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MAY IT PLEASE THE PANEL 

Our submitter group respectfully seeks leave from the IHP Chair to make 

submissions relating to the current Decision on minor changes to Decision 57. 

That decision currently is that the panel does not have jurisdiction to undertake a 

re-evaluation of the air noise contours surrounding the Christchurch International 

Airport nor does it have jurisdiction to make comment about the requested re-

evaluation or make directions to the Regional or District Council with regards the 

re-evaluation request from our submitter group. 

In fact until our specific request for reasoning for effectively refusing to comment 

on this topic, no comment had been made prior to the Decisions on Minor 

Corrections indicating the panels finding that it had no jurisdiction to do so.  

We seek this leave in an attempt to try and avoid the time and cost issues that 

reverting to High Court appeal of this aspect of the decision would incur.  

It may well be that on reflection the panel may determine that it does have 

jurisdiction with respect to the 65dBA and 55dBA air noise contours which are 

entirely contained In the Christchurch District Councils operational jurisdiction. 

Further it is submitted that the Canterbury RPS Policy 6.3.11 contemplates and 

therefore provides jurisdiction to any of the local authorities to include matters 

relevant and appropriate for the monitoring for policy 6.3.11. 

Refer Extract from RPS page 62-63 

2) The monitoring for policy 6.3.11 shall include such matters as the Councils 

consider relevant and appropriate.  

It is submitted that by indicating clearly as it does, that the Councils (plural) have 

a clear responsibility to include what they consider to be relevant and appropriate 



for the monitoring of policy 6.3.11 that  jurisdiction is very clearly provided to 

make comment at the very least . 

Our submitter Group has requested re-evaluation of all the air noise contours and 

while we accept that the 50dBA contour has Regional Council wide implications, 

and therefore could be seen as Regional, a point which for clarity we view as 

being utilized to avoid re-evaluation, there is no such impediment with regards to 

re-evaluation of the 65dBA and 55dBA air noise contours. 

Both the 65dBA and 55 dBA air noise contours are solely relevant to land owners 

under the Christchurch District Council jurisdiction. Further the Airport itself is 

wholly contained in the Christchurch City Council jurisdictional land area. Clearly 

Christchurch District Council is the main driver of and benefactor of the air noise 

contours yet refuses to act as the main driver with regards to re-evaluation.  

In respect of the 65dBA and 55 dBA air noise contours it is respectfully submitted 

that the panel does have jurisdiction not only to re-evaluate these contours, 

should it be of a mind to do so, but that they, having heard all the evidence, are in 

the best placed position to comment on the matters raised which are relevant 

and appropriate in terms of the monitoring of the Regional Councils policy 6.3.11. 

We submit that the evidence is very relevant and appropriate. It outlines the 

Experts Agreement to carry out the re-evaluation every ten years which both CIAL 

and CCC had not brought to the attention of the panel but has highlighted that 

this process is the only mechanism for effected land owners to have the air noise 

contours effectively re-evaluated based on the best data. It is the mechanism 

whereby the competing land use rights and rules are subjected to a reality and 

therefore accuracy check.   

It should also be remembered that both CIAL and CCC albeit with reluctance 

conceded that they would carry out a re-evaluation in 2017 or 2018 

Given the draconian nature of the effected land owners, land use restrictions, 

arising from the air noise contours, natural justice would, we submit demand that 

they be accurate. We have provided significant evidence that we submit would 



have any reasonably minded person concluding that the current air noise 

contours are exaggerated. 

There is an inherent unreasonableness it facilitating what is the harshest noise 

based activity avoidance rules in the world while at the sometime seeking to claim 

a lack of jurisdiction to even comment on re-evaluation promises let alone 

actually requiring that they be carried out in accordance with the Experts 

agreement.  

The panel we submit, very clearly has jurisdiction to make comment and 

recommendations to the Regional Council with regards to the facts that are 

relevant and appropriate to the monitoring for policy 6.3.11 .  

We respectfully request that the panel at the very least make comment relating 

to the needed timeliness of the re-evaluation and its impact on perceptions of fair 

treatment of effected land owners. 

    


