of the 

property owner to register a covenant against the certificate of title to the property, agree to the 

noise mitigation in accordance with the following: 

a. Proceed on the basis that all habitable rooms subject to treatment have an internal design 

sound level of 40 dB Ldn with windows and doors closed and mechanical ventilation 

installed in accordance with Rule 6.1.5.2 and operating, or with ventilating windows open 

whichever is the more cost effective; except that the above internal design sound level will 

not be required to be achieved in the following circumstances: 

i. The property owner seeks a form of or level of noise mitigation that results in a 

different internal design sound level, or; 

ii. It is impracticable to achieve the specified internal design sound level due to 

the desirability of maintaining heritage features of a building. Instead the 

internal design sound level of the habitable rooms will be reduced as far as 

practicable; or, 

iii. It is impracticable to achieve the specified internal design sound level of the 

habitable rooms in the dwelling at a cost of $30,000 Instead the internal design 

sound level of the habitable rooms will be reduced as far as practicable while 

not exceeding the cost of $30,000 (inclusive of GST and inflation adjusted from 

2016 to the Consumer Price Index). 

(B)  Property Owner Obligations 
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Engine Testing Contour, and in the 60 dB Ldn Engine Testing Contour, indicating: 

a. those residential units that have received acoustic treatment, and the type of treatment,   

b. those residential units that are to be acoustically treated in the future. 

ii. Current version of the Programme documentation to be available to the Airport Liaison 

Committee. 

 

 [Clause D has been subsumed in Council’s version of A above]  

( D) Review and Alteration of the Plan 

i. Develop procedures to alter, review and update the Plan for Acoustic Treatment and 

Purchase of Dwellings. 

 

(i) Review and approve the proposed noise mitigation treatment, including any construction details 

associated with the proposed treatment, and agree to treatment proceeding before any treatment 

commences. 

(ii) Provide reasonable access to the property to enable the installation work to be carried out efficiently 

(iii) Enter into a civil covenant with Christchurch International Airport Limited CIAL. Such a covenant shall 

apply to existing and successive successor property owners and occupiers. The covenant is to set out 

the following: 

a. Procedures as to the obligations on CIAL for the installation of acoustic noise mitigation 

treatment and associated ventilation up to and including the noise levels anticipated from 

future aircraft operations; and 

b. Procedures to ensure that treatment measures are not lessened nor removed from the 

premises residential unit after installation; and  

c. Restrictions, in favour of Christchurch International Airport Limited, on complaints relating 

to airport noise. 
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Residual Matters – Airport Protection 

 

Council  CIAL Approach 
Key:  

The Revised Proposal is prepared for the purposes of the General Rules and Procedures – engine testing mediation on 15 June 2016 and reflects 

changes made in response to acoustic expert conferencing and discussions 24 May 2016, and further discussions with submitters.  

 

 

Text is colour coded and formatted as follows: 

Original 
Notified 

Text 

Proposed 
Amended 

Text in 
Response to 
Submissions 

Proposed 
Amended Text 
in Response to 

Informal and 
Formal 

Mediation 

Proposed 
Amended Text 

for Rebuttal 
Evidence 

Proposed 
Amended 

Text in 9 May  
2016 Revised 

Proposal 

Proposed 
Amended Text in 
Revised Proposal 
for mediation on 
engine testing 15 

June2016  

Submission 
giving 

scope for 
change 

Stage 2 
and 
Stage 3 - 
Proposal 
6 

Notified 
version 
Amendment 
in response 
to 
submission 

Previous 
version 
Amendment in 
response to 
mediation 

Previous 
version 
Amendment in 
response to 
discussion 
post-formal 
mediation 

Previous 
version 
Amendment 
in response 
to Panel 
directions or 
further 
mediation 
post-hearings 

Previous version 
Amendment in 
response to 
acoustic 
conferencing,  
further 
discussion and 
mediation  

[Christchur
ch City 
Council, 
#2123] 

 
 

 
Changes are shown in red strikethrough and underlining.  
 
Other colours from Council version have been removed to improve clarity and ability to identify CIAL proposed amendments.  
 

6.7 Aircraft Protection  
 
6.7.1 Objectives and Policies 
 
6.7.1.1  Objective - Safe and efficient aircraft operation 

a. Aircraft are able to safely and efficiently approach, land, take-off and depart from airports, airfields or helipads.  
 

6.7.1.1.1  Policy - Avoidance of physical obstructions 
a. Avoid physical obstructions that are not essential to aircraft operations in take-off, approach, landing or departure paths and in runway 

end protection areas (REPAs). 
 

6.7.1.1.2   Policy - Avoidance or mitigation of navigational or operational impediments 
a. Avoid or mitigate the potential effects of activities that could interfere with the safe navigation and control of aircraft including activities 

that could interfere with visibility or increase the possibility of bird strike.  
 

6.7.1.1.3   Policy - Risk minimisation 
a. Avoid or mitigate activities at the ends of runways that would significantly exacerbate the effects of an aircraft accident. [CIAL 

2348.70] 
 

 

6.7 Aircraft Protection  
 
6.7.1 Objectives and Policies 
 
6.7.1.1  Objective - Safe and efficient aircraft operation 

a. Aircraft are able to safely and efficiently approach, land, take-off and depart from airports, airfields or helipads.  
 

6.7.1.1.1  Policy - Avoidance of physical obstructions 
a. Avoid physical obstructions that are not essential to aircraft operations in take-off, approach, landing or departure paths and in runway 

end protection areas (REPAs). 
 

6.7.1.1.2   Policy - Avoidance or mitigation of navigational or operational impediments 
a. Avoid or mitigate the potential effects of activities that could interfere with the safe navigation and control of aircraft including activities 

that could interfere with visibility or increase the possibility of bird strike.  
 

6.7.1.1.3   Policy - Risk minimisation 
a. Avoid or mitigate activities at the ends of runways that would significantly exacerbate the effects of an aircraft accident. [CIAL 

2348.70] 
 

6.7.2 Rules 
 

6.7.2.1 How to Use the Rules 
 
6.7.2.1.1 The Rules that apply to areas covered by Christchurch International Airport’s protection surfaces, Runway End Protection Areas 

(REPAs) and Bird Strike Management Areas are contained in the Activity Status Tables in Rule 6.7.2.2. 
 

6.7.2.1.2 The Rules that apply to Defence Wigram’s protection surfaces are contained in the Activity Status Tables in Rule 6.7.2.3.  
 

6.7.2.1.3 The Resource Management (National Environmental Standards for Electricity Transmission Activities) Regulations 2009 
(NESETA) contain a separate code of rules for the operation, maintenance, upgrading, relocation or removal of National 
Grid transmission lines existing on 14 January 2010. The Regulations in the NESETA apply where such works penetrate 
the protection surfaces set out in 6.7.2.2.4 and would otherwise be prohibited by Rule 6.7.2.2.1.6 (PR1). [Transpower 
2218.19] 

 

6.7.2 Rules 
 

6.7.2.1. How to Use the Rules 
 
6.7.2.1.1 The Rules that apply to areas covered by Christchurch International Airport’s protection surfaces, Runway End Protection Areas 

(REPAs) and Bird Strike Management Areas are contained in the Activity Status Tables in Rule 6.7.2.2. 
 

6.7.2.1.1 The Rules that apply to Defence Wigram’s protection surfaces are contained in the Activity Status Tables in Rule 6.7.2.3.  
 

6.7.2.1.3 The Resource Management (National Environmental Standards for Electricity Transmission Activities) Regulations 2009 (NESETA) 
contain a separate code of rules for the operation, maintenance, upgrading, relocation or removal of National Grid transmission lines 
existing on 14 January 2010. The Regulations in the NESETA apply where such works penetrate the protection surfaces set out in 
6.7.2.2.4 and would otherwise be prohibited by Rule 6.7.2.2.1.6 (PR1).  
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6.7.2.2 Rules – Christchurch International Airport 

6.7.2.2.1 Activity Status Tables – Protection Surfaces  

6.7.2.2.1.1 Permitted Activities 

Within areas covered by Christchurch International Airport’s protection surfaces as set out in 6.7.2.2.4 and shown on the diagrams in Appendix 

6.11.7.1 and 6.11.7.2, the activities listed below are Permitted.  

Activities may also be Prohibited as specified in Rule 6.7.2.2.1.6 below.   

 

Activity Activity Specific Standards 

P1   Any activity, building, structure or vegetation that 

does not penetrate the protection surfaces and that 

would otherwise be a Permitted activity  

a. NIL  

 

6.7.2.2.1.2 Controlled Activities 

There are no Controlled activities.  

 

6.7.2.2.1.3 Restricted Discretionary Activities 

There are no Restricted Discretionary activities.  

 

6.7.2.2.1.4 Discretionary Activities 

There are no Discretionary activities.  

 

6.7.2.2.1.5 Non-Complying Activities 

There are no Non-Complying activities.  

 

6.7.2.2.1.6 Prohibited Activities 

The activities listed below are Prohibited within areas covered by Christchurch International Airport’s protection surfaces as set out in 6.7.2.2.4 and 

shown on the diagrams in Appendix 6.11.7.1 and 6.11.7.2. 

Activity 

PR1 Any part of a building, structure, tree or utility that penetrates the protection surfaces excluding: 

1. navigational aids for aircraft; 

2. structures associated with upgrades for State Highway 1 [CIAL 2348.76, Airways 2382.19]  

3. maintenance or repair works on any existing permitted [Crown 2387.5] building. structure or utility, not including 
upgrading unless that upgrading does not increase the footprint, height or external envelope of the building, 
structure or utility including minor upgrading of existing utility structures where this does not increase the 
height of the utility  [Transpower 2218.19]; and 

4. enclosed walkways associated with vehicle parking areas which are no greater than 2.4m in height and 1.8m in 
width. [CIAL 2348.76] 

Rule PR1 does not apply to the upgrading or relocation of National Grid lines or structures existing as at 14 January 

2010, as a result of the rules contained in the Resource Management (National Environmental Standards for 

Electricity Transmission Activities) Regulations 2009. [Transpower 2218.19] 

 

 
 

6.7.2.2 Rules – Christchurch International Airport 

6.7.2.2.1 Activity Status Tables – Protection Surfaces  

6.7.2.2.1.1 Permitted Activities 

Within areas covered by Christchurch International Airport’s protection surfaces as set out in 6.7.2.2.4 and shown on the diagrams in Appendix 

6.11.7.1 and 6.11.7.2, the activities listed below are Permitted.  

Activities may also be Prohibited as specified in Rule 6.7.2.2.1.6 below.   

 

Activity Activity Specific Standards 

P1   Any activity, building, structure or vegetation that does not 

penetrate the protection surfaces and that would 

otherwise be a Permitted activity  

b. NIL  

 

6.7.2.2.1.2 Controlled Activities 

There are no Controlled activities.  

 

6.7.2.2.1.3 Restricted Discretionary Activities 

There are no Restricted Discretionary activities.  

 

6.7.2.2.1.4 Discretionary Activities 

There are no Discretionary activities.  

 

6.7.2.2.1.5 Non-Complying Activities 

Activity 

NC1 Except where provide for by Rule 6.2.2.1(P1), any alteration, relocation or replacement of support 

structures for a National Grid transmission line existing on 14 January 2010, and associated lines, that 

penetrate the protection surfaces, except for temporary structures in relation to an existing 

transmission line provided for under clause 17 or 18 of the Resource Management (National 

Environmental Standards for Electricity Transmission Activities) Regulations 2009. 

 

Notes: Any application made in relation to this rule shall not be publicly notified or limited notified other than to Christchurch International 

Airport Limited and the Director Civil Aviation Authority of New Zealand. 

 

6.7.2.2.1.6 Prohibited Activities 

The activities listed below are Prohibited within areas covered by Christchurch International Airport’s protection surfaces as set out in 6.7.2.2.4 and 

shown on the diagrams in Appendix 6.11.7.1 and 6.11.7.2. 

Activity 

PR1 Any part of a building, structure, tree or utility that penetrates the protection surfaces excluding: 

5. navigational aids for aircraft; 

6. structures associated with upgrades for State Highway 1 [CIAL 2348.76, Airways 2382.19]  

7. maintenance or repair works on any existing permitted [Crown 2387.5] building. structure or utility, not including 
upgrading unless that upgrading does not increase the footprint, height or external envelope of the building, 
structure or utility including minor upgrading of existing utility structures where this does not increase the 
height or external envelope of the utility  [Transpower 2218.19]; and 
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8. enclosed walkways associated with vehicle parking areas which are no greater than 2.4m in height and 1.8m in 
width. [CIAL 2348.76] 
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6.7.2.2.2 Activity Status Tables – Runway End Protection Areas  

 

6.7.2.2.2.1 Permitted Activities 

Within the Runway End Protection Areas (REPAs) as shown in Appendix 6.11.7.3, the activities listed below are permitted.  

Activities may also be Discretionary or Prohibited as specified in Rule 6.7.2.2.2.4 or 6.7.2.2.2.6 below.   

Activity Activity Specific Standards 

P1   Any activity, building, structure or vegetation not specified 

as a Discretionary or Prohibited activity below and that 

would otherwise be a Permitted activity 

a. NIL  

 

6.7.2.2.2.2 Controlled Activities 

There are no Controlled activities.  

 

6.7.2.2.2.3 Restricted Discretionary Activities 

There are no Restricted Discretionary activities. 

 

6.7.2.2.2.4 Discretionary Activities 

Within the Runway End Protection Areas (REPAs) as shown in Appendix 6.11.7.3, the activities listed below are Discretionary activities. 

Activity 

D1 Mass assembly of people  [CIAL #2348.80] 

 

There are no Discretionary activities.  

 

6.7.2.2.2.5 Non-Complying Activities 

There are no Non-Complying activities.  

 

6.7.2.2.2.6 Prohibited Activities 

 Within the Runway End Protection Areas (REPAs) as shown in Appendix 6.11.7.3, the activities listed below are Prohibited activities. 

 

 

 

6.7.2.2.2 Activity Status Tables – Runway End Protection Areas  

 

6.7.2.2.2.1 Permitted Activities 

Within the Runway End Protection Areas (REPAs) as shown in Appendix 6.11.7.3, the activities listed below are permitted.  

Activities may also be Discretionary or Prohibited as specified in Rule 6.7.2.2.2.4 or 6.7.2.2.2.6 below.   

Activity Activity Specific Standards 

P1   Any activity, building, structure or vegetation not specified 

as a Discretionary or Prohibited activity below and that 

would otherwise be a Permitted activity 

b. NIL  

 

6.7.2.2.2.2 Controlled Activities 

There are no Controlled activities.  

 

6.7.2.2.2.3 Restricted Discretionary Activities 

There are no Restricted Discretionary activities. 

 

6.7.2.2.2.4 Discretionary Activities 

Within the Runway End Protection Areas (REPAs) as shown in Appendix 6.11.7.3, the activities listed below are Discretionary activities. 

Activity 

D1 Mass assembly of people  [CIAL #2348.80] 

 

There are no Discretionary activities.  

 

6.7.2.2.2.5 Non-Complying Activities 

There are no Non-Complying activities.  

 

6.7.2.2.2.6 Prohibited Activities 

Within the Runway End Protection Areas (REPAs) as shown in Appendix 6.11.7.3, the activities listed below are Prohibited activities. 
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Activity 

PR1 Any building or utility excluding: 

1. navigational aids for aircraft 

2. structures associated with upgrades for State Highway 1 

3. maintenance or repair works on any existing permitted [Orion 2340.21] building or utility; and 

4. enclosed walkways associated with vehicle parking areas which are no greater than 2.4m in height and 1.8m in width 

5. the establishment or replacement of any underground utility [Orion 2340.22] 

PR2 Mass assembly of people [CIAL 2348.80] 

PR2 Notwithstanding any zone provisions, tThe use or storage of hazardous substances in excess of the Permitted Standard 

for Group 3 zones in Rule 12.1.2.fuel storage facilities or for other industrial or commercial operations.[Ch 12 Joint 

memo of Crown and CCC dated 27 November 2015].       

The use or storage of hazardous substances, as associated with either: 

1. fuel storage facilities; or  

2. commercial or industrial operations. 

PR3 Production of direct light beams or reflective glare that could interfere with the vision of a pilot excluding: 

1. normal operational reflection from glass and mirrors used in motor vehicles; and 

2. normal operational light from motor vehicles 

Note: 

1. Refer also to Rule 6.3.2.2.5 with regard to Outdoor Lighting and Glare restrictions within a 500m distance of the runway 

thresholds. 
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6.7.2.2.3 Activity Status Tables – Bird Strike Management Areas 

6.7.2.2.3.1 Permitted Activities 

In the Bird Strike Management Areas shown in Appendix 6.11.7.5, the activities listed below are Permitted.  

Activities may also be Restricted Discretionary or Discretionary as specified in Rule 6.7.2.2.3.3 or 6.7.2.2.3.4 below.   

 Activity Activity Specific Standards 

P1  Any activity in either of the Bird Strike 

Management Areas shown in Appendix 

6.11.7.5 not specified as a Restricted 

Discretionary or Discretionary activity below 

and that would otherwise be a Permitted 

activity. 

a. Nil  

 

6.7.2.2.3.2 Controlled Activities 

There are no Controlled activities.  

In the Bird Strike Management Areas shown in Appendix 6.11.7.5, the activities listed below are Controlled.  

Activities may also be Permitted as specified in Rule 6.7.2.2.3.1, Restricted Discretionary as specified in Rule  6.7.2.2.3.3, or 

Discretionary as specified in Rule 6.7.2.2.3.4 below. 

 Activity Matters over which control is 

reserved 

C1 Within 3 km of the thresholds of the runways at Christchurch 

International Airport as shown on the map in Appendix 

6.11.7.5, establishment of any of the following activities: 

i) Piggeries or poultry farms; 
ii) Fish processing or packing plants, abattoirs or 

freezing works. 

Applications for activities listed in C1 must be accompanied by 

a birdstrike risk assessment by a qualified and experienced 

ornithologist, stating that either: 

a. there is no need for a birdstrike management 
and/or monitoring plan more detailed Birdstrike 
Hazard Management Plan and explaining why.  

b. that the bBirdstrike Hazard Mmanagement and/or 
monitoring pPlan which accompanies the 
application adequately covers the new proposal. , 
demonstrates that birdstrike risk will be mitigated 
to an acceptable level. 

Advice Note: 

Where any of the activities listed in C1 already require Council 

consents, a birdstrike risk assessment by a qualified and 

experienced ornithologist must be provided as part of the 

overall consent application. 

 

a. Adequacy of the birdstrike 
assessment or Birdstrike 
Hazard Management Plan, in 
relation to the scale and 
significance of the risk. 
 

b. Mitigation and management 
of birdstrike risk, including 
by design measure and 
operation or management 
procedures. 

 

 

 

 

C2 Any activity in RD1 or RD2 of Rule 6.8.2.2.3 which is covered by 

a Birdstrike Hazard Management Plan 

a. Adequacy of coverage in the 
BHMP of the new proposal, 
including whether additions 
or updating are required. 
 

b. Mitigation of birdstrike risk, 
including by design 
measures and operation or 
management procedures 

 

 
6.7.2.2.3 Activity Status – Bird Strike Management Areas 
 
[The drafting of this rule differs substantially to that proposed by the Council so no redlining has been used.  CIAL seeks that the Council’s proposed rules are 
deleted and replaced with the provisions below] 
 
6.7.2.2.3.1 Permitted Activities 
 
In the Bird Strike Management Areas shown in Appendix 6.11.7.5, the activities listed below are permitted if they comply with all Activity Specific Standards set 
out in this table. 
 
 

Activity  Activity specific standards  

P1  

Any activity in the Bird Strike Management Areas shown in 
Appendix 6.11.7.5 not specified as a Controlled, Restricted 
Discretionary, or Discretionary activity, and would otherwise 
be a permitted activity. 

a. Nil 

P2 In Bird Strike Management Area 1 as shown in Appendix 
6.11.7.5. 

i. Stormwater Management Systems  

a. The stormwater management system has been designed by 
a suitably qualified person with experience in stormwater 
systems to the following standards:  
• Stormwater infiltration basins are designed to fully drain 

within 48 hours of the cessation of a 2% AEP storm 
event; 

• Rapid soakage overflow chambers are sufficient in 
number and capacity to minimise any ponding of 
stormwater outside the infiltration basin area(s); 

• The use of plant species associated with the Stormwater 
Management System (including its margins) is limited to 
those species listed in Appendix A. 

 

P3 Within Bird Strike Management Area 1 as shown in Appendix 
6.11.7.5: 

i. Any Permanent Water Body with a surface area 
exceeding 500m

2
 either singularly or in conjunction 

with other permanent water bodies on a site  
excluding those parts of any water body enclosed 
by an aviary(ies). 

 

a. The water feature has been designed by a suitably qualified 
person with experience in stormwater systems to the 
following standards:  
• The use of plant species within the water feature 

(including its margins) is limited to those species listed in 
Appendix A; 

• Basin side slope dimensions do not exceed a gradient of 
at least 4V:1H, except for: 
o any side slope treated with rock armouring; or  
o any area required for vehicle access, provided 

that such access has a gradient of at 1V:8H; and  
o Permanent Island features that could provide 

perching sites for birds are avoided.   

P4 Within Bird Strike Management Area 1 as shown in Appendix 
6.11.7.5. 

i. Any excavation works, including quarrying 
(excluding excavation authorised by building 
consent). 

 

a. Ponding does not exceed 100m
2
 of open water, for more 

than a continuous 48 hour period. 

 

P5 Within either Bird Strike Management Area 1 or Bird Strike 
Management Area 2 as shown in Appendix 6.11.7.5.   

i. Piggeries;  
ii. Poultry farms; or  
iii. Wetland Conservation areas  

a. The operations are designed and managed so that 

access to food sources for birds (excluding those parts 

fully enclosed by aviaries) is avoided. 
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6.7.2.2.3.3 Restricted Discretionary Activities 

In the Bird Strike Management Areas shown in Appendix 6.11.7.5, the Activities listed below are Restricted Discretionary Activities. 

Discretion to grant or decline consent and impose conditions is restricted to the Matters of Discretion as set out in the following table. 

 Activity  The Council’s discretion shall be limited to 

the following matters 

RD1 Within 3km of the thresholds of the runways at 

Christchurch International Airport as shown on the map in 

Appendix 6.11.7.5: 

i creation of new water bodies (excluding swimming 
pools or landscape ponds); 

ii new stormwater management facilities including 
swales [Isaac Conservation and Wildlife Trust 2146.3]; 
and  

iii any other excavation or quarrying (excluding  
excavation authorised by a building consent), which 
could lead to ponding of 100m

2
 or more of open water, 

for more than 48 hours. [Canterbury Aggregate 
Producers Association  2331.109; Isaacs Conservation 
and Wildlife Trust, 2146.9]  [CIAL 2348.82 and .83] 

a. A bird strike hazard assessment of the 
design, operation and management of 
the water body or stormwater 
management system, with a level of 
detail corresponding to the scale of the 
proposal. 

b. If bird strike hazard is possible or likely, 
evidence of operation and management 
procedures that will deter birds which 
could pose a birdstrike risk from 
feeding or roosting. 

c. Any expert ornithological advice., and 
evidence of consultation with 
Christchurch International Airport Ltd. 
[Ecan 2249.41] 

RD1 Any activity listed in Rule 6.7.2.2.3.2 C1 located within 3 

km of the thresholds of the runways at Christchurch 

International Airport as shown on the map In Appendix 

6.11.7.5, which is not accompanied by a birdstrike risk 

assessment by a qualified and experienced 

ornithologist.  

a. Scale and significance of 
birdstrike risk likely to be created 
a the location proposed. 
 

b. Mitigation of Bbirdstrike risk 
associated with the design, 
operation or management of the 
proposed activity including by 
design measures and operation or 
management procedures. 

 

RD2 Creation of new water bodies (including wastewater 

oxidation ponds) or stormwater detention or retention 

basins after [the date of Chapter 6 decision] which: 

i. Are with an area of more than 1000m
2.
 located 

within 3 km of the thresholds of the runways 
at Christchurch International Airport as 
shown on the map In Appendix 6.11.7.5; and 

ii. Either individually or in combination with 
other new waterbodies or stormwater basins 
[ICWT rebuttal evidence] which are wholly or 
partly within 0.5km of their edge, exceed 
1000m

2
 in area. 

Except that  

Any area of a water body covered by an aviary/s shall not 

be subject to this rule. 

[ICWT rebuttal evidence] 

 

6.7.2.2.3.4 Discretionary Activities 

In the Bird Strike Management Areas shown in Appendix 6.11.7.5, the activities listed below are Discretionary activities. 

 Activity  Assessment Matters 

D1 Within 8km of the thresholds of the 

runways of Christchurch International 

Airport, establishment of new landfills, or 

rubbish dumps 

 

[Note for this redline version: new definition 

of landfill will be inserted in Chapter 2] 

 

1. Design of the proposed facility, including size, characteristics, 

and plantings in terms of potential to attract birds which could 

pose a bird strike risk.  

 

2. A bird strike hazard assessment, with evidence provided by a 

person with ornithological expertise, on operation and 

management procedures which will deter birds which could 

pose a bird strike risk from feeding or roosting. 

P6 Within either Bird Strike Management Area 1 or Bird Strike 
Management Area 2  Bird Strike Management Area 2 as 
shown in Appendix 6.11.7.5 

i. Fish processing or packing plants; 
ii. Abattoirs;  
iii. Freezing works; or  
iv. Commercial transfer stations,  

 

a. Storage, disposal, and processing areas for all organic 

material is internalised, or otherwise designed and 

managed so that access to food sources for birds is 

avoided. 

 
 
 
 
6.7.2.2.3.2 Controlled Activities 

  

There are no Controlled activities. 

 
 
 
6.7.2.2.3.3 Restricted Discretionary Activities 
 
In the Bird Strike Management Areas shown in Appendix 6.11.7.5, the Activities listed below are Restricted Discretionary Activities. 
 
Discretion to grant or decline consent and impose conditions is restricted to the Matters of Discretion as set out in the following table. 

 Activity  Matter over which control is reserved 

RD1  Any Permitted Activity that does not meet one or more the 
permitted Activity Standards in 6.7.2.2.3.1(P1) to (P6) 

a. The Council’s discretion is restricted to the following matters: 

i. The scale and significance of birdstrike risk considering: 

1. Proximity and position to Christchurch 
International Airport; 

2. Nature and type of the activity proposed; 

3. Proximity and context to existing activities that 
provide a material bird strike risk. 

ii. Design, passive management and direct intervention 
practices and monitoring; 

iii. Existence of a Bird Hazard Management Plan to 
reduce the attractiveness of the site to bird species 
that pose a material bird strike risk to aircraft. 

 

 

RD2  Within either Bird Strike Management Area 1 or Bird Strike 
Management Area 2 Bird Strike Management Area 2 as 
shown in Appendix 6.11.7.5: 

i. Any Permanent Water Feature with a surface area 
exceeding 1,000m

2
 either singularly or in 

conjunction with other water bodies on a site, 
excluding those parts of any water feature enclosed 
by an aviary(ies). 

 

  

 
 
6.7.2.2.3.4 
 

Within Greater Christchurch 

 

D1 New landfills, excluding cleanfill. a. The scale and significance of birdstrike risk considering: 

i. Proximity and position to Christchurch International 
Airport; 

ii. The scale of the operation proposed; 

iii. Proximity and context to existing activities that provide 
a material bird strike risk. 

b. Design, passive management and direct intervention practices 
and monitoring; 

c. Existence of a Bird Hazard Management Plan to reduce the 
attractiveness of the site to bird species that pose a material bird 
strike risk to aircraft. 
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3. Extent of consultation with Christchurch International Airport 

Ltd. [Ecan 2249.41] 

 

D1 New landfills, excluding cleanfills. [Isaac 

Conservation and Wildlife Trust 2146.9] or 

rubbish dumps  [Ecan 2249.42]; 

a. Scale and significance of bBirdstrike risk likely to be 
created at the location proposed 

b. Mitigation of the risk, including by associated with the 
design measures and, operation or management of the 
proposed activity. 

 
 
 

 
 
 

6.7.2.2.4 Explanation of Protection Surfaces for Christchurch International Airport 

6.7.2.2.4.1 General Explanation 

a. The environs of Christchurch International Airport are protected by a series of protection surfaces - defined surfaces in 

the airspace above and adjacent to the aerodrome (see Figure 6.7.1 below).  

b. These protection surfaces are necessary to enable aircraft to maintain a satisfactory level of safety while manoeuvring 

at low altitude in the vicinity of the aerodrome. 

c. These surfaces are in accordance with the Civil Aviation Authority of New Zealand Rule Part 139 Appendix E with 

surface dimensions as noted in Advisory Circular 139-6 (AC 139-6). 

 

 

Figure 6.7.1: Illustration of categories of airport protection surfaces. From Civil Aviation Authority Advisory Circular 

Aerodrome Design AC139-6 Revision 4 (2011) p.55.  

d. Horizontal surface for Christchurch International Airport 

i. The horizontal surface consists of a surface located in a horizontal plane above the aerodrome and its 

environs and having its outer limits at a locus of 4000m measured from the periphery of the runway strip.  

6.7.2.2.4 Explanation of Protection Surfaces for Christchurch International Airport 

6.7.2.2.4.1 General Explanation 

a. The environs of Christchurch International Airport are protected by a series of protection surfaces - defined surfaces in the airspace above and 

adjacent to the aerodrome (see Figure 6.7.1 below).  

b. These protection surfaces are necessary to enable aircraft to maintain a satisfactory level of safety while manoeuvring at low altitude in the vicinity of 

the aerodrome. 

c. These surfaces are in accordance with the Civil Aviation Authority of New Zealand Rule Part 139 Appendix E with surface dimensions as noted in 

Advisory Circular 139-6 (AC 139-6). 

 

 

Figure 6.7.1: Illustration of categories of airport protection surfaces. From Civil Aviation Authority Advisory Circular Aerodrome Design AC139-6 

Revision 4 (2011) p.55.  

d. Horizontal surface for Christchurch International Airport 

i. The horizontal surface consists of a surface located in a horizontal plane above the aerodrome and its environs and having its outer limits 

at a locus of 4000m measured from the periphery of the runway strip.  
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ii. The inner horizontal surface is located 83m AMSL (45m above the aerodrome elevation datum (RL 38.00 

AMSL)).  

e.     Conical surface for Christchurch International Airport 

i The conical surface is a surface sloping upwards and outwards from the periphery of the horizontal surface. 

ii The lower edge is coincident with the periphery of the horizontal surface and rises upwards and outwards at a 

gradient of 1:20 to an elevation of 150m above the aerodrome datum level (RL 38.00 AMSL).  

iii The slope is measured in a vertical plane perpendicular to the periphery of the horizontal surface i.e. 5%.  

f.    Approach surfaces for Christchurch International Airport 

i Each runway has an inclined approach surface. The approach path is located within a defined area called the 

approach fan. 

ii The origin of the approach fan is an inclined plane originating at the end of the strip. The coordinates of the 

centre-line of the strip are shown in Appendix 6.11.7.1. 

iii The fan is essentially a truncated triangle with a cut-off apex line called the inner edge. The width of this inner 

edge is 300m.  

iv The expanding sides of the approach fan diverge at a constant rate of 1:6.6 (15%, 8⁰ 31’51”) related to the 

distance from the end of the strip, and extend to a distance of 15,000m from the origin except that at any point 

on the Port Hills where the distance between the ground and the protection surface is less than 10m, the 

protection surface will be assumed to be at 10m.  

v The elevation of the inner edge of the approach fan is equal to the elevation of the midpoint of the threshold.  

vi The slope of the approach surface is 1:50 (2%, 1⁰ 8’ 45”) and is measured in the vertical plane containing the 

centre line of the runway.  

g.   Transitional surfaces for Christchurch International Airport 

i Transitional surfaces originate along the side of the strip and part of the side of the approach surface that 

slopes upwards and outwards to the horizontal surface. 

ii From the sides of the strip and the approach surfaces, the transitional surfaces slope upwards and outwards at 

a gradient of 1:7, extending until they reached the horizontal surface.  

h.    Take-off surfaces for Christchurch International Airport 

i Each runway has a take-off surface. The take-off path is located within a defined area called the take-off fan 

which originates from the end of the runway strip. 

ii The take-off fan is essentially a truncated triangle with the cut-off apex line called the inner edge. The width of 

this inner edge is 180m. The distance from the inner edge to the runway ends is: 

Runway end 02 (north) 432m 

Runway end 11 (east) 60m 

Runway end 20 (south) 60m 

Runway end 29 (west) 300m 

iii The expanding sides of the take-off fan diverge at a constant rate of 1:8 (12.5%, 7⁰ 07’ 30”) related to the 

distance from the origin. It expands to a maximum width of 1,200m and then the sides remain parallel for a 

distance of 15,000m except that at any point on the Port Hills where the distance between the ground and the 

protection surface is less than 10m, the protection surface will be assumed to be at 10m. 

iv The elevation of the inner edge of the take-off fan is equal to the elevation of the midpoint of the threshold.  

v The slope of the take-off climb is 1:62.5 (1.6%) and is measured in the vertical plane containing the centre line 

of the runway.  

 

ii. The inner horizontal surface is located 83m AMSL (45m above the aerodrome elevation datum (RL 38.00 AMSL)).  

e.     Conical surface for Christchurch International Airport 

iv The conical surface is a surface sloping upwards and outwards from the periphery of the horizontal surface. 

v The lower edge is coincident with the periphery of the horizontal surface and rises upwards and outwards at a gradient of 1:20 to an 

elevation of 150m above the aerodrome datum level (RL 38.00 AMSL).  

vi The slope is measured in a vertical plane perpendicular to the periphery of the horizontal surface i.e. 5%.  

f.    Approach surfaces for Christchurch International Airport 

vii Each runway has an inclined approach surface. The approach path is located within a defined area called the approach fan. 

viii The origin of the approach fan is an inclined plane originating at the end of the strip. The coordinates of the centre-line of the strip are 

shown in Appendix 6.11.7.1. 

ix The fan is essentially a truncated triangle with a cut-off apex line called the inner edge. The width of this inner edge is 300m.  

x The expanding sides of the approach fan diverge at a constant rate of 1:6.6 (15%, 8⁰ 31’51”) related to the distance from the end of the 

strip, and extend to a distance of 15,000m from the origin except that at any point on the Port Hills where the distance between the 

ground and the protection surface is less than 10m, the protection surface will be assumed to be at 10m.  

xi The elevation of the inner edge of the approach fan is equal to the elevation of the midpoint of the threshold.  

xii The slope of the approach surface is 1:50 (2%, 1⁰ 8’ 45”) and is measured in the vertical plane containing the centre line of the runway.  

g.   Transitional surfaces for Christchurch International Airport 

iii Transitional surfaces originate along the side of the strip and part of the side of the approach surface that slopes upwards and outwards 

to the horizontal surface. 

iv From the sides of the strip and the approach surfaces, the transitional surfaces slope upwards and outwards at a gradient of 1:7, 

extending until they reached the horizontal surface.  

h.    Take-off surfaces for Christchurch International Airport 

vi Each runway has a take-off surface. The take-off path is located within a defined area called the take-off fan which originates from the 

end of the runway strip. 

vii The take-off fan is essentially a truncated triangle with the cut-off apex line called the inner edge. The width of this inner edge is 180m. 

The distance from the inner edge to the runway ends is: 

Runway end 02 (north) 432m 

Runway end 11 (east) 60m 

Runway end 20 (south) 60m 

Runway end 29 (west) 300m 

viii The expanding sides of the take-off fan diverge at a constant rate of 1:8 (12.5%, 7⁰ 07’ 30”) related to the distance from the origin. It 

expands to a maximum width of 1,200m and then the sides remain parallel for a distance of 15,000m except that at any point on the Port 

Hills where the distance between the ground and the protection surface is less than 10m, the protection surface will be assumed to be at 

10m. 

ix The elevation of the inner edge of the take-off fan is equal to the elevation of the midpoint of the threshold.  

x The slope of the take-off climb is 1:62.5 (1.6%) and is measured in the vertical plane containing the centre line of the runway.  
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