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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
1.1 My full name is Glenda Margaret Dixon.  My experience and qualifications 

are set out in my evidence-in-chief for the Stage 2 hearing of the Specific 

Purposes School and Tertiary Education zones (Chapter 21) Proposal, 

dated 6 October 2015.  

 
1.2 In addition, during the years I have worked at Christchurch City Council 

(CCC), I have built up considerable experience in airport noise and other 

planning matters in relation to Christchurch International Airport (CIAL). 

This includes responsibility for: 

 

(a) Reporting on rezoning requests for land south of Memorial 

Avenue and west of State Highway 1 (land significantly affected 

by airport noise contours) at Council hearing in 1998, and planner 

for Environment Court hearing in 2005 on the same topic; 

(b) Resolution of other airport related appeals on City Plan decisions 

e.g. on noise sensitive activities and noise monitoring through 

mediation and consent orders in 2004 and 2005; 

(c) Assistance in preparing planning evidence for the Environment 

Court hearing on Variation 52 to the City Plan (Urban 

Development and Airport Noise Policy Christchurch International 

Airport) in 2004; 

(d) Liaison with CIAL in their preparation of an Airport Noise 

Management Plan and annual Noise Monitoring Reports over the 

years 2006-2009; 

(e) Reporting on Plan Change 16, a private plan change by CIAL to 

enlarge Runway End Protection Areas for the cross-runway - 

2007-2010; 

(f) Considerable involvement in Plan Change 84 on the Specific 

Purpose Airport Zone and airport business land before its 

notification in 2013. 

 

1.3 I have now been asked to provide evidence in relation to the Council’s 

position on the aircraft noise, engine testing noise, and aircraft protection 

provisions and the Specific Purpose (Golf Resort) zone. While I did not 

write the pRDP provisions of Proposal 6.1 and 6.7 relating to the first three 
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topics, I did have some involvement in drafting each, especially in relation 

to engine testing where I helped draft the provisions and wrote the Section 

32 Addendum covering this matter. I also wrote the SP (Golf Resort) zone 

in Chapter 21.9 of the pRDP and the section 32 report. 

 

1.4 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses 

contained in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014 and that I agree to 

comply with it. I confirm that I have considered all the material facts that I 

am aware of that might alter or detract from the opinions that I express, 

and that this evidence is within my area of expertise, except where I state 

that I am relying on the evidence of another person. The Council, as my 

employer, has agreed to me giving expert evidence on its behalf in 

accordance with my duties under the Code of Conduct. 

 

1.5 The key documents I have used, or referred to, in forming my view while 

preparing this brief of evidence are: 

 

(a) The Resource Management Act 1991; 

(b) The notified aircraft related noise provisions of Proposal 6 of the 

pRDP, the notified aircraft protection provisions, and the notified 

Specific Purpose Golf Resort provisions; 

(c) The updated red line versions of Chapters 6.1 attached to Ms 

Andrew's evidence, and Chapters 6.7 and 21.9 attached to my 

evidence; 

(d) The reports on the aircraft noise and engine testing noise expert 

conferencing and mediation which took place on 16 November 

2015, and associated documents obtained from CIAL; 

(e) The reports on the expert ornithological conferencing which took 

place on 13 January 2016, and on the mediation on aircraft 

protection and Clearwater which took place on 21 and 22 January 

2016; 

(f) The Land Use Recovery Plan; 

(g) Chapter 6 of the Regional Policy Statement (RPS) especially 

Policy 6.3.5 Integration of Land Use and Infrastructure and Policy 

6.3.11 Monitoring and Review; and 

(h) The Hearing Panel's decision on Chapter 3 Strategic Directions 

and especially Objective 3.3.12 Infrastructure. 
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2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 The specific parts of the Proposal that my evidence relates to are for the 

first two noise topics,  6.1.1 Objectives and policies, Rule 6.1.4.2.7 Aircraft 

Noise as notified and as amended; Rules 6.1.5.1.4 and 6.1.5.1.5 non-

complying and prohibited activities for specific activities; and Rule 6.1.53.1 

noise insulation for activities near Christchurch Airport. My evidence also 

covers Rule 6.1.2.1.8 Helicopter landing areas in regard to helicopter 

landings at the airport, and Rule 6.1.5.3.2 which relates to specific 

properties within the Air Noise Boundary. I address submissions relating to 

the naming of the air noise contours and some airport related definitions. 

 

2.2 For airport protection, my evidence relates to the provisions of Proposal 

6.7, and for golf resort zones, Proposal 21.9. A late submission and further 

submissions on Chapter 21.6 Specific Purpose School and 21.7 Tertiary 

Education zones, in relation to land within the 50dB Ldn aircraft noise 

contour, have also been transferred to this hearing, and I will also cover 

those submissions. 

 

2.3 My evidence gives background to these topics and addresses the specific 

relief sought by various submitters. I have read and rely on the evidence of 

Dr Stephen Chiles in relation to acoustic matters, Dr Rachel McClellan in 

regard to birdstrike and Mr John Lonink in relation to urban design of the 

proposed hotel in the Clearwater Golf Resort zone. 

 

2.4 My evidence has the following attachments:  

 

(a) Attachment A - Accept/Reject Table for aircraft noise and engine 

testing 

(b) Attachment B - Accept/Reject Table for aircraft protection 

(c) Attachment C - Accept/Reject Table for Golf Resort zone 

(d) Attachment D - Amended proposal for Chapter 6.7 

(e) Attachment E - Amended proposal for Chapter 21.9 

(f) Attachment F - Map G11 from Waimairi District Scheme 1989 

(g) Attachment G - Aerial photo of Clearwater Resort showing 

previous and revised airport noise contours 
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(h) Attachment H - Rezoning at SP (Clearwater) Golf Resort zone 

boundary  

 

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

3.1 The first sections of my evidence summarise the planning history of the 

noise contours around Christchurch International Airport. Christchurch 

Airport is relatively unique in that the 50 dB Ldn contour has been used as 

a modified "Outer Control Boundary" for the purposes of protection of 

amenity values and discouraging urban development which could 

otherwise be located in close proximity to the airport.  However, the 50 dB 

Ldn contour is not used as the boundary for insulation rules. Christchurch 

Airport also has a modified composite Air Noise Boundary, to take better 

account of the use of the cross-runway.  

 

3.2 In 2008, the airport noise contours originally modelled in 1994 were  

remodelled. Largely as a result of a change in the assumptions about the 

physical capacity of the Airport, from 140,000 to 175,000 movements per 

year, based on simultaneous operation of both runways (SIMOPs), the 

contours expanded outwards in the area between the airport and the City. 

The revised contours were inserted first into the Canterbury Regional 

Policy Statement then into the Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP) in late 

2013. They became part of the operative City Plan at that time and were 

transferred into the pRDP. 

 

3.3 Planning policies based on the contours and especially the 50 dB Ldn 

airport noise contour have become progressively more restrictive over 

time, from an original position in Variation 52 to the City Plan in the year 

2000 of "discouraging urban residential development and other noise 

sensitive activities within the 50 dBA Ldn noise contour" to the current 

position of "avoiding noise sensitive activities within the 50 dBA Ldn noise 

contour" with specified exceptions. This policy direction is now contained in 

the RPS  and in Objective 3.3.12 of the Strategic Directions chapter of the 

pRDP. It is largely based on a concern in Environment Court decisions in 

the 2000s about "amenity for persons outside the homes between the 50 

and 55 dBA" rather than on any possibility that complaints about noise 

could lead to a curfew on the 24 hour operations of the airport.  

3723 CCC - Dixon
Page 6 of 167



  5 
 
 

 

3.4 The position of the airport noise contours is currently beyond challenge 

until the next review of the Regional Policy Statement, however there can 

still be some flexibility in how the pRDP applies the RPS, e.g. the activity 

statuses which are appropriate within the various contours. Submissions 

also raise issues about how the exceptions to the RPS policy are reflected 

in the pRDP, including what, if any, rules should apply in relation to the 

built up area of the City under the 50 dB Ldn noise contour, and the future 

development of Clearwater Golf Resort.     

 
3.5 Engine testing is undertaken at the airport on a 24 hour basis. While 

originally mostly occurring at the rural end of the cross-runway, for the last 

decade or so much of it has been undertaken on the City side of the 

airport. While engine testing undoubtedly generates significant revenue 

and employment for CIAL and the City, much of the testing occurs at night 

and the CIAL Bylaw which has "controlled" engine testing to date has not 

proven adequate to protect the amenity of residents in the area.  

 
3.6 The purpose of inserting noise contours and the associated rules into the 

pRDP was to promote transparency in relation to the effects of engine 

testing, and to provide some upper limit on the amount of noise that would 

be able to be created in the future. However it appears that in providing for 

a 60% increase in engine testing in the future, the contours modelled by 

CIAL and supplied to the Council for inclusion in the pRDP did not in fact 

provide an acceptable limit.  Dr Stephen Chiles' evidence indicates that the 

noise modelling undertaken for the engine testing operation has also 

demonstrated that existing noise levels being produced are substantially 

higher than the accepted thresholds for protection of sleep. They are also 

higher than the pRDP noise limits for general sound sources at the nearest 

residential properties. 

 
3.7 Mitigation of the engine testing noise has now been considered by CIAL 

and Air New Zealand Engineering Services, who undertake the testing, 

and "constrained contours" have been produced by CIAL which will result 

in similar, but not increased noise levels in the future. They also "shrink" 

the notified engine testing contours so that the 50 dB Ldn engine testing 

contour is contained within the 50 dB Ldn airport operational noise contour, 

although at present the 55 dB Ldn engine testing contour still extends 
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beyond the 55 dB Ldn airport operational noise contour in two relatively 

small areas. If these contours are adopted in the pRDP, with the currently 

proposed rule regime, this will mean that very little additional land use 

restriction will result from the engine testing contours. 

 
3.8 Many submitters have sought additional mitigation, for example an engine 

testing enclosure. The District Plan cannot direct what the Airport can do 

on designated land within the airport, although it can consider amenity 

effects beyond the airport boundaries. Whether further mitigation of 

existing noise levels can occur is a wider question. 

 

3.9 Changes recommended in this evidence to the pRDP's notified aircraft 

protection provisions are relatively minor, with the exception of a more 

significant revision of the proposed rules relating to birdstrike. This results 

from a shift in CIAL's position on this matter and from more detailed 

ornithological  advice obtained by the Council from Dr Rachel McClellan. 

Her evidence points to significant gaps in the information base with regard 

to birdstrike risk at Christchurch Airport, but has also facilitated a 

simplification of the list of land use activities of concern and a more 

accurate reflection of the likely level of risk posed by each in the activity 

statuses now set out. 

 

3.10 Finally my evidence covers background to and submissions on the Specific 

Purpose (Golf Resort) zone, which was deferred to this hearing because of 

Clearwater's location, now totally within the revised 50dB Ldn airport noise 

contour. I understand that following  the Stage 1 hearings, the wording of 

Objective 3.3.12 by the Panel reflects a general acceptance, including by 

CIAL, that the pRDP needs to provide for the Clearwater Resort as an 

exception to the general policy relating to noise sensitive activities within 

the 50 dB Ldn contour. However that situation also means that the only 

realistic provisions I can recommend for the zone are as it was notified, ie 

to provide for the same amount of development as under the operative City 

Plan in the same locations as if the contours had not shifted, but not to 

allow for further development beyond those quotas.    

  

3.11 The Whisper Creek Golf Resort (previously known as the Christchurch Golf 

Resort, and located in the Lower Styx area, rather than near the airport) 
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remains a potential rather than actual development. The pRDP continues 

the provisions of Plan Change 45 in a simplified form, with a minor 

amendment as a result of a submission, to make all 380 resort apartments 

provided for as a permitted activity, rather than only 330.      

 

4. BACKGROUND TO PLAN PROVISIONS ON AIRCRAFT NOISE 

 

4.1 In this section I provide a summary of some of the key features of the 

planning history of the noise contours around Christchurch International 

Airport, since this assists considerably in understanding the submissions 

made on these matters. 

 

4.2 NZ Standard (NZS) 6805:1992 Airport Noise Management and Land Use 

Planning is the basis for land use provisions around many New Zealand 

airports, including Christchurch International Airport. The Standard 

prescribes two boundaries used to control aircraft noise in order to protect 

community health and amenity values. These are an Air Noise Boundary, 

generally a 65 dB Ldn contour within which new noise sensitive activities 

should be prohibited (see Table 1 of the Standard), and an Outer Control 

Boundary, generally a 55 dB Ldn contour within which new noise sensitive 

activities should only be allowed subject to appropriate insulation to ensure 

a satisfactory internal noise environment (see Table 2 of the Standard). 

The Standard states in both Table 1 and Table 2 that alterations or 

additions to noise sensitive uses in these locations should also be 

acoustically insulated. 

 

4.3 In the case of Christchurch Airport there is an interesting difference to the 

provisions contained in most other District Plans, which is that a third 50 

dB Ldn contour has been used as a type of Outer Control Boundary, for 

the purposes of protection of amenity values and discouraging urban 

development which could otherwise be located in close proximity to the 

airport. However the 50 contour is not used as a basis for insulation rules, 

whereas the 55 contour is. This is because expert acoustic advice has 

been that it is not necessary to acoustically insulate buildings out to the 50 

dB line to achieve compliance with specified indoor design sound levels. 
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4.4 The use of a third (50 dB Ldn) contour for planning purposes in 

Christchurch originated in work undertaken by the former DSIR in the late 

1970s and early 1980s for the Waimairi District Scheme Review. In the 

Operative (1989) Waimairi Plan, this can be seen as the "Airport Noise 

Exposure Line" (e.g. see Map G11 in Attachment F) which broadly 

approximates the (then) 50 dB Ldn contour on the western boundary of 

Christchurch City, but follows cadastral boundaries. The associated rule 

required noise insulation where levels or noise exceeded 55 dB Ldn. 

  

4.5 The Christchurch City Plan (City Plan) notified in 1995 mapped the 65 and 

55 dB Ldn contour lines based on modelling undertaken in 1994, and also 

included a revised 50 dB Ldn contour line as a third contour. I understand 

that the justification for this was that the NZ Standard, which had been 

published in 1992, explicitly states at Clause 1.1.4 that while the Standard 

provides the minimum requirement needed to protect people from the 

adverse effects of airport noise, a local authority may determine that a 

higher level of protection is required in a particular locality. This clause also 

states that "the Standard shall not be used as a mechanism for 

downgrading existing or future noise controls designed to ensure a high 

standard of environmental health and amenity values." 

 

4.6 The 1994 modelling was based on 140,000 aircraft movements per year 

which was estimated to be when the airport was operating at full capacity, 

projected to be in about 2015-2020. In the 1999 Council decision on 

submissions on this topic, the Air Noise Boundary was amended from 

being a pure 65 dB Ldn contour line to a composite 65dB Ldn/95dB SEL 

line, to take better account of use of the north-west runway. This is 

provided for in NZS6805:1992 at 1.4.3.6. In the pRDP rules, the name of 

the SEL (sound exposure level) metric has been updated in accordance 

with International Organisation for Standardisation (ISO) terminology to 

read Lae, , which means that the Air Noise Boundary is now called the 

composite 65dB Ldn/95dB Lae contour.1 

 

4.7 As a result of inconsistencies between the explanations to two urban 

growth policies in the City Plan, Policy 6.3.7 and Policy 6.3.9, Variation 52 

 
 
1
  Standardisation with ISO terminology has also led to dBA being changed to dB in the pRDP. 
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(Urban Development and Airport Noise Policy Christchurch International 

Airport) was proposed in 2000, to clarify Policy 6.3.7 so that it read: 

 

"To discourage urban residential development and other noise 

sensitive activities within the 50 dBA Ldn noise contour around 

Christchurch International Airport."  

 

4.8 The Variation also introduced a Policy 7.8.3 which, in accordance with the 

NZS6805.1992 at 1.4.4.1 and 1.4.4.2, read: 

 

"To limit the noise generated by aircraft movements at 

Christchurch International Airport". 

 

4.9 Variation 52 was appealed to the Environment Court, with the appellants 

challenging the 50dB Ldn figure and seeking that it be amended to 55dB 

Ldn. At hearings in 2004, evidence was given by several noise experts and 

experts in the effects of noise on people from Australia and the UK.  

 

4.10 The Environment Court decision2 on these appeals concluded on the 50 

dB v 55 dB issue, amongst other points, that a higher density of people 

living between the 50 dB and 55 dB contours would not be likely to lead to 

a curfew at the present time, however there is likely to be an adverse effect 

on amenity of persons living within the 50 dBA Ldn contour line and thus 

an environmental cost imposed.3 

  

4.11 The Court also concluded4 that the 50 contour "is better" than the 55 

contour for the purposes of Policy 6.3.7 because: 

(a) High individual SEL's can have more impact at lower Ldns (under 

55 dBA) suggesting a conservative line to avoid amenity impacts; 

(b) There is an amenity impact below 55 dBA Ldn and the Proposed 

Plan reflects a general expectation of lower Ldn levels in 

residential and rural areas;  

(c) The 50 dBA Ldn noise contour line better complements the [other] 

existing Proposed Plan policies; and  

 
 
2  Robinsons Bay Trust and others v Christchurch City Council C60/2004. 
3  At [59]. 
4  At [64]. 
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(d) The 50 dBA Ldn line does not foreclose future options. 

 

4.12 A subsequent case, NIT v Christchurch City Council C41/2005,5 related to 

the urban growth and zoning provisions of the Proposed Christchurch City 

Plan, where approximately 40% of the land involved was inside the 50 dBA 

Ldn airport noise contour. The referrer sought a Special L1A zoning for this 

land with a minimum lot size of 2000m2. This zoning was declined with the 

Court reiterating its earlier concern about amenity and stating that:6 

 

"the effect on amenity for persons outside the homes between the 50 

and 55 dBA contours is not addressed by the mitigation measures 

proposed. No complaint clauses and non-subdivision clauses are not 

an adequate measure to address these effects". 

 

4.13 In 2004 and 2005 there were several consent orders resolving other 

elements of the airport related Plan appeals. The definition of "noise 

sensitive activities" in the explanation to Policies 7.8.1 and 7.8.2 was 

inserted into the explanation of Policy 6.3.7.  These included residential 

activities other than those permitted houses on complying sized rural lots 

and education activities, and the listing for traveller's accommodation was 

narrowed to allow for accommodation which is designed, constructed and 

operated to a standard to mitigate the effects of aircraft noise on 

occupants, not to be defined as noise sensitive.  

 

4.14 Policy 6.3.7 was also amended in 2005 to read: 

 

"to discourage noise sensitive activities within the 50 dBA Ldn 

noise contour around Christchurch International Airport". 

 

4.15 The memorandum from CCC with the consent orders states that the 

phrase noise sensitive activities included urban residential development by 

virtue of the definition inserted in the policy, making the wording "urban 

residential development" superfluous (see paragraph 4.7 for previous 

wording). 

 
 
5  C41/2005. 
6
  At [111]. 
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4.16 Appeals to the Environment Court in 2007 from Selwyn District Plan zoning 

issues around Rolleston under the 50 dB Ldn contour (DJ and AP Foster 

and others v Selwyn District Council7) led to a reactivation of this issue. As 

part of the oral decision in October 2007, the Court noted several issues 

with the modelling and flight paths e.g. options for concentration and 

dispersion which might affect the area affected by noise.8 The Court also 

suggested that remodelling of the 1994 contours would be worthwhile. A 

"think-tank" of noise experts then produced a remodelling of the noise 

contours in early 2008, based on some updated assumptions about aircraft 

types, flight tracks etc.  

 

4.17 Essentially the revised modelling at that time readjusted the capacity of 

Christchurch Airport to 175,000 movements per year (based on 

simultaneous operation of both runways (SIMOPs)), narrowed and 

shortened contours at each end of the main runway and on the northwest 

runway approach path over Christchurch City and widened contours in 

Christchurch City along the interface with the western side of the built-up 

area. The Expert Panel report states at page 25 that the reduction at the 

ends of the main runway was primarily a result of updated arrival 

procedures. The widening is not explained but I believe that it can be 

assumed to be a result of the modelled increased throughput of aircraft. 

 

4.18 The Expert Panel made several recommendations in their report, including 

that the noise contours be remodelled every ten years. 

 

4.19 In 2008, Ecan proposed Variation No. 4 to Plan Change 1 to the Regional 

Policy Statement (Development of Greater Christchurch), to introduce the 

updated 50 dB Ldn contour into that Plan Change. A summary of the 

lengthy history of "PC1" is appended to the High Court decision 

Independent Fisheries Ltd v Minister for Canterbury Earthquake Recovery 

and Canterbury Regional Council.9 This was a judicial review proceeding in 

respect of the Land Use Recovery Plan. 

 

 
 
7  C138/2007. 
8  At [28]. 
9  CIV-2014-409-000105 [2014]. 
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4.20 CERA and Ecan then proposed to insert the updated 50 dB Ldn contour 

into Chapter 6 of the RPS, via Appendix 1 to the Land Use Recovery Plan 

notified in 2013. This became operative in December 2013. Chapter 6 of 

the RPS includes Policy 6.3.1 which largely limits new urban activities to 

existing urban areas or greenfield priority areas on Map A, and Policy 

6.3.5, which states the new development should only be provided for if it 

does not affect the efficient operation, use, and development etc of existing 

"strategic infrastructure", which includes the International Airport. The 

policy then states that this includes:  

 
"avoiding noise sensitive activities within the 50 dBA Ldn noise 

contour for Christchurch International Airport, unless the activity is 

within an existing residentially zoned urban area, or residential 

greenfield priority area".  

 

4.21 As a result of the changes to the RPS through the Land Use Recovery 

Plan and the need for the District Plan to give effect to these, Policy 6.3.7 

of the operative City Plan (now 6.3A.7) was amended to read "to avoid 

noise sensitive activities within the 50 dBA Ldn noise contour around 

Christchurch International Airport" rather than "to discourage…." i.e. it was 

made more absolute. This wording is now reflected in Objective 3.3.12 of 

the Strategic Directions chapter of the pRDP.  

 

4.22 Some airport appeals on the 1995 City Plan relating to matters such as 

engine testing and noise monitoring, were resolved in late 2005 by the 

Court requiring that CIAL should prepare a (non-statutory) Noise 

Management Plan for the airport, to provide a context for Annual Noise 

Monitoring reports.10 Rules limiting noise at the 65 dB contour and 

requiring annual monitoring reports to be provided to the Council 

demonstrating compliance with the contours, both originally proposed in 

Variation 52 but deleted in a Commissioner decision, were reinserted by 

the Court. The Court noted that it expected a Noise Management Plan to 

be prepared within six months. 

 

 
 
10  CIAL and others v Christchurch City Council, C166/2005, 
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4.23 I was involved in the process of CIAL beginning to develop a draft Noise 

Management Plan in the years 2006-2009. In 2009, I was instructed by my 

managers to cease working on this project due to other projects having a 

higher priority. At that time, there was a Version 4 of a Draft CIAL Noise 

Management Plan which CCC staff including myself and Environmental 

Health officers, had significant input into. In 2014, when I searched the 

CIAL website I discovered a final version of this Plan with the annotation 

Version 10. I was first sent a CIAL Annual Noise Monitoring Report for 

2008 at the end of 2009, and the 2009 and 2010 reports in 2011. Council 

files indicate that this was also the first time the relevant Environmental 

Health officers at the Council had received those reports. 

 

4.24 The pRDP must now give effect to the RPS Policy 6.3.5 and to Objective 

3.3.12 of the Strategic Directions decision, in avoiding noise sensitive 

activities within the 50 dB Ldn aircraft noise contour, expect in specified 

circumstances. The contour itself is contained in the operative RPS and 

was notified on the Stage 1 pRDP Planning Maps and so its position 

cannot now be changed.  

 
4.24 However there are a few submissions to Chapter 6 in Stage 2 of the pRDP 

which challenge the assumptions behind the modelling and the use of the 

50 dB contour to avoid noise sensitive activities (see following sections). 

There can still be some flexibility in how the pDPR applies the RPS, e.g. 

the use status that "avoid" might imply.   

 

5. AIRCRAFT NOISE - SUBMISSIONS ON PROVISIONS 

 

Airport Policies and Limiting or Managing Noise 

 

5.1 Submission points 2348.28 and .29 by CIAL seek the insertion into 

Chapter 6 of the pRDP of two "new" policies 6.1.1.1.4 and 6.1.1.1.5. These 

are in fact Policies 7.8.2 and 7.8.3 of the operative City Plan with some 

wording amendments. Policy 7.8.2, suggested as new Policy 6.1.1.1.4, is 

about mitigating nuisance effects from noise on nearby residents of 

operational aircraft noise, and the submission appropriately suggests 

including engine testing since there are now proposed to be rules on this in 

the pRDP.  However there is a significant wording difference in that Policy 
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7.8.3 (as reinserted by the 2005 consent order referred to in paragraph 

4.21 above) actually read "To limit the noise generated by aircraft 

movements at Christchurch International Airport" whereas submission 

point .29 now seeks the wording "To manage the noise generated by 

aircraft movements…..". 

 

5.2 CIAL states in the general part of the submission that the pRDP as drafted  

(and as divided into three stages) falls short of adequately addressing the 

role of regional infrastructure, and the integration of transport and land use, 

and does not provide provisions appropriate to achieve Objective 3.3.12(a) 

of the Strategic Directions chapter.  

 

5.3 The introduction of what CIAL proposes as Policies 6.1.1.1.4 and 6.1.1.1.5 

would bring specific reference to the airport into the Chapter 6 objectives 

and policies on noise. I agree that these policies make less specific 

reference to the airport than policies found in the operative City Plan, 

although I consider the Strategic Directions chapter of the pRDP provides 

a separate strong context for rules which address reverse sensitivity, such 

as Rules 6.1.5.1.4 and 6.1.5.1.5, which set out non-complying and 

prohibited activities for the area around the airport.  

 

5.4 However, I also consider that including the policies proposed would 

provide for the dual  approach of NZS 6805 (suggested in the title of the 

Standard), which not only aims at compatible land use planning via reverse 

sensitivity rules but requires airports to manage noise. In fact, Clauses 

1.4.4.1 and 1.4.4.2 of the Standard state that the airport operator "shall" 

manage its operations so that noise produced by airport operations does 

not exceed the "limit" at or outside the Air Noise Boundary, and that if that 

happens, the airport operator should take immediate steps to reduce the 

sound exposure to meet the limits. 

 

5.5 I therefore consider that the generic word "manage" does not adequately 

reflect the specific wording of the Standard or the policy approach Council 

has taken to date and wishes to continue to take in relation to the airport. 

While the word "manage" is contained in Objective 6.1.1.1, this can include 

a variety of approaches. The wording in this objective continues "managed 

to a level consistent with the anticipated outcomes of the receiving 
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environment". In some circumstances this could mean doing very little, but 

in others a variety of actions would be required to reduce noise to an 

"acceptable" level i.e. the levels set out in the rules. I consider using the 

word "manage" in a new policy in Chapter 6 would be a retrograde step. 

The red line version of the chapter attached to Ms Andrew's evidence at 

Attachment B includes both policies suggested by CIAL as a single two 

part Policy 6.1.1.1.4, but uses the word "limit" in relation to the noise 

generated by aircraft movements. 

 

Definitions of Sensitive Activities, Airport Operations, Airport Purposes, 

Engine testing 

 

Definition of Sensitive Activities  

 

5.6 Numerous submissions were made on the definition of sensitive activities, 

but I will only deal here with those relating to the airport noise part of this 

definition. These are from CCC and CIAL. CCC #2123.14 seeks to delete 

the part of the guest accommodation portion of the definition that reads 

"except that which is designed, constructed and operated to a standard to 

mitigate the effects of aircraft noise on occupants within the airport noise 

contours". This wording came from a consent order on the operative City 

Plan, relating to hotels within the airport environs, as set out in paragraph 

4.12 above.  

 

5.7 The CCC submission is based on the philosophy that the qualifying clause 

should not be in the definition but in the permitted activity standards; in this 

case in Rule 6.1.5.3.1 on insulation, where guest accommodation is 

required to achieve specified indoor design sound levels. However the 

wording as set out in this submission would make the clause effectively 

meaningless, ("guest accommodation but excludes…. guest 

accommodation") because the excluding clause above the clause about 

guest accommodation has been ignored.  

 

5.8 I recommend that the clause be retained as notified, and the CCC 

submission declined, as the only other option would be to delete the whole 

clause and cause all guest accommodation to be excluded from the 

definition of noise sensitivity, i.e. to make it automatically be defined as 
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noise sensitive. This is not necessary in relation to the design of short stay 

hotels near airports where noise may be appropriately mitigated, and in 

any case no submitter has sought this relief. I note also that the definition 

of noise sensitive activities contained in the RPS includes the qualifying 

clause for travellers' accommodation, so it is appropriate to leave the 

definition in the pRDP as notified. 

 

5.9 CIAL submissions #2348.165 and .166 seek to keep the guest 

accommodation clause in the definition of sensitive activities as it was at 

the end of the Stage 1 hearings. The definition suggested is in fact quoted 

incorrectly in this submission as it leaves out changes put forward in 

closing submissions on Commercial and Industrial proposals, in relation to 

health care facilities. I assume this was not intended. This submission can 

be partly accepted. 

 
Definition of Aircraft Operators/ Operations 

 

5.10 CIAL submission 2348.151 supports the definition of aircraft operators as 

notified. This is presumably a typographical error, and the submission was 

presumably intended to support the definition of "aircraft operations", which 

is used primarily in Rule 6.1.4.2.7 to explain which activities are included 

and which are excluded for the purposes of modelling airport noise. 

Support for the definition is accepted, but the reference to Rule 6.7 should 

be corrected to read "Rules 6.1.4.2.7 and 6.7."  

 

5.11 This amendment will "clarify" the reason for this definition referring to Rule 

6.7, which is a submission made by CERA (#2387.12), by relegating it to 

the second reference made.  

 

 Definition of Airport Purposes 

 

5.12 Submission 2514.15 by David Lawry seeks a definition of "airport 

purposes", a term which is only used in the pRDP to describe the purpose 

of the Christchurch International Airport designation in Chapter 10. This is 

a very old designation and I acknowledge that there can be debate about 

what "airport purposes" means. Recent designations tend to have a more 
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specific purpose e.g. "care and protection residential centre", but they also 

do not cover such a large area with such a multiplicity of activities within it.  

 

5.13 Plan Change 84, now operative, addressed this uncertainty in regard to 

what non-aeronautical uses would be appropriate on the business land 

within the airport, and in the context of the overall planning strategy for the 

city. I would not expect a District Plan to attempt to define what a 

designation covers, since the requiring authority would usually make this 

clear by a combination of the designation purpose, the Notice of 

Requirement explanation and any conditions offered or agreed to. 

Additionally if the Plan attempted to do this, it would need to do so for all 

designations. Therefore my opinion is that it is not necessary to introduce a 

definition of "Airport Purposes" into the pRDP.   

 

5.14 Finally I note that there has already been a hearing held in February 2015 

and a decision made by the IHP (Decision 5) in August 2015 on the 

Christchurch International Airport designation and the extension of the 

designation to additional land areas. The designation is now operative. The 

designation hearing would have been the appropriate place for this debate, 

but there were no submissions raising this matter in that hearing. 

 

Definition of Engine Testing 

 

5.15 CIAL submission point 2348.157 seeks a definition of engine testing to 

improve clarity around the activity referred to in the Plan, and Pratt and 

Whitney #2245.2 also seek a definition to make it clear that engine testing 

referred to in the Plan is solely "on-wing" testing and not testing carried out 

within buildings at the Christchurch Engine Centre.  

 

5.16 The wording suggested by CIAL is "means on-wing engine testing only and 

excludes off-wing testing within the Specific Purposes (Airport) zone." I 

think this would be a useful clarification and agree with the first part of this 

wording, but do not think it is necessary to include "within the Specific 

Purpose (Airport) Zone" as this is the only location where (aircraft) engine 

testing occurs. I therefore recommend that a new definition be inserted 

stating that engine testing "means on-wing engine testing only and 

excludes off-wing engine testing". 
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Names of Air Noise Contours, and Definition of Air Noise Boundary 

   

5.17 CIAL has submitted seeking to amend the Plan names of three of the air 

noise contours, the 50, 55 and 65 dB Ldn lines. Specifically, submissions 

2348.1, .2, and .3 seek to add the word "boundary" into the names of the 

three contours, which are currently, termed the "airport noise contour lines" 

in Chapter 6. Submission 2348.152 then seeks to amend the Plan's 

definition of Air Noise Boundary so that it reads "the line formed by the 

outer extremity of the 65 dB Ldn noise contour". 

 

5.18 Dealing with the last of these points first, this submission point does not 

appear to take into account the history of this issue in the City. As noted in 

paragraph 4.6, NZ Standard 6805:1992 allows at Clause 1.4.3.6 for the 

possibility of a larger Air Noise Boundary where airports have "infrequent 

or irregular daily usage patterns, so that planning on the basis of sound 

exposure contours may not provide adequate protection area around the 

airport to avoid sleep disturbance".  

 

5.19 This is precisely the situation when Runway 11/29, the less frequently used 

cross-runway, is in use, for example due to north-westerly winds. Hence in 

1999 the city adopted a composite Air Noise Boundary based on the outer 

extent of either the 65 dB Ldn or 95 dB SEL contours, so that sleep 

disturbance from infrequent (or even single) noisy events would be better 

accounted for. This situation has not changed and I recommend that 

submission 2348.152 be declined. Although there is no submission directly 

seeking it, I do however recommend that the "SEL" in the definition be 

deleted and the "Lae" label used in the pDPR rules be substituted, (see 

paragraph 4.6 above) since the use of the old label in the definition is an 

inconsistency. 

 

5.20 While the use of the word "boundary" in the labels for the 65dB, 55dB and 

50dB lines may not appear to be a significant issue, it is my view that this 

confuses the Standard's use of this word in relation to the Air Noise 

Boundary and the Outer Control Boundary.  
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5.21 The Air Noise Boundary can be seen as a true boundary for land use 

purposes, since it marks the point at which new noise sensitive activities 

should be, and are prohibited in the pDPR. The Outer Control "Boundary" 

in the Standard is also a true boundary as it is the point where noise 

insulation is required via a rule, i.e. the 55 dB Ldn line in Christchurch City.  

 

5.22 In my view, it is incorrect to call the 50 dB Ldn contour a boundary in the 

Christchurch situation. Although the 50 contour has a policy function, there 

have been no rules associated with it until recently e.g. through 

amendments to the rural zone proposal as a result of a CIAL submission, 

and through the IHP's recent residential decision.  Currently the term 

"Outer Control Boundary" is not used in the pRDP, with both the 55 and 50 

lines simply called the 55 or 50 dB Ldn airport noise contour lines 

respectively.  

 

5.23 If the word "boundary" was to be inserted into the pRDP, I would prefer it to 

be for the 55 dB line (possibly without the "outer control" wording), as this 

more accurately reflects Table 2 of the NZ Standard in terms of marking 

the boundary of where a rule applies. However, I do not think any change 

for the 55 line is necessary, and I am of the view that the submission 

seeking that the 50 dB line be called a boundary should be rejected. The 

65 dB line could be seen as a boundary as there is a noise monitoring 

regime associated with it, but I do not consider this wording insertion is 

essential because it does not of itself control (non-airport) land use 

activities - rather these are prohibited by the composite 65/95 contour (Air 

Noise Boundary).  

 

Location of the Air Noise Boundary  

 

5.24 CIAL's submission 2348.171 and .172 (second addendum, late 

submission) seeks to correct the location of the Air Noise Boundary (ANB) 

as shown on the Planning Maps. That contour was remodelled in 2007 as 

were the other contours, and CIAL has advised that some relatively minor 

changes in the location of the modelled ANB contour resulted. Revised 

datasets were received by the Council in March 2015 for Stage 2 of the 

pRDP but updates to the ANB were not identified as such, and were not 

included in the notified pRDP Planning Maps. A map is attached to the 
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CIAL submission indicating the differences between the old and new 

versions of the ANB contour.  

 

5.25 Four CIAL owned properties are newly affected, as are two privately 

owned properties at 25 and 35 Jessons Road. Both privately owned 

properties already have houses on them, and only number 25 is large 

enough to be subdivided (11.08 ha). The effect of amending the ANB is 

therefore limited, and I recommend that these amendments be made on 

the finalised pRDP Planning Maps, because they more accurately reflect 

the 2007 revisions of the noise contours. 

 

Review of the Airport Noise Contours  

 

5.26 David Lawry (#2514.1) considers that the Plan should include a 

requirement that the existing noise contours be remodelled every ten years 

in accordance with the 2007/8 recommendation of the Panel of noise 

experts. The revised modelling was done in the context of Selwyn appeals 

and for the RPS. The issue is therefore essentially a regional one because 

the contours extend beyond Christchurch City into both Selwyn and 

Waimakariri Districts. Chapter 6 of the RPS currently includes a Policy 

6.3.11 Monitoring and Review in which section (3) states: 

 

"Prior to initiating a review of this chapter, for the purposes of 

information the Canterbury Regional Council may request the 

organisation or agency responsible for the operation of the 

Christchurch International Airport to undertake a remodelling of 

the air noise contours relating to the Airport".  

 

5.27 It is not necessary for the pRDP to include a rule requiring this (even if this 

were otherwise appropriate), as the matter is already dealt with at the 

regional level. Method (4) under the RPS Policy notes that any remodelling 

shall include a reassessment of aircraft movements, flight tracks, fleet mix 

and runway utilisation and a peer review of the inputs, assumptions and 

outcomes of the remodelling. This wording appears to include the 

possibility of reviewing the figure of 175,000 commercial movements per 

year, and the timing or likelihood of SIMOPs. It includes review of the fleet 

mix, and in this regard I note that the fleet mix in the 2007 report included a 
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large proportion of 737s whereas there are now none left in the Air NZ 

fleet, and A320s have a different noise profile.  

 

5.28 CIAL have stated that they expect to commission a review of the air noise 

contours in about 2017/2018 prior to the next review of the RPS.  

 

5.29 Clearwater Land Holdings Ltd (#2423.24) seek that the "Council 

undertakes a critical review of the accuracy of the air noise contours, such 

a review to be based on a best practice assessment of an appropriate 

planning period for the identification of noise contours and projections for 

airport growth  for Christchurch International Airport."  

 

5.30 The City Council does not have airport noise modelling capability and 

relies on the contour modelling undertaken on behalf of the Airport, with 

peer review on appropriate occasions. In any case, as noted above, the 

issue is essentially a regional one because the contours extend beyond 

Christchurch City into both Selwyn and Waimakariri Districts. Also as noted 

above, the review of the contours which will be undertaken in preparation 

for the next review of the RPS, will include a peer review of the inputs, 

assumptions and outcomes of the remodelling. 

 

Removal of the 50 dB contour 

 

5.31 David Lawry has also sought removal of the 50dB Ln contour entirely 

(#2514.2) as has Robert Lawry (#2315.10). Their argument is that the use 

of that contour is inconsistent with international and national practice, and 

is an unnecessary restriction on land use in the vicinity. Robert Lawry also 

states that the airport should be required to mitigate its own activities rather 

than "push the responsibility for dealing with [effects] onto the wider 

community". 

 

5.32 There is no evidential basis at present for making this change. Section 4 of 

my evidence has summarised the reasons for the 50 dB Ldn figure being 

used in the Christchurch situation. The use of this figure was extensively 

debated in the Environment Court hearing on the appeals to Variation 52, 

heard in 2004, with evidence from several noise experts supporting its use. 

The Court confirmed its use as appropriate at that time in the Robinsons 
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Bay Trust case
11

, and several subsequent cases have also confirmed that 

position. The most recent of these cases in the High Court in 201412 also 

endorsed its use in the Regional Policy Statement in deciding where urban 

development might or might not be appropriate. The District Plan must give 

effect to the Regional Policy Statement. 

 

5.33 Any further discussion of the merits of the location of this contour or its use 

in general for planning purposes should await a review of the airport noise 

contour lines for the next Regional Policy Statement. In addition it can be 

noted that the 50 dB Ldn contour was notified in Stage 1 of the pRDP and I 

understand that it was not challenged in that context.  Its use for (reverse 

sensitivity) avoidance of noise sensitive activities in the vicinity of 

Christchurch International Airport is now sanctioned in Objective 3.3.12 

which is an operative part of the replacement District Plan.  

 

Removal of the 50 dB contour at 607 Johns Road 

 

5.34 Nicky Keller in submission 2006 opposes the 50 dB restriction for 607 

Johns Road and says that the property is not affected by aircraft noise. It is 

located near the intersection of Johns Road with Sawyers Arms Road and 

is bisected by the revised 55 dB Ldn contour. This is a common position 

advanced by landowners in the vicinity of the airport who are not aware 

that the contours are projections of noise in the future, and who are well 

used to the current noise regime, or in this case who are receiving noise 

from other sources i.e. the widened State Highway 1. 

 

5.35 It is not possible or appropriate to take individual properties out of modelled 

noise contours, as they are no different to other properties in the same 

noise environment. This submission should not in my view be accepted 

 

50 dB contour in Residential New Neighbourhood zone at Buchanans Road 

 

5.36 A submission by LA and SP Glass (#2224.4) relating to extending the RNN 

area to the west to correspond with the pre 2007 50dB contour has already 

 
 
11

  Robinsons Bay Trust and others v Christchurch City Council C60/2004. 

12  Independent Fisheries Ltd v Minister for Canterbury Earthquake Recovery and Canterbury Regional Council. 
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been considered and rejected in the context of both the rural and 

residential new neighbourhood hearings. It should also in my view be 

rejected in this context, because the contours are not being remodelled at 

this time. 

 

Use of 55 dB Ldn Contour for noise insulation rules  

 

5.37 David Lawry (#2514.3) suggests that the 57 dB contour is more 

appropriate than the 55 contour for noise insulation to be required. This is 

said to be consistent with national and international limits. 

 

5.38 While I understand from Dr Chiles that in practice noise insulation is only 

required within the smaller 57 dB Ldn noise contour, there has not yet 

been any change to NZS 6805:1992 and I believe it would be inappropriate 

to amend the requirement to provide noise insulation for Christchurch 

ahead of this occurring. In addition, while the Standard explicitly states that 

a higher standard of amenity protection can be adopted, it does not say the 

same for a lower standard. 

 

Noise insulation to be paid for by CIAL 

 

5.39 David Lawry also states in submission #2514.9 that noise insulation should 

be paid for or subsidised by the airport within the 65 dB area. Most of the 

land within the 65 dB area (not mapped on the main Planning Maps) is 

owned by the Airport, other than some rurally zoned land at the southern 

and northern ends of the main runway, and behind the airport. Mr Lawry's 

property is located outside the 55 contour except for a very small area of 

the property at the north-western corner. 

  

5.40 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 
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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.  

 

Structure of the Airport Noise Rules  

 

5.41 CIAL (#2348.33) sought a split between the rules relating to operational 

airport noise and those relating to engine testing. In the notified Plan, both 

types of noise are included within Rule 6.1.4.2.7, and the rules are 

"interwoven". I agree it is confusing when there are two different sets of 

contours. 

 

5.42 In the amended version of Chapter 6 filed on 27 November 2015, I have 

not only split Rule 6.1.4.2.7 into two parts as requested by CIAL, but have 

given the second part a new number, with the engine testing rule becoming 

6.1.4.2.8. (I note that numbering has changed in the most recent amended 

version of the proposal, with the separate engine testing rule now being 

numbered 6.1.4.2.7). I do not see this as significantly different from the 

intent of the CIAL submission. This also provides the opportunity for a 

separate title for 6.1.4.2.7 of "Engine testing at Christchurch International 

Airport", which will appear in the drop-down menu on the on-line Plan. My 

view is that splitting the two topics is clearer than the previous rule 

structure, and in any case the title of 6.1.4.2.7 (numbering as notified, now 

6.1.4.2.6) is not applicable to engine testing, and so this part of that 

submission should be accepted. Although it is not coded as such on the 

website, I have also split 2348.33 into two parts A and B for the purposes 

of my accept/reject tables, so as to deal with the issues separately. 

 

5.43 In the amended 6.1.4.2.6 on airport operational noise, I have shifted the 

notified Clause d to b, and e to c as I think it is a more logical order. I have 

also changed the word "is" to "was" in the clause about up to 1 dB 

allowable exceedance, where this exceedance was due to atypical weather 

patterns. Although this results in a retrospective sanction, this is the only 

realistic order of events when atypical weather events are difficult to predict 

and short term in nature. As an additional change which will improve 

meaning, I suggest that what is now clause b and begins "noise from 
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aircraft operations", should instead read "noise monitoring of aircraft 

operations" as that is really what this clause is about.  

 

5.44 Although the second rewording option put forward by CIAL in #2348.44 

appears to be seeking a 3 dB exceedance for airport operational noise as 

opposed to the 1 dB provided for now, this appears to be a drafting issue 

and does not appear to be intentional, as the rest of the point seems to 

relate specifically to engine testing. In any case, 3 dB exceedance for 

operational noise is not needed in my view, because the 2013 CIAL Noise 

Monitoring Report continues to indicate that operational noise produced 

(annual air noise contour) is for the most part "comfortably" within the 65 

dB Ldn contour at which noise levels are monitored. One exception to this 

noted in the report is a minor issue with compliance at the city end 

threshold of the northwest runway, within airport land. The 2014 report very 

recently put on CIAL's website makes no mention of this issue. 

 

Specific property provisions within 65/95 contour 

 

5.45 Rule 6.1.5.3.2 is a legacy provision for two properties which are within the 

Air Noise Boundary and over the 4 ha minimum site size for a residential 

unit as of right in the Rural Urban Fringe zone, but which do not have 

dwellings on them. It was inserted into the previous City Plan on grounds 

of equity, where landowners had not taken up the opportunity to build at 

the point that prohibition of new noise sensitive activities was introduced. 

The equivalent provision included five properties in the operative City Plan 

and three of these have subsequently had houses built on them. The 

remaining two are located at 57 West Coast Road and 597 Pound Road. 

 

5.46 57 West Coast Road was historically a timber treatment yard but in 

approximately 2012 it was converted to general industrial use. Since 

Council records identify this site as potentially contaminated due to its 

former use, it is not suitable for residential use and I removed it from the 

amended version of Chapter 6 filed on 27 November 2015. 

 

5.47 The other property remaining in the rule at this stage has been used for 

grazing horses for many years, with the owner living off site. Given the 

number of years that have elapsed without a house being built here under 
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this provision, and its noisiness due to proximity to the centreline of the 

southern approach to the main airport runway (and at a point at which 

planes are descending towards the runway), I am now of the view that this 

property can also be removed from the rule, so that the Rule 6.1.5.3 2 can 

be deleted entirely from the Proposal. CIAL's submission #2348.63 

provides scope for this removal.   

 
Helicopter Noise in the Specific Purpose Airport Zone 

 

5.48 Noise from helicopters outside of the airport is addressed in other Council 

evidence. However noise from helicopters operating at the airport is 

addressed here. The submission from CIAL #2348.31, points out that the 

noise rule situation for helicopters operating out of the airport does not 

need to be as restrictive as elsewhere, unless the helicopter landing and 

take-off point is near residential units. Garden City Helicopters #2187 

states that helicopter rescue flights are essential services. I agree with this 

and further understand that it was intended in the drafting of this chapter 

that helicopter noise should be included in the inputs into the INM noise 

model and become part of the operational airport contours.   

 

5.49 In the operative City Plan, helicopter noise at the airport was excluded by 

virtue of 11-1.2.3 from the general noise rules, and aircraft operating for 

medical reasons such as the Westpac Rescue Helicopter operated by 

Garden City Helicopters are excluded from the operational aircraft noise 

limit rule at 11-1.3.6. While it was not clear that commercial helicopter 

flights were excluded from Aircraft Operations, I understand that their noise 

has never been included as an input into the INM modelling either, leading 

the submitters to conclude that they were exempt from any noise rules.  

 
5.50 I am aware that some helicopters can be very noisy, and that they do not 

follow standard flight-paths. I understand that, possibly as a result of the 

impending construction of a flyover at the Memorial Avenue and Johns 

Road intersection, the Garden City Helicopter operation is moving or has 

moved to Grays Road near the Airport Fire Station. Christchurch 

Helicopters operate from Aviation Drive on the far side of the Airport. 

 
5.51 In the pRDP, helicopter landing and take-offs are limited in number by Rule 

6.1.4.2.8 (now 6.1.4.2.9), which does not make any allowance for the 
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higher level of helicopter activity at the Airport. Because helicopter noise is 

occasional rather than regular, l consider it reasonable to accept the 

submissions and make an explicit exception from the helicopter noise rules 

for helicopters operating from the Specific Purpose Airport zone. There is 

however a qualification to this, if more than 50 dB Ldn would be created at 

a residential unit. This could be better worded so that it relates to a 

measurement point "at or within the boundary of a residential site" in 

accordance with Rule 6.1.3.3 on Measuring Noise. In accordance with the 

evidence of Dr Chiles, I am also of the view that at least commercial 

helicopter noise should be included in the contours when they are next 

reviewed. 

 

Noise Sensitive Activities in Education Zones within the 50 dB Ldn 

Operational Aircraft Noise Contour 

 

5.52 There is a late submission by CIAL #2348.169 seeking to make new 

sensitive activities (including education activity) non-complying within the 

SP School and SP Tertiary Education zones, under the 50 contour, with 

further submissions in opposition by University of Canterbury and the 

Ministry of Education. 

 

5.53 The argument is that Policy 6.3.5(4) of the Regional Policy Statement says 

that "noise sensitive activities should be avoided within the 50 dB airport 

noise contour for Christchurch International Airport unless the activity is 

within an existing residentially zoned area" and that "existing residentially 

zoned area" does not include specific purpose zones within that area. This 

would mean that new sensitive activities in education zones should be non-

complying. 

 

5.54 A large portion of the University of Canterbury is within the 50 dB Ldn 

contour under the City side approach to the cross-runway, as is Medbury 

School and part of Roydvale School.  Westburn and Harewood Schools 

are within the 55 dB Ldn. All education activities, including ancillary hostel 

accommodation in the case of the University, are permitted activities on all 

these sites by virtue of either the zoning or designation.  In my view, it 

would be unreasonable to apply non-complying activity status to these 
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activities in these Specific Purpose zones as this would be contrary to the 

purpose of these zones, which exist to facilitate these activities.  

 

5.55 I note that the Panel's recent Residential Stage 1 decision creates an 

RD33 for such noise sensitive activities in the Residential Suburban and 

Residential Density Transition zones, but that the SP School and SP 

Tertiary Education zones are in some cases in noisier environments (i.e. 

closer to the centreline of the approach path to the NW runway, or closer to 

the airport) than the same activities in Residential Zones nearby, which 

would be subject to this Restricted Discretionary status. However I 

maintain the view that it is inappropriate to make even ancillary hostel 

accommodation in the Specific Purpose Tertiary zone subject to a non-

complying or discretionary activity application on noise grounds. 

 

5.56 A Restricted Discretionary activity application might be more justifiable for 

the accommodation element of these noise-sensitive activities only, but I 

still have concerns about a similar rule to that which the Panel has 

proposed for the Residential Zones. This is because to date the Plan does 

not require noise insulation anywhere within the 50 dB Ldn airport contour, 

(only within the 55 dB Ldn contour) and I understand from Dr Chiles that it 

is not needed to achieve the indoor sound levels specified for example in 

Rule 6.1.5.3.  

 

5.57 I am of the view that a resource consent application to consider airport 

noise effects which might pertain to noise environments outside hostels, or 

noise environments outside lecture theatres, both of which people only 

pass through on a transient basis, compared to how long residents might 

spend in the outside space on their properties, is not justifiable in terms of 

section 32.  

 

5.58 Therefore my opinion is that this submission should be refused.  

 

6. BACKGROUND ON ENGINE TESTING 

 

6.1 Council included engine testing contours in the proposed pRDP, because it 

had been aware for some time that the CIAL Bylaw controlling engine 

testing is not adequately protecting the amenity of residents. This has 
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particularly been the case since 2004-2005, when a run-up pad was 

constructed behind the ANZES No. 1 hangar on Orchard Road and the 

bulk of night-time engine testing began to occur on the City side of the 

airport.  

 

6.2 The purpose of inserting noise contours and the associated rules into the 

pRDP was to promote transparency in relation to the effects of that noise 

source, and to provide some upper limit on the amount of noise that would 

be able to be created in the future. 

 

6.3 Stage 2 of the pRDP was notified with three engine testing noise contours, 

and because this was in effect a new set of rules, owners and occupiers 

within the 50 dB Ldn engine testing contour were considered directly 

affected and were personally notified. There was significant interest from 

residents in the Harewood and Bishopdale areas, both through 

consultation drop-in sessions and numerous phone calls.  

 

6.4 I was asked on a number of occasions for more information beyond that 

provided in the section 32 report. In an attempt to progress the matter 

before hearing, I compiled a list of questions, some of which addressed 

gaps in the Council's section 32 report and some of which came from 

residents. I note that I anticipated that the answers to these questions 

would assist residents in understanding the issues, including mitigation 

options outside of District Plan rules.  I passed this list onto CIAL after the 

first prehearing meeting on 7 August 2015 in the hope that CCC and 

residents would receive some answers prior to the next prehearing 

meeting on 29 October 2015. 

 

6.5 In the event, CIAL provided a report from Marshall Day on engine testing 

on 20 October 2015 which I sent out to submitters the following day. This 

provided some factual background to the current engine testing regime, but 

did not address mitigation, one of the chief concerns of submitters. 

 
6.6 At mediation on 16 December 2015 CIAL proposed new smaller contours 

(labelled "constrained contours") which would fit within the 50 dB Ldn 

operational aircraft contour, based on several mitigation measures. I rely 

on Dr Chiles' evidence which provides more background on the engine 
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testing regime and the derivation of the two sets of contours, as well as the 

extent of mitigation these would provide.  

 

7. ENGINE TESTING -SUBMISSIONS ON PROVISIONS 

 

Delete Engine Testing Contours  

 

7.1 A number of submitters, primarily residents of the Harewood and 

Bishopdale areas have sought the complete removal of the proposed 

engine testing contours. Reasons for seeking this include: 

 

(a) dissatisfaction with noise experienced with the current engine 

testing regime; 

(b) concern about the possibility of increase in noise over time.  

(#2855.1 V Hobbs, #2869.1 P and H Davey); 

(c) belief that efforts to mitigate noise at source should be made 

before any other form of restriction on the surrounding 

neighbourhood should be considered, especially when the new 

noise contours have land use restrictions associated with them, 

impact areas beyond those affected by the operational airport 

contours, and may impose costs on landowners. (#2514.4 D 

Lawry; #2054.8 M Marra). Funding for noise insulation from CIAL 

(#2514.4 D Lawry; #2191.2 V Payne);  

(d) concern about the possibility of notations on LIMs stating that their 

properties are within certain noise contours. This concern was 

conveyed to me in emails from submitters; 

(e) adverse effect on property values. (eg #2191 V Payne. #2865 P 

and A Plunket); 

(f) the belief that the testing should be occurring at the far end of the 

cross-runway. (See also 7.9(d)).  

  

7.2 I do not believe that deleting the proposed noise contours completely 

would improve the situation with regard to amenity of residents, and so I 

recommend declining these aspects of the submissions. Engine testing 

noise has already been produced intermittently from the run-up pad and 

other locations on the City side of the airport for about 10 years.  
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7.3 The key issue in my view is not whether or not there are contours 

recognising this on the Planning Maps, but whether and how this noise can 

be managed so as to prevent any worsening of amenity and disturbance, 

or preferably even reduce the current adverse effects. The land use 

restrictions which derive from these contours are also a significant issue, 

with these restrictions needing to be justifiable in terms of section 32.  

 

7.4 As I have noted above, since notification of Stage 2, I have spoken to a 

number of residents on this issue, and while nearly all of them dislike the 

noise currently experienced at night-time, no-one has said that they have 

made a formal complaint about it to the airport.  

 

7.5 Residents generally describe being awoken at night-time, then go on to 

describe varying times of the night when this has occurred, with some 

being concerned about noise duration of any one test or repeat testing on 

the same night.  While noise disturbance seems to be mostly experienced 

in certain wind or atmospheric conditions, some people are particularly 

concerned about testing before midnight when they are trying to get to 

sleep or have only just gone to sleep, and some are disturbed more by the 

early morning testing. Others are concerned about testing in the hours 

between 2am and 4am. 

 

7.6 When I have probed further, those with single glazing appear to have been 

particularly annoyed by testing. Houses in the Nunweek Park subdivision 

nearer to the testing often have double glazing; whereas older houses 

further from the testing location e.g. those in Bishopdale generally do not. 

Newer residents sometimes said that they had no idea before moving into 

the area that such a noise nuisance existed. 

 

7.7 While these comments are subjective, I note that the only study of 

perception of aircraft noise in the Christchurch context that I am aware of, 

the Taylor Baines report13 (on which evidence was given at the 2004 

Variation 52 appeals) was undertaken in 2002, before engine testing was 

moved to the City side of the airport. I am not aware of any reliable 

 
 
13 Report on the Survey of Christchurch Residents' Experience of Environmental Noise, Taylor Baines and Associates, Dec 
2002. 
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evidence on the level of annoyance with engine testing since then, and 

even at that time, the sample sizes in the relevant area, based on testing 

occurring farther away, were relatively small. 

 
7.8 Some residents are concerned that comments about being within engine 

testing contours will be put on their LIMs in future, causing difficulty in 

selling their houses or even reduction in property values.  

 
Constraints Sought on Night-time Testing 

 

7.9 Some submitters sought specific restrictions on night-time engine testing, 

or made suggestions for better noise management so as to reduce 

adverse effects. These included: 

 

(a) limit the duration of noise to 5 minutes, in accordance with the 

existing CIAL bylaw. (#2436, IW Boyd; #2191.1 V Payne) and 

include a limit on the frequency [of testing]; restrict to ensure that 

testing is not done throughout the night (#2191 V Payne; #2590 S 

Woodlaw);  

(b) use engine test cell between the hours of 11pm and 7am (2054.5 

M Marra). Impose a night-time curfew between 11pm and 7 am 

(#2091 G Venema). Curfew should be between 7pm and 8 am 

(#2855.1 V Hobbs);  

(c) restrict testing in a north-west wind (#2191.1 V Payne); 

(d) limit testing outside the No.1 Hangar maintenance facility to 

medium power settings (#2054.3 M Marra). Carry out all higher 

power setting or longer duration test at the original engine testing 

pad at the threshold of Runway 11. (#2054.4 M Marra, #2854 JR 

Mackey and a number of others); build a better facility further 

away from residential areas (#2191.2 V Payne); 

(e) engine testing ground runs carried out with jet efflux directed away 

from the City (#2054.6 M Marra) unless strong winds; 

(f) install a noise barrier/fence on the City side of the engine test run -

up pad at No, 1 Hangar. (#2054.7 M Marra). Require CIAL to have 

a design and build plan to address onsite mitigation within a year 

(#2514.12 D Lawry).   
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7.10 With regard to the suggestion of a 5 minute limit on the duration of testing, 

this measure is currently included in the CIAL Bylaw "controlling" engine 

testing. While I know that some effort is made to comply with this 

requirement, because of awareness that there is a nuisance effect, Dr 

Chiles evidence is that this limit on duration is not always observed, and 

some tests at night-time have gone on for as long as half an hour. While 

there is scope in the submissions to propose a new rule transferring this 

duration limit into the District Plan, there may be reasons why longer tests 

are required which I am not aware of. I consider CIAL should address this 

point in their evidence.  

 

7.11 I do not think it is practical to suggest that there is no engine testing at 

night-time, or to insert a rule into the Plan requiring this. It is essential that 

testing is done somewhere, and there is the capability for a significant 

amount of testing now in place in Christchurch. Testing also clearly 

generates a considerable amount of revenue and economic benefit for the 

airport and the region. Timetables of flights do appear to dictate 

considerable testing at night-time. The question is how to avoid or mitigate 

the effects of engine testing. 

 
7.12 Testing in a north-west wind can make the noise audible over a large part 

of the City. I understand from Dr Chiles that the modelled contours do not 

take into account wind effects, although clearly the orientation to the wind 

of the planes being tested has an effect on the dispersion of noise. This is 

a matter for the noise experts when assessing mitigation options.  

 
7.13 Where testing occurs and the power levels at which engines are tested is 

also a matter for the noise experts, as are the details of any mitigation 

structures, and their effect in reducing noise. While such a structure would 

need to be shown to be effective, I am of the view that the amenity costs 

that neighbours have borne and might bear in the future without 

appropriate mitigation, do not appear to have been properly factored into 

management of the engine testing operation to date. The District Plan 

cannot impose retrospective acoustic insulation controls in respect of the 

large number of existing houses with single glazing. 
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Shrink the Engine Testing Contours 

 

7.14 A number of the submitters on engine testing include relief such as "have 

the airport stick to their existing aircraft noise zones". G Venema (#2091.4) 

seeks that the Bishopdale "bulge" be reduced and made more consistent 

with the 50 dB operational contour, or at least be reduced to beyond 

Aintree Street (off Gardiners Road). This would reduce the "bulge" by 

approximately half. I leave the noise experts to discuss the possibilities for 

shrinking the contours. 

 

7.15 I would however like to state that if there is any possibility of shrinking the 

engine testing contours so that they fall within the operational airport 

contours, thus making separate reverse sensitivity rules for engine testing, 

e.g. insulation within the 55dB Ldn contour, largely or totally unnecessary 

(the M3 scenario at Appendix B to Dr Chiles' evidence shows the 55 dB 

Ldn engine testing contour still extending beyond the 55 dB Ldn 

operational noise contour in two areas), I still consider that engine testing 

rules should be separately shown on the Planning Maps. This is because 

the contours will promote transparency in terms of describing effects. It is 

also because the separate contours will provide a clear basis for 

compliance monitoring when the source and nature of the noise is different 

to the source and nature of operational aircraft noise. Dr Chiles deals with 

the issue of cumulative noise in the areas which experience both types of 

noise. 

 

 Details of Engine Testing Rules e.g. Exceedances Provided For   

 

7.16 CIAL (#2348.33B) have sought that there should be exceedances provided 

for in the Rule 6.1.4.1.7. The first of these would exclude from noise 

calculations, testing required to meet an airworthiness directive or similar 

safety requirement issued for example by the Civil Aviation Authority. I 

recommended partly accepting this submission point, and incorporating 

most of the wording suggested in the amended Proposal. Dr Chiles has 

recommended some further rewording of this clause.as a response to a 

revised wording suggested in recent discussions with CIAL.  
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7.17 The second part of this submission point requests 3 dB exceedance, now 

modified in discussions to 2 dB in a wider range of circumstances, rather 

than the 1 dB provided in the notified version for atypical weather patterns. 

Dr Chiles addresses this submission point and has recommended some 

narrower wording which combines elements of this clause as notified, with 

the clause about exceedance for specific reasons. There are however 

extra reporting requirements. This submission can be partly accepted. 

 
7.18 A last element of CIAL #2348.33B sets out more detailed compliance and 

calculation arrangements. Again this wording can be partly accepted, on 

the basis that Dr Chiles agrees that monitoring should be a combination of 

calculation with occasional validation, but he has also suggested some 

additional wording here. He agrees that the specific receivers (termed 

Engine Testing Compliance Monitoring Stations) should be specified in the 

rules. This would mean in practice that they need to be shown on the 

Planning Maps at the 65 dB engine testing noise contour. If the 

constrained contours are adopted the positions of the Engine Testing 

Compliance Monitoring Stations will need to be adjusted to correspond 

with the new 65 dB Ldn engine testing contour. 

 
8. BACKGROUND TO AIRCRAFT PROTECTION 

 

8.1 This part of my evidence concerns Rule 6.7 Aircraft Protection and 

includes three topics: Aircraft protection surfaces (these include approach 

and take-off slopes and other in-the-air restriction surfaces), Runway End 

Protection Surfaces (these are ground obstacle limitation rules for the 

vicinity of the runway thresholds) and birdstrike rules. I will deal with the 

background to birdstrike provisions separately as it is a somewhat different 

topic. 

 

8.2 The aircraft protection surfaces are largely a roll-over and simplification of 

provisions which were in the operative City Plan. There are some 

differences however. The maps and diagrams had to be updated to reflect 

movement of the Christchurch International Airport runways during the 

Canterbury earthquakes. Endpoints/thresholds of the runways have been 

resurveyed as they have moved up to 0.3m (mostly twisting towards the 
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southwest but also some vertical movement), and these act as the origins 

of the surfaces, so co-ordinates may vary slightly from the Operative Plan. 

 

8.3 The protection surfaces (in the air) are well accepted and because they are 

generally at least 30m above ground (at the boundaries of CIAL property) 

land uses are virtually unrestricted by them. There is however a small area 

where the take-off and approach surfaces for the cross-wind runway 

intersects with the Port Hills in the area above Huntsbury Avenue and up to 

and including the Summit Road. (This effect is shown in the section 32 

report at page 278 and page 279.) The surfaces would prevent any 

buildings in the area, which is zoned Rural Port Hills and Open Space 

Natural. Some adjustments have therefore been made in the pRDP aircraft 

protection rules (see 6.7.2.2.4.1 f (iv) and h (iii)) so that at any point where 

the protection surface would be less than 10m above the ground, the 

protection surface will be assumed to be at 10m.  

 

8.4 In reality I understand that it is extremely unlikely that any planes would 

ever be in this airspace. The cross-wind runway is mostly used for landing 

into the airport over the City in Northwest conditions and aircraft do not join 

the approach surface until much closer to the airport. Nor is this runway 

used for departures in the direction of the Port Hills. 

 

8.5 With regard to Runway End Protection Areas (REPAs), these existed in 

the operative Plan, largely within airport owned land. REPAs are land 

areas adjacent to the ends of the airport runway strips that are required to 

be kept free of obstructions or activities that could interfere with 

aeronautical navigation. They are also areas where statistically there is a 

greater risk of aircraft accident than elsewhere, as they are associated with 

aircraft taking off and landing. REPAs are based on United States Federal 

Aviation Administration (FAA) safety requirements, which CIAL has 

adopted and they have been incorporated into the City Plan as Runway 

End Protection Areas, although REPAs are not strictly required by the New 

Zealand Civil Aviation Authority.  

 

8.6 Plan Change 16, a private plan change by CIAL which became operative in 

January 2011, extended and enlarged the cross-runway REPAs to provide 

for an eventual lengthening of that runway and its use by larger planes or 
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planes operating in a wider range of weather conditions, e.g. during 

periods of reduced visibility, requiring precision approaches. At the Plan 

Change 16 hearing and in the Commissioner's recommendation issues 

were raised with the extension of the REPA onto private land, including 

part of the MAIL site to the east of the State Highway. Earlier this year the 

airport designation was extended onto this land via the designation 

decision.  

 

9. AIRCRAFT PROTECTION - SUBMISSIONS ON PROVISIONS 

 

 Submissions on Aircraft Protection Surfaces 

 

9.1 There are submissions generally supporting the aircraft protection 

objective and policies from CIAL (#2348) and Airways Corporation (#2383). 

However there are two points of contention with regard to the prohibited 

activity rules. 

 

9.2 In Rule 6.7.2.2.1.6, which lists as prohibited any penetration of airport 

protection surfaces by buildings, structures, trees or utilities, there are 

submissions from Airways Corporation (#2383.19) and CIAL (#2348.76) 

opposing  the exception for "structures associated with upgrades for State 

Highway 1".  The submissions arise from the current upgrade and four-

laning of State Highway 1 through this corridor and the proposed over-

bridge at the Memorial Avenue intersection, with the ramp up to the over-

bridge extending back into the airport protection surfaces at the city end of 

the cross-runway.  

 

9.3 I understand that there has been an agreement reached between Airways 

and possibly CIAL as well) and NZTA, as a result of the fact that the airport 

protection surfaces are sufficiently high above ground in this area not to 

impact on the proposed road improvements. This means that Airways have 

withdrawn their submission point and CIAL will not pursue theirs on this 

clause, so the clause can be left as notified. 

 

9.4 The second issue in this prohibited activity rule relates to utilities. I have 

deleted the word "permitted" under a Crown submission #2387.4 so as to 

be consistent with Orion's submission on the prohibited activity rule for 
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Runway End Protection Areas (see paragraph 9.8 below). There may be 

some buildings or utilities which are not specifically permitted but 

nevertheless exist. Transpower (#2218.19) seeks wording amendments 

extending "maintenance and repair work" to provide for minor upgrading 

which does not change the footprint, height or external envelope of a 

building or utility which would otherwise be prohibited in the protection 

surface.  

 

9.5 In the revised version of the Utilities Proposal attached to the Council's 

evidence at that hearing in December 2015, P9 of the general rules 

(11.3.1.1) provides for a long list of modifications described as "minor 

upgrades" of existing utilities. This appears to include height increases of 

poles (this term does not include pylons) at least up to the maximum height 

for utilities in a particular zone.  

 

9.6 In 11.3.2.1, the maximum height for utility structures or towers in 

Residential or Open Space zones is 15 and 25m for Rural zones e.g. the 

Rural Urban Fringe zone around the Islington Substation and National Grid 

Operating Centre. Although I am not aware of the details of heights of 

protection surfaces in this latter area, I do not see any likelihood that any 

increase in height of poles e.g. through replacement, would intersect with 

protection surfaces. (Any increase in height issue might more likely relate 

to Transpower pylons, which are not covered in the P9 minor upgrade list, 

but where the National Environmental Standards for Electricity 

Transmission Activities (NESETA) may apply.)  

 

9.7 Also, given that possibilities for minor upgrading provided for in 11.3.1.1 P9 

include horizontal realignment of up to 5m, I consider that the PR1 Clause 

3 in Rule 6.7.2.2.1.6 needs to be further amended so that it reads  " 

excluding…..maintenance or repair works on any existing building, 

structure or utility, including minor upgrading of existing utility structures". 

The relief sought in #2218.19 is unclear, but I recommend that it be 

accepted in regard to this proposed rewording.  

 

9.8 Clause 4 of PR 1 can be deleted as noted in CIAL submission 2348.76. As 

the submission notes, this is not required as no structures other than 

existing ones are deemed appropriate within the protection surfaces. A 
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similar clause in relation to Prohibited activities in Runway End Protection 

Areas remains.  

 

Submissions on Runway End Protection Areas 

 

9.9 There are three issues in relation to these rules. The first is CIAL 

submission #2348.70 on Policy 6.7.1.1.3. The policy is about risk 

minimisation and reads (after amendment) "avoid or mitigate activities at 

the ends of runways that would significantly exacerbate the effects of an 

aircraft accident". I have accepted the deletion of the word significantly as 

the effects of an aircraft accident will never be acceptable.  

 

9.10 CIAL also seeks that wording is added about some activities being able to 

be efficiently managed to reduce risk. I do not agree that such wording is 

necessary in the context of rules making many activities and all new 

buildings prohibited in the REPAs. The only activity which might qualify for 

management at present is "mass assembly of people", and another 

submission point from CIAL actually seeks that this activity also be 

prohibited. I recommend that all of this suggested rewording be rejected. 

 

9.11 Orion (#2340.21 and .22) has sought two changes which I recommend 

accepting. One deletes the word "permitted" from 

"excluding…maintenance or repair works on any existing permitted 

building or utility". This is on the basis that the word "permitted" is not 

defined and it would be clearer not to include it, so that any utility permitted 

in Chapter 11, as well as any established or consented utilities in REPAs 

could all have maintenance or repair works on them. The other Orion 

requested wording is to add in "the establishment or replacement of any 

underground utility". I consider this appropriate as there is no obstacle to 

aircraft movement so nothing to limit in these rules. 

 
9.12 Lastly with regard to submissions, there is an issue with regard to mass 

assembly of people. This was a wording proposed by CIAL in Plan Change 

16 and it has always been very difficult to define. I consider the definition of 

"mass assembly of people" in the pRDP is an improvement on that 

contained within the rule in the operative Plan and goes as far as possible 
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in terms of achieving certainty. CIAL #2348.80 seeks that "mass assembly 

of people" which is currently proposed as discretionary, be prohibited. 

 
9.13 The rationale for this use status in the section 32 for this chapter (given on 

pages 274-275) is twofold, one being that the activity is difficult to define, 

which reduces the level of certainty for property owners. Certainty is 

normally required for an activity to be prohibited. The other argument is 

that a mass assembly of people is transitory (such as a car-boot sale in 

carparks in the REPA) rather than a permanent land use in that area.  

 

9.14 This is a probability versus consequences argument, where the 

consequences of aircraft accident are none the less very serious. While a 

prohibition on mass assembly of people may be difficult to quantify, 

manage or enforce, I do think in this situation that there is adequate 

justification for prohibited activity status, and this outcome is clearer in 

removing the problem of deciding how long or when mass assembly might 

be acceptable for. I recommend amendment to change the status of this 

activity to prohibited in the REPAs. 

 
9.15 With regard to the REPA that extends onto the Memorial Avenue 

Investments Ltd (MAIL) site, the Panel's decision on the designation of the 

Airport with its extended Area B onto the MAIL site, records that the 

underlying zoning of this part of the designation is to be confirmed in 

Phase 2 of the District Plan Review, presumably through this hearing. I 

understand that the debate is as to whether the underlying zoning should 

be Industrial Park, which is the zoning for the rest of the MAIL site, or 

something which takes account of the REPA, e.g. Specific Purpose Airport 

zone or Rural Urban Fringe. 

 
9.16 I refer to the closing legal submissions for GN McVicar Trust by Ms Steven. 

I agree with her position, which is that while the land is designated (and in 

this area the designation refers specifically to restrictions for REPA 

purposes) the designation and section 176 provisions operate to protect 

the land from uses which in CIAL's view would be inconsistent with the 

REPA. I do not expect this part of the designation to ever be uplifted, 

unless for example the cross-runway was ever shifted to the south, as was 

contemplated about a decade ago.  
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9.17 If the designation were uplifted, in my view this would only be because the 

land was no longer required as a REPA and I would consider it appropriate 

that the land revert to Industrial Park zoning. The REPA does not involve 

physical airport works, and so the situation can be distinguished from that 

for the airport runways, terminals, etc, where if the designation was 

uplifted, the underlying zoning should contemplate that the airport might 

continue as such under the Specific Purpose Airport zoning only.  

 

10. BIRDSTRIKE - BACKGROUND 

 

10.1 The Panel will be familiar with the fact that CIAL raised the issue of 

birdstrike risk in both the Strategic Directions and Residential Stage 1 

hearings14. At this point, Objective 3.3.12(c) refers to the need to manage 

the risk of birdstrike to aircraft using Christchurch International Airport. 

Since the notification of generic birdstrike rules in Stage 2 of the pRDP, 

birdstrike issues in the zone proposals have been deferred to this hearing. 

 

10.2 The operative City Plan includes a policy on birdstrike issues in Open 

Space zones, and rules for specific, mainly business zones relating to 

birdstrike risk and water bodies, introduced following submissions by CIAL 

on a series of Plan Changes on greenfields areas, eg Plan Change 19 on 

the Business 8 Islington Park zone, Plan Change 54 on the Business 5 

zone at Sir James Wattie Drive, and Plan Change 73 on the Taits Campus 

zone.  

 
10.3 The CIAL submission on Stage 1 of the pDPR advocated rules requiring 

Restricted Discretionary activity consents for any "birdstrike risk activity" (a 

wide range of activities), within a 13km distance of the Airport and also 

requiring CIAL's written approval. 

 
10.4 In January 2015, I drafted the rules which were those notified in Stage 2 of 

the District Plan (Rules 6.7.2.2.3.3 and 6.7.2.2.3.4), based largely on 

internet research indicating that distances of 3km and 8km were at least as 

commonly used as 13km in birdstrike guidelines for other countries, and a 

view that the rules sought by CIAL in Stage 1 were unreasonable. Before 

 
 
14 Birdstrike is variously spelt as one word or two words ("bird strike") in the pRDP to date. 
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notification of Stage 2, the Panel indicated a similar view in the residential 

hearings in March and April 2015.15 

 

10.5 Before discussion of submissions on the proposed birdstrike provisions, I 

consider it is important to reconsider the section 32 basis for these rules, 

and more particularly whether in fact birdstrike risk at Christchurch 

International Airport has been shown to be at such a level, that District 

Plan rules limiting land uses in the area of the airport are justified.  

 

10.6 Because of the time constraints associated with the notification of Stage 2, 

I was unable to investigate this issue in the depth that I considered 

desirable. In particular in drafting the rules, I did not have access to 

anything more than brief ornithological advice. Council's ornithologist Mr 

Andrew Crossland did indicate that CIAL has been concerned about birds 

congregating on the waterbodies controlled by the Council in the airport 

area, such as the Styx Mill Reserve and the twin lakes at Roto Kohatu.  

 

10.7 He noted that he had data from bird surveys in several parts of the City. At 

the time of drafting, I was concerned about a gap in information which 

would demonstrate that bird species of concern in regard to birdstrike did 

actually fly across the airport flight-paths at the same time and at the same 

heights as planes are travelling.  

 

10.8 It appears from Civil Aviation Authority of New Zealand information and 

reporting16 that Christchurch International Airport actually has a low 

birdstrike risk, ie its risk is lower than many airports in New Zealand, most 

of which are as close or closer to rivers or the sea. I note that while 

probability of birdstrike may be low, I agree that the consequences of such 

an accident could be of serious concern, including the possibility of loss of 

life. 

 

10.9 Airports in the high risk category include Napier and the Chatham Islands, 

and medium risk airports include Gisborne, New Plymouth, Nelson, 

 
 
15

 See transcripts of the cross-examination of CIAL witnesses on 14 April 2015, pages 772 – 818. 

16  Eg CAA Bird Incident Report Rate for July to September 2015. 
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Wellington, Dunedin and Invercargill. Auckland's birdstrike risk is also 

classified as low along with Christchurch.  

 

10.10 Dr Rachel McLellan has now provided evidence for the Council on bird 

species which might constitute a risk, and I rely on her evidence in relation 

to that risk. She says that there is a real absence of adequate data on bird 

movements in relation to the airport, and that further work would be 

required if robust planning provisions are to be devised which are 

particularly applicable to the circumstances of Christchurch Airport as 

opposed to other airports. She does not express a particular concern about 

stormwater management facilities, other than large stormwater basins. 

Stormwater management facilities have been CIAL's main focus in past 

plan change hearings. 

 

10.11 Dr McClellan's evidence would lead me to conclude that the land use listed 

in the notified rules of most concern in terms of birdstrike hazard, is 

landfills or more particularly poorly managed or uncontrolled landfills, and 

those being used to dispose of organic waste. Regional and district plans 

and rules, as well as better design and management practices than in the 

past, should mean that any public or even private landfills are less likely to 

create a birdstrike problem. 

 
10.12 I also note that as far as I am aware no other District Plan in New Zealand 

has specific rules relating to birdstrike. The section 32 notes that Rotorua 

and Queenstown District Plans (and also Gisborne's) limit or prohibit some 

farming activities or any farming in the immediate airport zone. Airports are 

required however, by Civil Aviation Rule Part 139 to have a wildlife hazard 

management programme17.  

 

10.13 In my view, on-airport management and off-airport liaison with landowners 

will play an important a part in reducing risk, as could culling programmes.  

 

 
 
17

 CAA Advisory Circular AC 139-16 (2011): Wildlife Hazard Management at Aerodromes. 
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11. BIRDSTRIKE - SUBMISSIONS 

 

11.1 CIAL's submission (#2348.82 to .87) on the proposed Stage 2 on birdstrike 

is significantly different to its Stage 1 submission. CIAL still proposes a 

definition of "birdstrike activities" (#2348.153) which includes a number of 

activities not included in the birdstrike rules in the pRDP, such as pig 

farming, cattle feed-lots, wildlife refuges, abattoirs and freezing works. I do 

not favour lengthy definitions which include standards, as standards should 

in my view be within the rules. If birdstrike rules specify clearly which 

activities have which activity status, there should be no need for such a 

definition. I recommend rejection of submission point #2348,153. 

 

11.2  I rely on Dr McClellan's evidence with regard to the wetland element of 

wildlife refuges, and with regard to abattoirs and freezing works. I think it is 

safe not to include a listing for cattle feed-lots, as this use is uncommon in 

New Zealand, and I would not expect it to occur in the area around 

Christchurch Airport, where there is little cattle farming or dairying.  

 

11.3 The CIAL Stage 2 submission now states that instead of Restricted 

Discretionary status in all cases as for the Stage 1 submission, stormwater 

management facilities (except those water features larger than 1000m2) 

within 3km of the airport runway thresholds can be certified as a permitted 

activity by a "suitably qualified person". The submission states that larger 

water features should be Restricted Discretionary activities within 8km and 

landfills or rubbish dumps should be discretionary activities within 8km.  I 

will discuss these component elements of this submission below. 

 

11.4 Ngai Tahu (#2235.1) opposes the notified rules because there is no scale 

or threshold proposed for most waterbodies; stormwater facilities may only 

hold water on a temporary basis; and the thresholds for excavation are too 

low. They seek deletion of the proposed rules because they will require 

unnecessary consenting processes. Ngai Tahu also seeks an amendment 

to Policy 6.7.1.1.2 navigational or operational impediments, so that it 

addresses birdstrike only in regard to new landfills and rubbish dumps. It is 

understood that their concern relates to areas where new subdivisions to 

be developed, eg the Riccarton Racecourse. 
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11.5 The Isaac Conservation and Wildlife Trust (#2146.8 and .9) raises two 

main concerns with the proposed birdstrike rules. The listing of "stormwater 

management facilities" is opposed because they are undefined and could 

be taken to include swales and soakpits. While they are not anticipating 

adding further waterbodies on their site, they do not want to be subject to 

extra consents for relocating canals and streams within the conservation 

area of the property.  The second concern is with the notified version of the 

rule making all excavation activity within 3km of the airport Restricted 

Discretionary. They argue that it would be difficult to ensure that any quarry 

or gravel pit, including ones not being actively worked on, never has 

standing water in it.  

 
11.6 Canterbury Regional Council (CRC) (#2249.42) sought to exclude cleanfills 

and delete "rubbish dumps" from the discretionary birdstrike rule (Rule 

6.7.2.2.3.4) relating to establishment of new landfills and rubbish dumps 

within 8 km of the airport. They state that the rule should not cover waste 

transfer stations (which I do not consider that it currently does), there 

should be no reference to rubbish dump as it is undefined, and there 

should be a definition for landfill. A further part of this submission 

(#2249.41) opposes the requirement for "Evidence of consultation with 

CIAL" in both the Restricted Discretionary and Discretionary birdstrike 

rules, as they consider this is unclear.  

 

11.7 Canterbury Aggregate Producers Group (#2331.109) opposes the 

inclusion of quarrying in the Restricted Discretionary rule, on the basis that 

they do not want quarrying to be subject to a new resource consent 

process which might cause quarries even in the Rural Quarry zone to be 

refused consent. They also request that cleanfill is exempt from the rule. 

 
11.8 In the amended version of this proposal filed with the IHP on 27 November 

2015, I was unwilling to amend the rule to a certification process as now 

requested in the Stage 2 CIAL submission, without being sure that a 

permitted activity rule could provide an adequate level of certainty, and 

without being convinced that the Council's decision making power was not 

being delegated to another party. I have however narrowed the listing for 

stormwater management facilities so that it relates only to stormwater 

basins with an area of greater than 1000m2 based on the evidence of Dr 
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McClellan. This will clarify the listing as sought by Isaacs. I have deleted 

the listing for "quarrying" as I agree that this rule will be very difficult to 

enforce in situations where ponding is unintentional and transitory. This 

does however leave a residual concern about the word "excavation" which 

can be part of a quarrying operation and can also be part of earthworks 

which are unrelated to quarrying. 

 

11.9 The Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan includes rules relating to 

excavating material over aquifers, and where this excavation is subject to 

Restricted Discretionary consents, the exercise of discretion can include 

consideration of the management of any exposed groundwater (see rule 

5.175 and .176 on page 131).  In regard to the District Plan, I consider the 

same issues apply to ponding as a result of excavation as they do to 

quarrying, ie that it would be difficult to enforce. The Isaac submission on 

this matter, along with the Ngai Tahu submission that the thresholds for 

triggering a consent are too low (currently the notified rule catches ponding 

of 100m2 or more of open water standing for more than 48 hours) give 

scope, in my view, to delete this whole clause.   

 
11.10 I have also accepted the submission from the CRC which opposes the 

need for evidence of consultation with CIAL, as I agree this is unclear as to 

what consultation would constitute and whether any sign-off would be 

required. Expert ornithological advice and review should be adequate to 

assess proposals.  

 

11.11 I have added the words "excluding cleanfills" to the clause on landfills, as I 

agree that cleanfills are unlikely to attract birds. CRC seeks at #2249.14 

that a definition of landfill be inserted into the Plan based on the definition 

in the MFE Guide for the Management of Closing and Closed Landfills in 

NZ (2001), which defines a landfill as "a waste disposal site used for the 

controlled deposit of solid wastes onto or into the land". The difficulty with 

adopting this definition, even if only for the purposes of Rule 6.7.2.2.3.4, is 

that it would exclude uncontrolled landfills, which could create greater 

birdstrike risks than those which are controlled. For this reason, I do not 

think it necessary to limit what is meant by landfill in this context, other than 

to exclude "cleanfill" which is already defined in the Plan. In addition the 
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word landfill is used in numerous other places in the Plan, and inserting a 

definition could cause unanticipated issues in other contexts. 

 

11.12 The Council has its own Waste Management and Minimisation Plan 2013 

as well as bylaws on waste management. This Plan includes statistics 

indicating that only approximately 20% of the material which goes to Kate 

Valley Landfill is now organic, presumably the material of most interest to 

birds, because much organic material is now diverted to organic waste 

collection. Composting takes place at Bromley which is more than 13km 

from the airport. The Council's Cleanfill and Waste Handling Operations 

Bylaw 2015 defines a landfill site simply as "land used for the disposal of 

waste", and this may be a more appropriate place for a definition than the 

District Plan.  

 

11.13 The words "rubbish dump" are my rewording of the words "refuse dump" in 

the NZ CAA's 2008 "Guidance material for land use at or near 

aerodromes". These are noted as coming from the ICAO Bird Control and 

Reduction Manual. The more recent CAA Advisory Circular AC139-16, 

Wildlife Hazard Management at Aerodromes, 2011 uses only the word 

"landfill". On further reflection I consider that the word "dump" is old 

fashioned, and implies uncontrolled disposal of material. The only other 

place it is used in the pRDP is in relation to the Styx Mill Road Transfer 

Station, in the context of the "dumping floor". I am of the view that the word 

landfill is adequate to cover the types of activities of interest to birds, and 

the words "rubbish dump" can be deleted. 

 

12. OPTIONS FOR REDRAFTED BIRDSTRIKE RULES 

 

12.1 Apart from District Plan rules, I understand there are other non-District 

Plan control measures already in place in regard to birdstrike hazard.  

 

12.2 Mr Ken McAnergney's evidence from the Residential hearing included as 

Annexure 7, an Airport Wildlife Management Plan for Christchurch 

International Airport. The Plan places particular emphasis on identification 

and abatement of wildlife hazards within the airfield environment, and also 

considers attractants less than 8 km from the airfield. To the southwest, the 

Christchurch Prison pig farm is mentioned, as are cereal crop farming to 
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the north and west, and to the north the Orana Park zoo, Clearwater 

Resort and CCC lakes and conservation reserves.  

 

12.3 With regard to "water sources" the Plan notes that CIAL will work with local 

agencies and landowners to help deter hazardous wildlife. I am certainly 

aware that there was considerable discussion with Clearwater Land 

Holdings Ltd in regard to the design of the lakes, lake slopes and 

vegetation. I am also aware that there is a recent separate initiative 

between CIAL, CRC, DOC and some other parties concerning the 

development and implementation of a Canada Goose Management Plan 

(CGMP).  

 

12.4 With regard to District Plan rules, a proposal put by the expert 

ornithologists following their conferencing, is for a Panel including at least 

two ornithologists and representatives from CIAL and CCC to review, 

presumably at pre-application stage, resource consent proposals which fall 

within the list of activities proposed by Mr Phil Shaw for CIAL and 

contained in the expert conferencing report.18 I understand that this list is 

based on Australian Birdstrike Guidelines. In this scenario, the Panel would 

decide whether the applicant needed to devise a birdstrike management 

and/or monitoring plan. The plan would then be submitted to the Panel for 

a recommendation to the consent authority. 

 
12.5 I passed this proposal on to the Council's Manager Resource Consents for 

comment, and he agreed with me that the proposal would be too resource 

hungry and slow to be practical. 

 

12.6 Another option could be a form of certification process, similar to that 

proposed by CIAL. In my view the list of activities of interest would need to 

be considerably shorter than that attached to the expert conferencing 

report to be suitable for inclusion in a District Plan rule, because mitigation 

and monitoring of many activities could generally take place outside of any 

consent framework, eg through liaison with landowners where required.  

 
 
18 This list was originally appended to Mr Ken McAnergney's evidence to the Residential Stage 1 hearing, however there are 
some differences between the two lists, eg the more recent one attached to the expert's conferencing report includes the word 
"restricted" against those activities generally considered to be either high or very high risk, to indicate that they should be 
referred to the independent birdstirke panel proposed; and landfills for putrescible waste now appear as very high rather than 
high risk. 
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12.7 A further complication is the fact that some of these activities do not 

require resource consent at all, or only if they are out-of-zone. For 

example, in the pDPR there is no control on specific agricultural land uses 

or a landowner's ability to convert from one type of agricultural activity to 

another, except for intensive farming.  

 
12.8 There are some issues associated with certifying activities, which are 

canvassed in the IHP decision on commercial and industrial zones in 

regard to certification for urban design.  

 

12.9 In the context of commercial zones the Panel reached the conclusion that 

the appropriate status for certified activities was controlled, since the 

inherent professional judgement and opinion involved meant that differing 

judgements were possible, and also that it allowed for the imposition of 

conditions to enforce adherence to the design as certified.  

 

12.10 In the context of birdstrike, the matters subject to certification should be 

more factual, but I have a concern that a certification rule implies an 

evaluation, which permitted activity status does not allow for. Consequently 

I do not agree with the CIAL submission with regard to the use of permitted 

activity status and I have redrafted the notified pDPR rules on the basis of 

controlled activity status in the first instance, without any certification 

requirements.  

 

12.11 I am of the view that because of the Statement of Expectation's emphasis 

on reducing consenting requirements, any rule about birdstrike should not 

cast a wide net but rather should focus only on activities which present a 

very high, high or moderate wildlife attraction risk. In my view, it is simpler 

to avoiding certification issues entirely. This will mean that an initial 

screening process by experts is not required.  

 

12.12 I have revised the birdstrike rules in light of Dr McClellan's evidence.  

Although Dr McClellan identifies a significant lack of data in relation to 

birdstrike risk in Christchurch, in my view there is sufficient information to 

warrant some targeted birdstrike protection rules based on Dr McClellan's 
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analysis and bearing in mind that the consequences of birdstrike can be 

very serious.   

 

12.13 Dr McClellan considers that it is reasonable for the Council to be able to 

assess piggeries, poultry farms, fish processing plants and freezing works 

which wish to establish in close proximity to the airport for birdstrike risk.  

Dr McClellan advises that, if poorly managed, these activities could be a 

source of food for black-backed gulls. Based on this advice, I consider it 

appropriate for these activities to be controlled activities near the airport, 

with the Council's control limited to mitigation and management of 

birdstrike risk. This would enable the Council to impose conditions on the 

disposal of any organic matter which could attract birds, as well as any 

other aspects of the activities which might increase birdstrike risk. 

 

12.14 I have included as a prerequisite for the controlled activity rule a 

requirement that applicants provide a birdstrike risk assessment by a 

qualified and experienced ornithologist.  The report is required to state that 

either there is no need for a bird management plan, or that the birdstrike 

management plan which accompanies the application will mitigate 

birdstrike risk to an acceptable level.   

 

12.15 If an applicant does not include a suitable ornithological report, the 

application would become Restricted Discretionary.  This provides an 

incentive for consent applicants to obtain an ornithological report and also 

gives the Council the ability to decline consent applications if an adequate 

report is not provided.   

 

12.16 It is notable that the list included in the expert conferencing report states 

"not applicable" for any artificial water features, implying that those features 

are not considered to pose any wildlife attraction risk in the Australian 

Guidelines. However, I have included larger stormwater basins and other 

new water bodies (those over 1000m2) in the rule on the basis of Dr 

McClellan's comments.   

 

12.17 Dr McClellan considers that new waterbodies, including any oxidation 

ponds associated with wastewater treatment plants, and stormwater basins 

greater than 1000m2 in close proximity (ie within 3 km) to the airport could 
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lead to an unacceptable  increase in bird strike risk.  Dr McClellan 

discusses an example of a new waterbody where mitigation could not be 

put in place to adequately reduce the birdstrike risk near the airport.  I 

therefore consider it appropriate for new waterbodies and stormwater 

basins larger than 1000m2 to require consent on a Restricted Discretionary 

basis. I have proposed the Council's discretion be limited to birdstrike risk.  

 

12.18 Lastly, Dr McClellan considers that due to the significant food source 

landfills can be for black-backed gulls and the species large foraging 

range, that any landfill in Christchurch be assessed for birdstrike risk.  

Accordingly, I have included a discretionary activity rule for landfills (but not 

cleanfills, as discussed above).   

 

13. BACKGROUND TO CLEARWATER GOLF RESORT ZONE 

 

13.1 in the Section 32 report for the Golf Resort zone, starting at page 116 of 

the Specific Purpose zone section 32 report, I have provided a summary of 

the extensive planning history of the Clearwater Golf Resort since 

Proposed Change No. 11 (a private plan change) to the Waimairi and Eyre 

County District Schemes was notified in 1993. In the operative City Plan, 

the zone was called the Open Space 3D (Clearwater) zone, and this is the 

label currently given to it in the Strategic Directions chapter at Objective 

3.3.12(b)(iii).19 

 

13.2 Paragraph 3 of the section 32 report explains that the Resort was "upsized" 

in Variation 93 (also in effect a private variation taken on by the Council 

with some modification) in two ways. The first of these was via a transfer of 

development rights from the Isaac Conservation Park to the west, and the 

second was via an environmental compensation package permitting 

additional houses in exchange for various recreational and ecological 

works of benefit to the public. This resulted in the addition of extra land at 

the eastern end of the zone and a total of 111 residential units and 350 

hotel bedrooms being allowed for in the zone. 

 

 
 
19  This terminology will need to be updated through the Decision on this Proposal or later through some other 

mechanism. 
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13.3 There have historically been three main planning issues associated with 

this zone. These are: 

 
(a) Is the resort, and more particularly the residential units and resort 

hotel associated with the golf course, "urban" development which 

the RPS and the District Plan do not provide for? 

(b) Are the "hotel bedrooms", which are constructed in 1, 2 and 3 

bedroom configurations and located at the western end and near 

the centre of the resort, actually residential units?  

(c) How should planning policies on Noise Sensitive Activities in the 

vicinity of the Airport affect Clearwater? 

 

13.4 The section 32 report notes that golf resorts do not fit easily within any of 

the usual land use categories, and may be considered to be of a different 

design and nature to more standard urban development in suburban 

locations; and that golf resorts are unlikely to be able to find large enough 

sites within existing urban boundaries. In addition, as a matter of 

economics, I consider it is probably unlikely that golf courses of 

international standard can be built without resort and/or residential 

components. However in my view to avoid large scale detached urban 

development, the scale of the associated residential and hotel 

development needs to be capped.  

 

13.5 This position is reflected in the pRDP provisions for Clearwater, which 

maintain the quotas for residential units and resort hotel bedrooms 

contained in the operative District Plan. I have provided for the same 

amount of development in the same locations as was provided for in 2009 

when Variation 93 became operative.  

 
13.6 With regard to the second issue, enforcement issues may still arise 

between companies at Clearwater such as Eros Clearwater Limited and 

the Council in regard to what constitutes resort hotel activity under the 

operative City Plan. There is additional background to this issue in the 

section 32 report at pages 119-121.  

 

13.7 My position on this issue is that the pRDP cannot influence what was 

consented and built in the past, but can only concern itself with future 
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development. In the revised zone rules, I have proposed a figure of three 

months maximum total stay in units by owner occupiers in any calendar 

year. Clearwater Land Holdings Ltd (#2423.4) has stated that they are 

comfortable with this limit.  I do note that there is a submission point by the 

Clearwater Owners Society opposing this (#2106.7) on the basis that 

"increased sensitivity of residence greater than three months [has] not 

[been] demonstrated": and also that [hotel bedrooms are] "mixed in with 

residential areas where full time residency is permitted".  

 

13.8 The remaining issue in paragraph 13.3 is, "How should planning policies 

on noise sensitive development in the vicinity of the Airport, affect 

Clearwater?" The starting point for this must now be Objective 3.3.12 of the 

Strategic Directions decision, which makes an exception from the general 

policy of avoiding noise sensitive activities within the 50 dB Ldn contour 

around Christchurch International Airport, for development at Clearwater. 

The relevant wording is: 

 

"except for permitted activities within 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". [this is the date of the Land Use Recovery Plan 

becoming operative, resulting in the shift outwards of the airport 

noise contours at this location]. 

 
13.9 There is a note against this objective, that the requirement for alternative 

strategic direction on this matter will be reconsidered by the Panel as part 

of further hearings of relevant proposals. 

 

13.10 This wording of Objective 3.3.12 (iii) reflects development previously 

provided for by Council, and a commitment by CIAL not to oppose the level 

of development already provided for in the zone, but does not allow for 

additional development. I adopted this position in the revised zone 

provisions, by carrying through the existing zone quotas without change, 

and by providing for the same amount of development in the same 

locations as previously, irrespective of the shift in the noise contours at the 

end of 2013 as a result of the LURP. This reflects the fact that resource 

consents are given for a particular development in a particular location, 
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and if the development is moved to a different location, then either a 

variation to the consent is required, or a new consent needs to be granted. 

I discuss development in relation to the noise contours in paragraph 14.26 

below. 

 

13.11 In order to obtain an accurate picture of development at Clearwater, and 

understand how much further development would still be provided for, I 

undertook an audit in late 2014 and early 2015 of both resource and 

building consent records held by Council, the latter with assistance from 

the building consent team. This was necessary because many of the 

resource consents applied for, and granted over the years at Clearwater, 

have not been implemented or were subsequently varied.  

 

13.12 I was then able, on a site visit, to compare consents and building consent 

information with the actual development now in place on the ground. In 

addition, I was able to compare and reconcile my figures on a site by site 

basis with the "Residential Entitlements Register" and "Hotel Bedrooms 

Register" held and maintained by the Registrar for the Clearwater Resort 

Owners Society as part of their constitution. I have subsequently sought 

updates on building consents issued, from the building consents staff at 

Council, most recently in October 2015, they have stated that there have 

been no further building consents issued. 

 

13.13 I distributed my tables to all the submitters to the revised Clearwater zone 

provisions after an informal meeting on issues raised by submissions in 

July 2015 and no-one has contacted me since to suggest that my figures 

need correction. 

 

13.14 My tables show the following (in summary) as at September 2015: 

 

CLEARWATER ZONE Houses Resort Hotel Bedrooms 

Completed or under 

construction 

70 170 

Remaining in Plan 

quota but unbuilt 

41 180 

Total quota 111 350 
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Notes: 1)  For the 41 additional houses: there are 29 remaining subdivided 
but vacant lots, with 12 entitlements reserved for lots which have 
not yet been subdivided. 

 
2) For the 180 additional hotel bedrooms, 109 of these already have 

resource consent, made up of 73 Eros Clearwater bedrooms, at 
49- 54 and 80-100 Rotoiti Lane, and 36 privately owned bedroom 
entitlements at the Lakeside Villas at 1 Rotoiti Lane. This leaves 
71 remaining unconsented bedrooms.  

 .  

14. CLEARWATER - SUBMISSIONS ON PROVISIONS 

 

Amendments Agreed 

 

14.1 In the amended Golf Resort proposal filed on 27 November 2015, I have 

accepted some aspects of the submissions made in relation to Clearwater. 

These include minor wording amendments to Objective 21.9.1.1 and 

associated policies, sought by Clearwater Land Holdings Ltd (#2423.4). I 

accept Clearwater's submission point that the notified wording does not 

distinguish between the established and regionally significant Clearwater 

Resort and the yet to be developed Christchurch Golf Resort (now called 

the Whisper Creek Golf Resort) in terms of associated economic and 

social benefits, and I have adjusted the wording of the Objective and Policy 

21.9.1.1.1 accordingly.  

 

14.2 The rest of submission point seeks amendment of this objective to clarify 

that Clearwater is an integrated resort community comprising a wide range 

of activities, and to recognise that Clearwater is an existing urban area. I 

do not think it necessary to clarify that Clearwater is an integrated resort 

community, since the notified objective already mentions golfing and 

associated resort facilities, and other recreational opportunities. I do not 

think it is appropriate to add in wording about "an existing urban area" 

because this would not accord with the "limited residential development" 

wording already in the objective.  

 

14.3 In my view, the wording suggested does not add anything useful to the 

objective. Submission point #2423.4 should only be partly accepted. 

Similarly #2423.7 asks for the deletion of the word "rural" from Policy 

21.9.1.1.3 on the basis that while Clearwater sits within an open 
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environment, it is not a rural environment. I do not agree, as the zone is 

surrounded by rural zoning (RuW and RuUF) except for the Open Space 

zone at the Groynes which adjoins it to the southeast.  

 
14.4 CIAL in submission #2348.145 seeks that the date referenced in Policy 

21.1.9.1.1.2, as the cut-off point for further development authorised by the 

previous City Plan or resource consents, be amended from the date of 

notification of Stage 2 of the pRDP (2 May 2015) to the date of the LURP 

becoming operative. I have agreed with this submission because this is 

when the airport noise contours were shifted. In practice it makes no 

difference, as there were no resource consents issued at Clearwater in the 

intervening period. 

 
14.5 The Clearwater Resort Owners Society (#2186) has raised several topics. 

Submission point 2186.6 states that Policy 21.9.1.1.4 in seeking to mitigate 

potential effects of development on groundwater is duplicating Regional 

Council responsibilities.  The policy actually says "ensure that earthworks 

and buildings are carefully designed and constructed, so as to … mitigate 

potential effects on groundwater", so that part of the policy is directed at 

City Council subdivision and earthworks responsibilities.  

 

14.6 However, I have agreed to deletion of the wording since the core focus of 

the policy is site specific responses to natural hazards. As a consequence, 

I have also deleted from Rule 21.9.4.6 matters of discretion for the creation 

of water bodies and new stormwater management facilities, the clause 

"avoiding or minimising the entry of contaminants into groundwater". 

 

14.7 I have not recommended any changes in relation to the Society's 

opposition to acoustic insulation (#2186.3), since this appears to be based 

on an inaccurate perception that it is possible to apply rules on a 

retrospective basis. Many of the houses at Clearwater are not within the 

revised 55 dB contour, and so only a small proportion of them would be 

affected by this insulation requirement in relation to future development. In 

contrast, most of the hotel bedrooms already built and consented are 

located within the 55 dB contour. I have attached an aerial photo at 

Attachment G which shows the effect on Clearwater of the outward shift 
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of the airport noise contours.20  All of the resort is now within the revised 50 

dB airport noise contour.  I comment on this further below. 

 

14.8 Submission #2186.8 and 9 by the Clearwater Resort Owners Society 

oppose the 8m depth of planting that they consider would be required in 

the Waterway Lane area adjoining the Groynes, under Rule 21.9.2.3.6, 

because it would create shading of the lane. There is no such requirement, 

because the rule only applies to Resort Community Activity Area 5 (RC5), 

which does not adjoin Waterway Lane (within RC4) but rather is the 

undeveloped area at the eastern end of the resort where it adjoins the 

Groynes. (see Outline Development Plan at Appendix 21.9.5.1).  

 
14.9 Clearwater Land Holdings Ltd (#2242.21 and .22) sought that creation of 

waterbodies and new stormwater management facilities, notified as a 

discretionary activity in the zone subject to matters of discretion relating to 

birdstrike, be changed to Restricted Discretionary status. Clearwater state 

that they have a record of managing waterbodies to minimise any birdstrike 

risk, and have an agreement with CIAL that new waterbodies are 

acceptable to them as a Restricted Discretionary activity.  

 

14.10 I accept that there has been considerable discussion between the two 

parties on this matter over time. As early as 1997, Plan Change 11 was 

appealed to the Environment Court by CIAL, and a consent order settling 

the appeal included a requirement that the owners of the resort would "use 

reasonable endeavours to restrict from visiting or inhabiting the resort any 

bird species identified as being a potential threat to aircraft operations… 

This shall be achieved by all reasonable methods including attention to 

waterbody design, choice of vegetation and planting regimes…"  

 

14.11 I am comfortable with the creation of waterbodies being a Restricted 

Discretionary activity at Clearwater in the pRDP, and I have therefore 

recommended accepting this submission point. I understand that regional 

consents for the creation of new lakes at the eastern end of the resort have 

lapsed, and there is currently no interest in putting in new lakes.   

 

 
 
20  Note that the aerial photo base is dated February 2010 (new aerial photos flown in January 2016 are not yet 

available) so that the footprints of some recent buildings are not yet shown. 
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14.12 Before discussing the unresolved issues in submissions on Clearwater, 

There are two errors in the SP Golf Resort zone as notified, which have not 

been the subject of submissions, but which I would like to bring to the 

Panel's attention.  

 
14.13 One is that there is an error in the north-western boundary of the 

Clearwater zone (to the west of Mayfly Lane) in that a narrow strip of land 

owned by a neighbouring farmer at 485 Coutts Island Road has been 

zoned as Golf Resort. This was a mistake in the operative City Plan and 

was carried over into the zone boundary for the pRDP. The landowner 

informed the Council of the mistake but did not make a submission on the 

pRDP to correct it.   A map is attached at Attachment H. 

 
14.14 The other error in the proposed zone provisions is in Rule 21.9.2.4.2 on 

Flood Protection. In this rule, there is a "Table a" which sets out ground 

levels required for the undeveloped areas of Clearwater. In converting 

these levels from metres above mean sea level in the operative City Plan, 

to metres above CCC Datum in the pDPR, to be consistent with Chapter 5, 

I have inadvertently subtracted 9.04m (the distance that CCC Datum is 

below Mean Sea Level) from the figures originally specified, rather than 

adding 9.04m. The figures in Column D of this table in the Rule should be 

those in the Right Hand column of the table below: 

 

 

Clearwater - Outstanding Issues 

14.15 Apart from debating the location of the airport noise contours (see 

paragraph 5.29), Clearwater Land Holdings Ltd (#2423) has raised two 

main issues which relate to the amount of development currently provided 

for in the zone. They seek an additional 11 houses, taking the total 

permitted figure from 111 to 122, (#2423.5 and .6, .16 and .17), and either 
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no limit on hotel bedrooms or an  additional 50 hotel bedrooms (#2423.18 

and .19), taking the total 350 bedrooms currently permitted up to 400.  

 

14.16 The increase in hotel bedrooms to 400 is sought to be with no restrictions 

on placement with regard to the contours. Clearwater Golf Club (#2098.3) 

also seeks that there be no limit on placement of buildings with regard to 

the new 55 dB Ldn contours, although they do not seek to increase the 

allocation of hotel bedrooms within the 55dB dB Ldn contour as it existed 

prior to December 2013. 

 

14.17 With regard to residential activity at the resort, I do not believe that there is 

any justification for the additional 11 houses. Clearwater Land Holdings 

have referred in informal discussions to an agreement between themselves 

and CIAL, with regard to CIAL not opposing the transfer of the 

development rights in respect of 53 houses from the Isaac land to 

Clearwater. The copy I have seen of the relevant page of the agreement is 

undated but must pre-date Variation 93, which was notified in July 2005.  

 

14.18 Of note is the fact that the Council was never a party to the agreement on 

53 houses. A Deed between Clearwater Land Holdings, Humboldt Limited 

and the Isaac Wildlife Trust and CCC signed in August 2005, in respect of 

matters associated with the Variation, talks of the transfer of development 

rights from 845.63 ha (this corresponds to 42 theoretical sites of 20 ha 

each) to the Kaikanui area of Clearwater. Variation 93 confirms that a 

certificate of compliance was issued for 42 residential units at a density of 

1 per 20 ha on the Isaac land. I have a copy of that certificate of 

compliance (RMA 20017341) dated 3 December 2004. 

 

14.19 I understand from the planner who worked on Variation 93, and the map 

attached to the certificate of compliance, that it excluded land zoned as 

Rural Quarry and that all nominal dwelling sites were assumed to be 

setback 200m from the Rural Quarry zone boundary as per the zone 

provisions at that time. (In the pRDP there is now a 250m setback in the 

rural zones for similar reverse sensitivity reasons, eg dust, noise - see Rule 

17.4.3.6). The Rural Quarry zone did not, and still does not provide for 

residential units as of right. This meant that Council decided it was only 
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prepared to agree to the transfer of 42 "development rights", from the 

remainder of the Isaac land not zoned RuQ. 

 

14.20 The additional 11 residential units sought were therefore not provided for in 

Variation 93, nor have they been provided for in resource consents since 

that time. Objective 3.3.12 of the Strategic Directions decision precludes 

the acceptance of this submission, and I recommend that it be rejected.  

  

14.21 In the light of that Objective, I also do not believe that it is appropriate to 

consider the prospect of additional hotel bedrooms (#2423.18 and .19), 

and CIAL have further submitted against this. (#2817.116). They seek to 

ensure that the final provisions of the pRDP do not permit any more 

development than that permitted under the operative City Plan. The table 

in paragraph 13.12 shows that there is scope for 180 more hotel bedrooms 

at Clearwater at present.  

 

14.22 As indicated in note 2 to the table, Eros Clearwater already holds resource 

consent for 73 more bedrooms at 49-54 and 80-100 Rotoiti Lane, and 

these could be built there at any time, subject to building consent being 

obtained. Any of the locations at the edge of this lake are subject to similar 

noise levels as each other, and any new buildings will be within the revised 

55 dB Ldn noise contour.  

 

14.23 For some months there has been a proposal for a hotel of a more 

traditional form to be located next to the clubhouse in the centre of 

Clearwater. I understand that CIAL supports the concept of such a hotel, 

because they consider it is less likely to be attractive for long stays than 

the current "hotel bedrooms", and thus would raise fewer concerns about 

noise sensitivity. At a pre-application meeting at Council in September 

2014, it was proposed that this hotel would have 90 bedrooms, although 

more recently other larger figures have also been mentioned.  

 

14.24 As can be seen from the notes under the table in paragraph 13.12, there 

are currently only 71 remaining unconsented bedrooms, which will mean 

consents for some bedrooms already consented elsewhere will need to be 

surrendered, to make up the figure of 90 or more. These could either come 

from Eros Clearwater or from the 36 additional unbuilt bedrooms provided 
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for in the original consent for 84 bedrooms at 1 Rotoiti Lane, the Lakeside 

Villas, where only 48 bedrooms were ultimately built. However, there is a 

complication in that these bedrooms have now passed into a number of 

separate private ownerships.  

 

14.25 The number of bedrooms projected for this hotel will influence the height of 

the building. There is a submission point by Clearwater Land Holdings Ltd 

(#2423.23) which seeks to increase the permitted height within the 

Clubhouse and Facility area from 11m to 14m. Mr John Lonink's evidence 

addresses this point for Council. I understand that agreement has now 

been reached between the parties, based on the additional height between 

11m and 14m being a Restricted Discretionary activity with some additional 

matters of discretion.  

 

14.26 Because all of Clearwater now falls within the revised 50 dB Ldn airport 

noise contour, it does not make sense to include any number limits inside 

this contour in the revised zone. In coming to the number of permitted 

residential units (32 in P8 of Rule 21.9.2.2.1) and number of permitted 

hotel bedrooms (255 in P9 of Rule 21.9.2.2.1) within the revised 55dB line, 

I have provided for the same amount of development in the same locations 

and between the same contours as previously under the old noise 

contours, as if the revised contours did not exist. (ie as sought by 

Clearwater Golf Club #2098.3). 

  

14.27 The location of the proposed hotel beside the clubhouse is slightly less 

noisy in terms of the contours, than if it were built on Rotoiti Lane, but still 

has a small proportion of the site inside the 55 contour. Therefore, I have 

made an extra allowance for 30 more bedrooms within the 55 contour to 

avoid any issues with the quota, since 71 of the bedrooms are currently 

unconsented as to location. 

 

14.28 The revised zoning provisions should ensure that the proposed hotel can 

be accommodated, even though the total amount of development potential 

remaining at Clearwater does not change.  
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15. BACKGROUND TO WHISPER CREEK GOLF RESORT ZONE 

 

15.1 There are no airport noise issues associated with the proposed Whisper 

Creek Golf Resort; however it has been included in this hearing because 

the provisions for this resort form the other half of the SP Golf Resort zone. 

  

15.2 The background for this zone is given in the SP zones section 32 report, 

eg at paragraph 4, page 116. The name of the resort until recently was the 

"Christchurch Golf Resort". It is located on the western side of the Lower 

Styx River, not far from, but opposite the river, from Spencerville. An 

Outline Development Plan is at Appendix 21.9.5.2. 

 
15.3 There is no development on the ground at this resort. This zoning, 

introduced by Plan Change 45, was caught up in the Environment Court 

appeals on Proposed Change No. 1 to the Regional Policy Statement, and 

did not become operative until 2011. Because the Christchurch Golf 

Resort/Whisper Creek zoning had only been operative for a few years, it 

was decided to continue with it in the pRDP. 

 

 15.4 The zoning provides for a maximum of 150 residential units and 380 

apartment bedrooms on a terrace above the Lower Styx Ponding Area - ie 

above the 1 in 200 year flood level - with the golf course located within that 

ponding area. Flooding issues and the design, construction and operation 

of the golf course drainage system are important elements of a 

Management Plan which must be prepared for the Golf course before it is 

constructed, and a Concept Plan is required before any subdivision or 

development of the resort apartment areas. 

 
16. WHISPER CREEK - SUBMISSIONS ON PROVISIONS AND AGREEMENT 

REACHED 

 

16.1 I have accepted a submission from Whisper Creek Golf Course seeking to 

update the name of the proposed resort in the pRDP. (#2015.1). There are 

two other parts to this submission. Submission point #2015.3 seeks that 

Rule 21.9.3.2.1 P9 be amended to match the wording of Plan Change 45 

in relation to the number of resort apartments permitted to be constructed 

prior to other works being done. 
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16.2 Although it is not clear from the submission wording, consultation with the 

submitter has established that the concern is with the accidental omission 

of the word "bedrooms" from P9, rather than the difference of one in the 

number specified in the rule. In Plan Change 45, the equivalent clause 

Rule 6-2.4.20 (h) stated: "not more than 169 resort apartment bedrooms 

shall have been constructed prior to the completion of the earthworks and 

final contouring of the golf course and construction of the Academy 

building." I have recommended insertion of the word "bedrooms" in clause 

b of the revised rule, so that it matches the wording of clause a above, 

which gives a maximum number of bedrooms of 380. 

 

16.3 Submission #2015.2 sought that the 380 resort apartments all be 

permitted, rather than 330 being permitted and the additional 50 being 

discretionary as in the notified version of the rule. This reflected a similar 

split in the activity status in the operative Plan Change 45, between 

controlled and discretionary, but I have been unable to find any clear 

justification for this difference in status in the section 32 documentation for 

that Plan Change. I did not consider controlled activity status justified in 

view of the relatively detailed controls already in the zone, and the fact that 

considerable landscaping and planting was expected to occur in the 43ha 

of land adjoining the Styx River which was zoned Conservation 3 (now 

proposed as Open Space Water and Margins zone). 

 

16.4 I sought the advice of the Council's urban design staff, and received a 

response that if 330 resort apartment bedrooms were already permitted, 

there would be limited benefit in making a further 50 bedrooms a 

discretionary activity [from a design perspective]. I advised the submitter of 

this some months ago and have amended the proposal to accept 

submission #2015.2 on this basis. I understand that neither Ngai Tahu nor 

CERA (who also submitted on the zone) have any issues with this 

amendment. 

  

Glenda Dixon 

4 February 2016 
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APPENDIX A 

Accept/Reject Table for Aircraft Noise and Engine Testing 
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Attachment A to Ms Glenda Dixon's evidence in chief dated 4 February 2016 
 

 

Submitter 
No. Submitter name 

Submission 
point 

number 
Support/ 
Oppose Category Decision Sought 

A: accept 
A(P): accept in part 
R: reject 

      A A(P) R 

   Table A Airport Noise     

2348 
Christchurch International 

Airport Limited (CIAL) 
2348.1 Amend WOP 

Decision Sought: 
Amend all references to the 'Air Noise Contour' throughout the Plan as follows: 
 
50dB Ldn Airport Noise Boundary Contour 
55dB Ldn Airport Noise Boundary Contour 
65dB Ldn Airport Noise Boundary Contour 

 

 

R 

2348 
Christchurch International 

Airport Limited (CIAL) 
2348.2 Amend WOP 

Decision Sought: 
Amend all references to the 'Air Noise Contour' throughout the Plan as follows: 
 
50dB Ldn Airport Noise Boundary Contour 
55dB Ldn Airport Noise Boundary Contour 
65dB Ldn Airport Noise Boundary Contour 

 

 

R 

2348 
Christchurch International 

Airport Limited (CIAL) 
2348.3 Amend WOP 

Decision Sought: 
Amend all references to the 'Air Noise Contour' throughout the Plan as follows: 
 
50dB Ldn Airport Noise Boundary Contour 
55dB Ldn Airport Noise Boundary Contour 
65dB Ldn Airport Noise Boundary Contour 

 

 

R 

2123 Christchurch City Council 2123.14 Amend 
2-Definitions (part) Sensitive 
activities 

Decision Sought:  

Amend as follows:  

Sensitive activities 

means:   

a. in relation to...    

e.b. in relation to noise:   

i. residential activities,...   

iii. guest accommodation, except that which is designed, constructed and operated to 
a standard to mitigate the effects of aircraft noise on occupants within the airport 
noise contours;...  

 

 

R 

2123 Christchurch City Council 2123.3 Amend 
2-Definitions (part) Air noise 
boundary 

Decision Sought: Air noise boundary 
means a composite line formed by the outer extremity of the 65 dBA Ldn noise contour 
and the SEL 95 dBA noise contour. It defines an area around Christchurch International 
Airport within which the future daily aircraft noise exposure is sufficiently high as to 
require restrictions on land use prohibition on new noise sensitive activities, with 
some exceptions, to avoid adverse noise effects.  

A 

 

 

2514 David Lawry 2514.15 Amend 
2-Definitions (part) > 2.1-
Definitions List > 2.1.1-A 

Decision Sought: Add a definition: Airport Purposes - There is a required linkage to 
aviation outcomes that is significant, real and not frivolous before proposed activities 

 
 

R 
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Submitter 
No. Submitter name 

Submission 
point 

number 
Support/ 
Oppose Category Decision Sought 

A: accept 
A(P): accept in part 
R: reject 

Airport Purposes can be considered to be "airport purposes".  

2255 Air New Zealand Limited 2255.3 Not Stated 
2-Definitions (part) > 2.1-
Definitions List > 2.1.19-S 
Sensitive Activities 

Decision Sought: ANZL also supports an appropriate definition of "sensitive activities" 
(which could be renamed "Activities Sensitive to Aircraft Noise") in Chapter 2 - 
Definitions.  

 A(P)  

2348 
Christchurch International 

Airport Limited (CIAL) 
2348.151 Support 

2-Definitions (part) Aircraft 
operators 

Decision Sought: Retain definition of Aircraft operators as notified.  
A 

 
 

2348 
Christchurch International 

Airport Limited (CIAL) 
2348.152 Amend 

2-Definitions (part) Airport 
Noise boundary 

Decision Sought: Amend definition of Airport Noise boundary as follows: means a 
composite the line formed by the outer extremity of the 65 dB Ldn noise contour and 
the SEL 95 dB noise contour. It defines an area around Christchurch International 
Airport within which the future daily aircraft noise exposure is sufficiently high as to 
require restrictions on land use to avoid adverse noise effects.  

 

 

R 

2348 
Christchurch International 

Airport Limited (CIAL) 
2348.161 Support 2-Definitions (part) Ldn  Decision Sought: Retain the definition of Ldn as notified.  

A 
 

 

2348 
Christchurch International 

Airport Limited (CIAL) 
2348.166 Amend 

2-Definitions (part) Sensitive 
Activities 

Decision Sought: Insert new definition for Sensitive Activities as follows:   

Sensitive activities means  

i. Residential activities;   
ii. ii.     Education activities;  

iii. iii.    Guest accommodation; and  
iv. iv.    Health care facilities;  

But excludes in relation to airport noise:  

a. Any residential activities in conjunction with rural activities that comply 
with the rules in the relevant district plans as at 23 August 2008;  

b. flight training or other trade and industry training facilities located on land 
zoned or legally used for commercial or industrial activities; and   

c. Guest accommodation, which is designed, constructed and operated to a 
standard to mitigate the effects of aircraft noise on occupants.    

 

 

A(P) 

  

2387 
Canterbury Earthquake 

Recovery Authority for & on 
behalf of the Crown 

2387.12 Amend 
2-Definitions (part) > 2.1-
Definitions List > 2.1.1-A 
Aircraft operations 

Decision Sought: Amend the definition for “Aircraft operations” to clarify its intent 
with respect to Rule 6.7.  

A 
 

 

2006.7  Gail Nicola 
(Nicky) Keller 

Amend 6.1-Noise Decision Sought:  

I should like to submit for a change to the Airport noise designations.  Currently 607 Johns 
Road is being limited as 50 db zone property when in actuality there is no aircraft movement 
or flight path over 607 Johns Road.  I do feel that this restriction should not exist as we are not 
affected by aircraft noise.  We will not be affected in the future either as an extension of 
runways will not affect the dominant winds, and therefore the flight paths. 

I therefore oppose the 50db restriction for 607 Johns Road. 

  R 

2387 Canterbury Earthquake 
Recovery Authority for & on 

behalf of the Crown 

2387.63 Support 6.1.1.1.1.2-6.1.1.1.1 (b) Retain Policy 6.1.1.1.1(b) and (c) as notified.  A 
 

 

2348 
Christchurch International 

Airport Limited (CIAL) 

2348.28 Amend 6.1.1.1-Objective: Adverse 
noise effects 

New provision requested - Policy 6.1.1.1.4: To avoid, remedy or mitigate nuisance to 
nearby residents through provisions to mitigate the adverse noise effects from the 
operations of the Christchurch International Airport, including operational aircraft 
noise and engine testing.  

A 
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Submitter 
No. Submitter name 

Submission 
point 

number 
Support/ 
Oppose Category Decision Sought 

A: accept 
A(P): accept in part 
R: reject 

FS2765.49 
The Isaac Conservation and 

Wildlife Trust 
2348.28 Support 

6.1.1.1-Objective: Adverse 
noise effects 

 A   

FS2800.25 
Canterbury District Health 

Board 
2348.28 Support 

6.1.1.1-Objective: Adverse 
noise effects 

Support new policies 6.1.1.1.4 and 6.1.1.1.5   A(P)  

FS2802.16 
Environmental Noise 

Analysis and Advice Service 
2348.28 Support 

6.1.1.1-Objective: Adverse 
noise effects 

Support new policies 6.1.1.1.4 and 6.1.1.1.5  A(P)  

2348 Christchurch International 
Airport Limited (CIAL) 

2348.29 Amend 6.1.1.1-Objective: Adverse 
noise effects 

New provision requested: Policy 6.1.1.1.5:  To manage the noise generated by aircraft 
movements at Christchurch International Airport  

 
A(P) 

R 

FS2765.50 
The Isaac Conservation and 

Wildlife Trust 
2348.29 Support 

6.1.1.1-Objective: Adverse 
noise effects 

  A(P)  

2514 
David Lawry 

2514.9 Not Stated 6.1.1.1-Objective: Adverse 
noise effects 

Add a requirement for areas with 65+ dB noise harm to have insulation paid for or 
subsidised by the airport.  

  R 

FS2815.36 Air New Zealand Limited 2514.9 Oppose 
6.1.1.1-Objective: Adverse 
noise effects 

 
A 

 
 

FS2817.37 
Christchurch International 

Airport 
2514.9 Oppose 

6.1.1.1-Objective: Adverse 
noise effects 

 
A 

 
 

2245 Pratt & Whitney Air New 
Zealand Services 

2245.3 Support 6.1.1.1-Objective: Adverse 
noise effects 

Decision Sought:  
Chapter 6: Part 6.1 Noise  
Objective 6.1.1.1, Policy 6.1.1.1.1 and the rules in 6.1.4 relate to the management Of noise 
effects. PWANZ supports the inclusion of provisions in the proposed District Plan that manage 
the effects of noise and avoid 
potential reverse sensitivity effects associated with aircraft noise and on-wing engine testing 
noise — although again, PWANZ operations do not impact on those contours.  

A   

FS2815.24  Air New Zealand Limited 2245.3 Support 
6.1.1.1-Objective: Adverse 
noise effects 

 A   

2245 

Pratt & Whitney Air New 
Zealand Services 

2245.4 Support 6.1.1.1.1-Policy: Managing 
noise effects 

Chapter 6: Part 6.1 Noise 
Objective 6.1.1.1, Policy 6.1.1.1.1 and the rules in 6.1.4 relate to the management Of 
noise effects. PWANZ supports the inclusion of provisions in the proposed District 
Plan that manage the effects of noise and avoid potential reverse sensitivity effects 
associated with aircraft noise and on-wing engine testing noise — although again, 
PWANZ operations do not impact on those contours. 

A 

 

 

2245 
Pratt & Whitney Air New 
Zealand Services 

2245.5 Support 6.1.4-Noise standards 

Chapter 6: Part 6.1 Noise 
Objective 6.1.1.1, Policy 6.1.1.1.1 and the rules in 6.1.4 relate to the management Of 
noise effects. PWANZ supports the inclusion of provisions in the proposed District 
Plan that manage the effects of noise and avoid potential reverse sensitivity effects 
associated with aircraft noise and on-wing engine testing noise — although again, 
PWANZ operations do not impact on those contours.  
 

A   

FS2815.26 Air New Zealand Limited 2245.5 Support 6.1.4-Noise standards  A   

2348 
Christchurch International 

Airport Limited (CIAL) 

2348.32A Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

Delete rule.   
A(P) 

 

FS2765.51 
The Isaac Conservation and 

Wildlife Trust 
2348.32A Oppose 

6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

  A(P)  

FS2802.19 
Environmental Noise 

Analysis and Advice Service 
2348.32A Support 

6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

  A(P)  

2348 
Christchurch International 

Airport Limited (CIAL) 

2348.33A Amend 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

New provision requested:  
Christchurch International Airport Ltd (CIAL) shall manage the Christchurch 
International Airport so that noise from:   

A 
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Submitter 
No. Submitter name 

Submission 
point 

number 
Support/ 
Oppose Category Decision Sought 

A: accept 
A(P): accept in part 
R: reject 

a. aircraft operations do not exceed 65 dB Ldn outside the 65 dB Ldn airport 
noise contour line shown in Figure 1;  

i. Noise from aircraft operations shall be based on noise data from the 
Integrated Noise Model (INM) and records of actual aircraft 
operations at CIAL.  

ii. For aircraft noise, the noise level shall be calculated over the busiest 
three month period of the year.  

iii. Aircraft operational noise monitoring - CIAL shall annually provide the 
Council's Unit Manager Inspections and Enforcement with the result 
of calculations based upon monitored aircraft movements for the 
preceding year and the known noise characteristics of those aircraft. 
These calculations will be performed by a person with appropriate 
qualifications and experience in airport noise modelling and acoustics 
assessments. The results provided shall be verified by noise 
measurements and shall be in the form of a 65 dB Ldn contour 
representing the noise created by aircraft operations over that year. 
The measurement of aircraft sound exposure and the resultant 
derivation of a 65 dB Ldn shall be in accordance with NZS 6805:1992  

[b……….engine testing noise] 

FS2802.20 
Environmental Noise 

Analysis and Advice Service 
2348.33A  Support 

6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

 A   

2348 
Christchurch International 

Airport Limited (CIAL) 

2348.56 Not Stated 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

Amend the title of figure 1 as follows: Figure 1: 65 dB Ldn Airport Noise Boundary 
Airport Noise Contour Line – CIAL   

A(P) 
 

 

FS2802.26 
Environmental Noise 

Analysis and Advice Service 
2348.56 Support 

6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

 A(P)   

 
2348 

Christchurch International 
Airport Limited (CIAL) 

2348.172 Oppose 
6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

Decision Sought: Replace 65dBA Ldn/95 SEL contour (air noise boundary) on the 
planning maps with the contour marked red as shown on the attached plan marked 
"A"  

A   

2387 Canterbury Earthquake 
Recovery Authority for & on 

behalf of the Crown 

2387.87 Support 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

Retain Rule 6.1.4.2.7 as notified.    
A(P) 

 

2514 

David Lawry 

2514.1 Not Stated 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

New provision requested: Add a requirement that the existing noise contours be re-
evaluated every ten years using the already agreed methodology and the latest 
version of the modelling software. Include a sub clause that should a major change in 
any of the input data sets change such that the change would produce a significant 
alteration to the contours inside the ten years that a re-evaluation process should be 
triggered. An example would be a new aircraft fleet noise profile that was significantly 
quieter than that last profiled.  

  R 

FS2790.3 

CRC, SDC, WDC and TRoNT 
on behalf of Canterbury 
Regional Council, Selwyn 

District Council, Waimakariri 
District Council and Te 
Runanga o Ngai Tahu,  

2514.1 Support 
6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

   R 

FS2796.3 Canterbury Regional Council 2514.1 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from  A   
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Submitter 
No. Submitter name 

Submission 
point 

number 
Support/ 
Oppose Category Decision Sought 

A: accept 
A(P): accept in part 
R: reject 

operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

FS2815.33 Air New Zealand Limited 2514.1 Oppose 
6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

 
A 

 
 

FS2817.36 
Christchurch International 

Airport 
2514.1 Oppose 

6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

 
A 

 
 

FS2817.44 
Christchurch International 

Airport 
2514.1 Oppose 

6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

 A   

FS2817.45 
Christchurch International 

Airport 
2514.1 Oppose 

6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

 
A 

 
 

FS2765.10 
The Isaac Conservation and 

Wildlife Trust 
2514.10 Support 

6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

   R 

FS2815.37 Air New Zealand Limited 2514.10 Oppose 
6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

 A   

FS2817.38 
Christchurch International 

Airport 
2514.10 Oppose 

6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

 A   

2187  
Garden City Helicopters 

Limited 
2187.3 Amend 6.1.3.2  

Add wording:  iv. Helicopter movements within the SPAZ where no residential unit 
sited outside the SPAZ zone shall be exposed to a noise level greater than 50 dB Ldn 
from helicopter movements, or……. 

A   

FS2817.52 
Christchurch International 
Airport 

2187.3 Support 6.1.3.2.2-6.1.3.2 (a)  A   

2348 
Christchurch International 
Airport Limited (CIAL) 

2348.31 Amend 
6.1.4.2.8-Helicopter landing 
areas 

Amend as follows:   

6.1.4.2.8 Helicopter landing areas  

6.1.4.2.8 Helicopter landing areas shall comply with the following standards;  

(a) 

i. The number of landings on a site shall not exceed 12 in any calendar year, or 
five in any month, or three in any week.  

ii. Helicopter landings and departures shall only occur between 0800 hours and 
1800 hours. iii.        No landing shall take place within 25m of any residential 
unit, unless that residential unit is on the site on which the landing occurs. 

iii. Or  
iv. The number of landings on a site shall not exceed 50 in any calendar year, or 

20 in any month, or 15 in any week.  
v. Helicopter landings and departures shall only occur between 0800 hours and 

1800 hours. vi.        No landing shall take place within 200m of any residential 
unit, unless that residential unit is on the site on which the landing occurs  

 Or 

A   
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Support/ 
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A: accept 
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    vii.         Within the Specific Purpose (Airport) Zone there is no  

limitation on helicopter landing, take off and hovering immediately above the 
landing / take off point where, no residential unit sited outside the Special Purpose 
(Airport) zone is subject to exposure levels exceeding 50 dB Ldn from 
helicopter  landing, take off and hovering immediately above the landing / take off 
point.    

FS2802.18 
Environmental Noise 
Analysis and Advice Service 

2348.31 Support 
6.1.4.2.8-Helicopter landing 
areas 

 A   

2387 
Canterbury Earthquake 
Recovery Authority for & on  
behalf of the Crown 

2387.89 
Oppose 6.1.4.2.8-Helicopter landing 

areas 
Decision Sought: Amend Rule 6.1.4.2.8 to exclude helicopters operating from 
Christchurch International Airport.  

A 
 

 

FS2802.44 Environmental Noise 
Analysis and Advice Service 

2387.89 Support 6.1.4.2.8-Helicopter landing 
areas 

 A 
 

 

FS2817.4 Christchurch International 
Airport 

2387.89 Support 6.1.4.2.8-Helicopter landing 
areas 

 A 
 

 

2187 
Garden City Helicopters 
Limited 

2187.4 Amend 
6.1.4.2.8-Helicopter landing 
areas 

New Provision Requested 

vii within the special purpose airport zone there is no limitation on landings and 
departures where, no residential unit sited outside the special purpose airport zone is 
subject to exposure levels exceeding 50dB Ldn from helicopter oeprations  

A   

FS2817.53 
Christchurch International 
Airport 

2187.4 Support 
6.1.4.2.8-Helicopter landing 
areas 

 A   

2387 Canterbury Earthquake 
Recovery Authority for & on 

behalf of the Crown 

2387.92 Support 6.1.5.1.4-Non-complying 
Activities 

Retain Rule 6.1.5.1.4 as notified.    
A   

2387 Canterbury Earthquake 
Recovery Authority for & on 

behalf of the Crown 

2387.93 Support 6.1.5.1.5-Prohibited 
Activities 

Retain Rule 6.1.5.1.5 as notified.    
A   

2348 Christchurch International 
Airport Limited (CIAL) 

2348.63 Oppose 6.1.5.3.2-In respect of the 
properties at 597 Pound 
Road (Lot 6, DP 23538) and 
57 West Coast Road (Lot 3, 
DP 5 

Decision Sought: Delete rule 6.1.5.3.2  

A   

2387 Canterbury Earthquake 
Recovery Authority for & on 

behalf of the Crown 

2387.96 Support 6.1.5.3-Activities near 
Christchurch Airport 

Retain Rule 6.1.5.3 as notified.    
A   

2224 

LA and SP Glass 

2224.4 Not Stated 6.1.5.3-Activities near 
Christchurch Airport 

Planning Map 29 of the Proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan identifies a 
Residential New Neighbourhood (RNN) to the south of Buchanans Road and east of 
Gilderthorpe School and Rubicon Place, then extending south to Roberts Road. 
The submitters seek a modification to the extent of this area - to extend further 
towards the west so as to correspond with the area shown on Map 1.G5 of the 
Canterbury Regional Policy Statement Proposed Change #1 as publicly notified on 28 
July 2007.  

 

 

R 

FS2817.43 
Christchurch International 

Airport 
2224.4 Oppose 

6.1.5.3-Activities near 
Christchurch Airport 

 A   

2514 David Lawry 2514.2 Amend 22-Planning Maps Decision Sought: Remove the 50dB contour line entirely.    R 

2514 David Lawry 2514.3 Amend 22-Planning Maps Decision Sought: Replace the existing 55dBA contour line with 57dBA lines.    R 

2315 Robert Lawry 2315.10 Oppose 22-Planning Maps 
Decision Sought: Remove the 50 dB contour line entirely as it is inconsistent with 
international and national noise contour zones. Further it places unnecessary 
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Submitter 
No. Submitter name 

Submission 
point 

number 
Support/ 
Oppose Category Decision Sought 

A: accept 
A(P): accept in part 
R: reject 

restriction on land use that is ineffective and inefficient in terms of the RMA. It also 
establishes a precedent by which businesses are not required to mitigate their own 
activities, and instead push the responsibility for dealing with them on the wider 
community.  
Decision Reason: This contour line should be removed. It is inconsistent with both 
international and national airport requirements. Airports as large as Heathrow require 
only a 57 dB contour, thus the exceptionally low level of 50 dB is inconsistent with 
international regulation it is used nowhere else in the world. This ruling is also 
inconsistent with national regulations. Auckland airport has noise contours of 60 dB 
and Wellington airport has contours of 65 dB. Christchurch airport is therefore 
obtaining exceptional levels of protection from the council in this case, which should 
be altered to better reflect international and national standards. These contours are 
also clearly excessive given that Christchurch airport is currently operating at a mere 
48% of noise capacity. Furthermore, Heathrow airport has reduced its contour lines 
10 fold since 1974, despite nearly doubling its yearly flights. The current plan changes 
for Christchurch represents a reduction of a mere 12 square kilometres by CIAL, which 
again appears inconsistent with the developments in mitigation technology. It also 
establishes a precedent that business of sufficient size can push its environmental 
damage onto the wider community.  

FS2817.48 
Christchurch International 

Airport 
2315.10 Oppose 6.1-Noise   A   

2006 Gail Nicola (Nicky) Keller 2006.1 Oppose 
22-Planning Maps > 22.8-
PM18 

Decision Sought:  

I should like to submit for a change to the Airport noise designations.  Currently 607 
Johns Road is being limited as 50 db zone property when in actuality there is no 
aircraft movement or flight path over 607 Johns Road.  I do feel that this restriction 
should not exist as we are not affected by aircraft noise.  We will not be affected in 
the future either as an extension of runways will not affect the dominant winds, and 
therefore the flight paths. 

I therefore oppose the 50db restriction for 607 Johns Road. 

  R 

   TABLE B  
Engine Testing 
Noise 

    

2348  
Christchurch International 
Airport Limited (CIAL) 

2348.4 Amend WOP 

As a principle, CIAL seeks the avoidance of noise sensitive activities within both the 
50dB Ldn Airport Noise Boundary Contour and the 50dB Ldn Engine Testing Contour. 
 
There are exceptions to this principle of 'avoidance', such as within an existing 
residentially zoned area as applicable to the 50dB Ldn Airport Noise Boundary 
Contour) as contained within the CRPS and Objective 3.3.12. 
 
CIAL seeks the avoidance of noise sensitive activities within the 50dB Ldn Airport 
Noise Boundary Contour, and the 50dB Ldn Engine Testing Contour within the Rural 
zone. 
 
CIAL requests that, as with the Air Noise Contour, the primary mechanism will be 
through managing the density of development within the Contours. This should be 
achieved through the inclusion of the '50dB Ldn Engine Testing Contour' and 
reference to it in provisions already seeking restraint on Noise Sensitive Activities 
within the 50dB Ldn Airport Noise Boundary Contour. 

 

A(P) 

 

2245 Pratt & Whitney Air New 2245.2 Amend 2-Definitions (part) > 2.1- Decision Sought:  A   
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No. Submitter name 

Submission 
point 

number 
Support/ 
Oppose Category Decision Sought 

A: accept 
A(P): accept in part 
R: reject 

Zealand Services Definitions List > 2.1.5-E 
Engine testing 

Definition: PWANZ seeks a definition of 'engine testing' be included in the 
proposed District Plan. This definition should exclude the testing carried out within 
the CHCEC buildings, and it should be clear that the reference to 'engine testing' and 
'engine testing contour' in the proposed Plan relates solely to 'on-wing' engine 
testing. 

2355 The Blue Lady Trust 2355.8 Oppose 6.1 Noise  That the engine testing noise contours and all associated provisions be deleted   R 

2355 
The Blue Lady Trust 2355.15 Not Stated 6.1 Noise 

Decision Sought: That the Engine Noise Testing Contours and all associated provisions be 
deleted 

  R 

2348 
Christchurch International 

Airport Limited (CIAL) 
2348.28 Amend 

6.1.1.1-Objective: Adverse 
noise effects 

New provision requested - Policy 6.1.1.1.4: To avoid, remedy or mitigate nuisance to 
nearby residents through provisions to mitigate the adverse noise effects from the 
operations of the Christchurch International Airport, including operational aircraft 
noise and engine testing.  

A   

2348.28 FS2765.49 The Isaac 
Conservation 
and Wildlife 
Trust 

Support 6.1.1.1-Objective: Adverse 
noise effects 

  A   

2348.28 FS2800.25 Canterbury 
District Health 
Board 

Support 6.1.1.1-Objective: Adverse 
noise effects 

OP 2348.28 Decision Sought:  A   

2348.28 FS2802.16 Environmental 
Noise Analysis 
and Advice 
Service 

Support 6.1.1.1-Objective: Adverse 
noise effects 

  A   

2489  Bruce Campbell 2489.1 Not Stated 6.1.1.1.1 (a)(iii) Decision Sought: Remove completely.(in relation to submission on engine testing)   
 

R 

FS2815.31 Air New Zealand Limited 2489.1 Oppose 6.1.1.1.1-Policy: Managing 
noise effects 

 A 
 

 

FS2815.32 Air New Zealand Limited 2489.1 Oppose 6.1.1.1.1-Policy: Managing 
noise effects 

 A   

FS2817.41 Christchurch International 
Airport 

2489.1 Oppose 6.1.1.1.1-Policy: Managing 
noise effects 

 A   

2489 
Bruce Campbell 2489.2 Not Stated 

6.1.1.1.1-Policy: Managing 
noise effects 

6.1.1.1.1  (b) remove the following words ' and the 55 dbLdn engine testing noise 
contour line for new sensitive activities  

  R 

2489 Bruce Campbell 2489.3 Not Stated 
6.1.1.1.1-Policy: Managing 
noise effects 

6.1.1.1.1 (c) remove completely.  
 

 
 R 

2245 
Pratt & Whitney Air New 

Zealand Services 
2245.4 Support 

6.1.1.1.1-Policy: Managing 
noise effects 

Chapter 6: Part 6.1 Noise 
Objective 6.1.1.1, Policy 6.1.1.1.1 and the rules in 6.1.4 relate to the management Of 
noise effects. PWANZ supports the inclusion of provisions in the proposed District 
Plan that manage the effects of noise and avoid potential reverse sensitivity effects 
associated with aircraft noise and on-wing engine testing noise — although again, 
PWANZ operations do not impact on those contours.  
 

A   

2348 
Christchurch International 

Airport Limited (CIAL) 
2348.24 Not Stated 

6.1.1.1.1-Policy: Managing 
noise effects 

Retain 6.1.1.1.1(a) and (b) as notified.   A(P)  

2304 Errol and Kathryn Smith 2304.1 Oppose 6.1.1.1.1.1-6.1.1.1.1 (a) The Submitters seek that the provision be deleted.    R 

FS2817.32 
Christchurch International 
Airport 

2304.1 Oppose 6.1.1.1.1.1-6.1.1.1.1 (a)  A   

2304  Errol and Kathryn Smith 2304.2 Oppose 
6.1.1.1.2-Policy: Noise during 
night hours 

The Submitters seek that the provision be deleted.    R 

FS2817.33 
Christchurch International 
Airport 

2304.2 Oppose 
6.1.1.1.2-Policy: Noise during 
night hours 

 A   

2348 Christchurch International 2348.30 Amend 6.1.3.2-Exempt activities Amend as follows: iv.  helicopter landing, take off and hovering immediately above A   
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Submitter 
No. Submitter name 

Submission 
point 

number 
Support/ 
Oppose Category Decision Sought 

A: accept 
A(P): accept in part 
R: reject 

Airport Limited (CIAL) the landing / take off point within the Specific Purpose (Airport) Zone - where no 
residential unit sited outside the Specific Purpose (Airport) Zone, shall be exposed 
to a noise level greater than 50 dB Ldn from helicopter landing, take off and 
hovering immediately above the landing / take off point, or helicopters used for 
emergencies and as an air ambulance.   

FS2802.17 
Environmental Noise 
Analysis and Advice Service 

2348.30 Support 6.1.3.2-Exempt activities  A   

2514 David Lawry 2514.10 Amend 
6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

New provision requested: Add specific requirements for noise mitigation at source to 
be the first priority.  

  R 

FS2765.10  The Isaac Conservation and 
Wildlife Trust 

2514.10 Support 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

    R 

FS2815.37 Air New Zealand Limited 2514.10 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

  A   

FS2817.38 Christchurch International 
Airport 

2514.10 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

  A   

2054 Mike Marra 2054.2 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7.2-6.1.4.2.7 (a) (ii) 

It is recommended that the proposed engine-run test contour line (Harewood bulge) 
be contracted to an acceptable position based on evidence. 

The db level of my recommended engine-run test contour line be 40 db in line with 
W.H.O. Guidelines 

 A(P)  

FS2815.1 Air New Zealand Limited 2054.2 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7.2-6.1.4.2.7 (a) (ii)   A(P)  

FS2817.149 
Christchurch International 

Airport 
2054.2 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7.2-6.1.4.2.7 (a) (ii)   A(P)  

FS2817.20 
Christchurch International 

Airport 
2054.2 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7.2-6.1.4.2.7 (a) (ii)   A(P)  

2054 Mike Marra 2054.3 Not Stated 
6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

NPR - It is recommended that the CIAL plan limit the power settings to medium power 
for engine test runs outside the Hangar One maintenance facility to comply with the 
new engine-run test contour line of 40d.  

  R 

FS2815.3 Air New Zealand Limited 2054.3 Oppose 
6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

 A   

FS2817.21 
Christchurch International 

Airport 
2054.3 Oppose 

6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

 A   

2054 Mike Marra 2054.4 Not Stated 
6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

All higher power settings or longer durations be carried out at the designated engine-
run pad at the threshold of runway 11  

  R 

FS2815.4 Air New Zealand Limited 2054.4 Oppose 
6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

 A   

FS2817.22 
Christchurch International 

Airport 
2054.4 Oppose 

6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

 A   

2054 Mike Marra 2054.5 Not Stated 
6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

NPR It is recommended that the noise plan includes procedures for the use of the 
engine test cell that ensure noise does not impinge on normal night time hours of 
2300 to 0700  

  R 
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A(P): accept in part 
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FS2815.5 Air New Zealand Limited 2054.5 Oppose 
6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

 A   

FS2817.150 
Christchurch International 

Airport 
2054.5 Oppose 

6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

 A   

FS2817.23 
Christchurch International 

Airport 
2054.5 Oppose 

6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

 A   

2054 Mike Marra 2054.6 Not Stated 
6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

NPR It is recommended other noise-mitigating procedures should be published in the 
CIAL plan such as: 

(i) Engine ground-runs are carried out with jet efflux directed away from city except 
where strong winds are a factor 

  R 

FS2815.6 Air New Zealand Limited 2054.6 Oppose 
6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

 A   

FS2817.24 
Christchurch International 

Airport 
2054.6 Oppose 

6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

 A   

2054 Mike Marra 2054.7 Not Stated 
6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

(ii) A noise barrier/fence be installed on the city side of the engine-run test pad at 
Hangar One.  

  R 

FS2815.7 Air New Zealand Limited 2054.7 Oppose 
6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

 A   

FS2817.25 
Christchurch International 

Airport 
2054.7 Oppose 

6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

 A   

2054 Mike Marra 2054.8 Not Stated 
6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

NPR It is recommended that the CIAL ensure that their operators comply with the 
noise mitigation plan and demonstrate with evidence that every effort is being made 
to mitigate the effects of noise especially at night.  

  R 

FS2815.8 Air New Zealand Limited 2054.8 Oppose 
6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

 A   

FS2817.26 
Christchurch International 

Airport 
2054.8 Oppose 

6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

 A   

2078 David & Shirley Bastin 2078.1 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7.1-6.1.4.2.7(a)(i) 
Delete engine testing profile and airport protection zone.  An airport protection zone 
which covers almost half of the Christchurch city district boundary is not the sign of a 
commercial enterprise exhibiting actions of a 'good citizen' for the city.  

  R 

FS2815.9 Air New Zealand Limited 2078.1 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7.1-6.1.4.2.7(a)(i)  A   

FS2817.29 
Christchurch International 

Airport 
2078.1 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7.1-6.1.4.2.7(a)(i)  A   

2091 Gerrit Venema 2091.4  Amend 6.1.4.2.7.2-6.1.4.2.7 (a) (ii) 

That the 50 db engine testing contour line be amended to be more consistent with 
the Airport noise 50 db contour line in the area surrounding my property and that of 
the greater Bishopdale area which includes Bishopdale mall. 

I suggest reducing the ‘bulge’ to bring the 50 dB engine test contour line back to 
beyond Antree st and more along Gardiners rd / Breens rd before rejoining the 

A   
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Submission 
point 

number 
Support/ 
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A: accept 
A(P): accept in part 
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existing proposal.  

FS2817.27 
Christchurch International 

Airport 
2091.4 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7.2-6.1.4.2.7 (a) (ii)    R 

2091 Gerrit Venema 2091.5 Amend 
6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

New provision requested: Impose a night time curfew between 11pm-7am and expect 
the Operator to schedule their testing around this time frame.   

  R 

FS2815.11 Air New Zealand Limited 2091.5 Oppose 
6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

 A   

FS2817.28 
Christchurch International 

Airport 
2091.5 Oppose 

6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

 A   

2091 Gerrit Venema 2091.6 Oppose 
6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

Decision Sought: Complete deletion of all the proposed 65, 55, and 50dB Ldn Engine 
Testing Noise Contour Lines.  

 
 

R 

FS2817.241 
Christchurch International 

Airport 

2091.6 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

OP 2091.6 Decision Sought: CIAL opposes deletion of the 65, 55 and 50dB Ldn Engine 
Testing Noise Contours.  The engine testing contours are necessary in order to 
provide for appropriate planning and land use provisions to manage the effects of 
engine testing while also ensuring that the Airport can continue to operate efficiently 
and safely.  

A 

 

 

2146 
The Isaac Conservation and 

Wildlife Trust 
2146.10 Amend 

6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

Amend Rule 6.1.4.2.7 to further limit the noise that can be emitted from 
engine testing activities such that any noise produced from these activities 
avoids adverse effects on the Trust’s Conservation Activities and, in particular, avoids 
startling the captive birds involved in the endangered species breeding programmes. 
This relief is sought in conjunction with a request to reduce the extent of the engine 
testing noise contours over Trust land.  

 A(P)  

2146 

The Isaac Conservation and 
Wildlife Trust 

2146.11 Amend 

6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

Decision Sought: Amend 6.1.4.2.7 to further limit the noise that can be emitted from 
engine testing activities such that any noise produced from these activities avoids 
adverse effects on the Trusts Conservation Activities and avoids startling the captive 
birds involved in the endangered species breeding programmes. Also reduce the 
extent of the engine testing noise contours over Trust Land.  

 

A(P) 

 

2146 
The Isaac Conservation and 

Wildlife Trust 
2146.59 Oppose 

6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

Reduce the extent of the contours over the Trust’s land so that potential adverse 
effects on Conservation Activities, and particularly endangered species breeding 
programmes, are avoided. The relief is sought in conjunction with changes to 
Rule 6.1.4.2.7 such that adverse effects on captive birds are avoided through both 
reduced noise levels and other methods to avoid the startling of birds.  

 A(P)  

FS2815.15 Air New Zealand Limited 2146.59 Oppose 
6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

   R 

2153 Margaret Hean 2153.2 Not Stated 
6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

To obtain more information on the proposal to place the 65 decibel aircraft engine 
testing line through the centre of our property. I have attended meetings, come into 
the council and met with staff and met with staff at CIAL and no one seems to be able 
to give me any information on the affect that will have on our property at 53 Jessons 
Road. Or the reasoning behind this going through rather than around our property.  

 A(P)  

FS2817.31 
Christchurch International 

Airport 
2153.2 Oppose 

6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

  A(P)  

2191 
Vanessa Payne on behalf of 
Vanessa and Andrew Payne, 

Wendy McNaughton - 
2191.1 Amend 

6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

There does not seem to be enough detail: We would request the addition of further 
restrictions on times testing can be carried out, for example severely restricting 
testing during the hours of 2200 to 0600, restrictions for night testing, with a north 

 A(P)  
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Support/ 
Oppose Category Decision Sought 

A: accept 
A(P): accept in part 
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Breens Road, Hayden 
Gillespie, Andrew Gillespie, 

Gary McMullan and Will 
Bridgewater - 73A Trafford 

St 

west wind, and restricting the duration of each instance of testing. 6.1.4.2.7 notes 
'The results shall be in the form of a 65 dB Ldn contour based on a rolling 7-day 
period' indicates to me that there will be no restrictions on testing times and lengths 
as long as it does not exceed 65Db?? We 100% disagree if this is the case. Indicated in 
Chapter 6, appendix 2.3 1.2.3 'this would mean approximately a doubling of 
throughput of engines’, restrictions MUST be in place to ensure that this testing is not 
done throughout the night, with a view to increased throughput. Increase in noise 
monitoring; annual is not enough. Move of testing location to the Orchard Road site: 
not acceptable  
 

FS2815.20 Air New Zealand Limited 2191.1 Oppose 
6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

  A(P)  

FS2817.6 
Christchurch International 

Airport 
2191.1 Oppose 

6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

  A(P)  

2123 Christchurch City Council 2123.18 Amend 

6.1.5.3.1-Any new buildings 
and additions to existing 
buildings located within the 
55 dB Ldn airport noise con 

Amend title of 6.1.5.3.1 by adding the underlined words: Any new buildings and 
additions to existing buildings located within the 55 dB Ldn airport noise contour line 
or the 55 dB Ldn engine testing noise contour line shown in the Planning Maps.  

 A(P)  

FS2815.14 Air New Zealand Limited 2123.18 Support 

6.1.5.3.1-Any new buildings 
and additions to existing 
buildings located within the 
55 dB Ldn airport noise con 

  A(P)  

FS2817.8 
Christchurch International 

Airport 
2123.18 Support 

6.1.5.3.1-Any new buildings 
and additions to existing 
buildings located within the 
55 dB Ldn airport noise con 

  A(P)  

2191 

Vanessa Payne on behalf of 
Vanessa and Andrew Payne, 

Wendy McNaughton - 
Breens Road, Hayden 

Gillespie, Andrew Gillespie, 
Gary McMullan and Will 

Bridgewater - 73A Trafford 
St 

2191.2 Amend 

6.1.5.3.1-Any new buildings 
and additions to existing 
buildings located within the 
55 dB Ldn airport noise con 

The onus for containing the noise, during night time hours, falls to those who are 
making the noise... NOT those residents who are being inflicted with the noise – a 
better facility should be built further away from residential areas if throughput is to 
increase as suggested. There be compensation for those residents who now fall within 
the increased contour to allow them to bring their insulation up to the minimum 
standards required of new builds  

  R 

FS2815.21 Air New Zealand Limited 2191.2 Oppose 

6.1.5.3.1-Any new buildings 
and additions to existing 
buildings located within the 
55 dB Ldn airport noise con 

 A   

FS2817.9 
Christchurch International 

Airport 
2191.2 Oppose 

6.1.5.3.1-Any new buildings 
and additions to existing 
buildings located within the 
55 dB Ldn airport noise con 

 A   

2245 
Pratt & Whitney Air New 

Zealand Services 
2245.1 Support 6.1.4.2.7.2-6.1.4.2.7 (a) (ii) 

The Engine Testing Noise Contours  
PWANZ supports the inclusion of the 50dBA, 55dBA, and 65 dBA engine noise testing 
contours on the Planning Maps but, for the reasons discussed above, it is noted that 
PWANZs' own operations do not impact on those 
contours.  

A   

FS2815.22 Air New Zealand Limited 2245.1 Support 6.1.4.2.7.2-6.1.4.2.7 (a) (ii)  A   
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FS2817.49 
Christchurch International 

Airport 
2245.1 Support 6.1.4.2.7.2-6.1.4.2.7 (a) (ii)  A   

2255 Air New Zealand Limited 2255.1 Not Stated 
6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

Introduction of engine testing noise contours: ANZL supports the introduction of an 
appropriate Engine Testing Noise Contour Lines ("ETNCs") in the Proposed Planning 
Maps.  ANZL seeks to ensure that any ETNCs are supported by sound Integrated Noise 
Modelling or based on other appropriate qualitative and quantitative data.  

A   

FS2817.50 
Christchurch International 

Airport 
2255.1 Support 

6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

 A   

2348 
Christchurch International 

Airport Limited (CIAL) 
2348.32B Oppose 

6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

Delete rule.   A(P)  

2348 
Christchurch International 

Airport Limited (CIAL) 
2348.33B Amend 

6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

New provision requested:  

Christchurch International Airport Ltd (CIAL) shall manage the Christchurch 
International Airport so that noise from:  

………….[aircraft operational noise]  

 b. the testing of engines which are on the wing of on an aircraft  shall not exceed 65 
dB Ldn at the engine testing compliance monitoring positions (ETCMP) shown on 
the Planning Maps and a nominated physical monitoring station suitable for 
monitoring compliance 

  

i. Compliance or otherwise with b). shall be demonstrated using the CIAL 
engine testing monitoring software (ETMS). The calculations shall be based 
on measured engine testing noise emissions and actual log records of engine 
testing events.  

  

ii. The noise level shall be calculated as a 7 day rolling average at the five ETCMP 
shown on the Planning Maps and a nominated physical monitoring station suitable 
for monitoring compliance 

 iii. The testing of aircraft engines on the wing of an aircraft is excluded from the 
calculation in clause (b) above where such testing is associated with work 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, 
which requires within 7 days of the directive or requirement being issued, the 
ground running of the engines on: 

i.  
a. all aircraft with a specific engine type, or;  
b. aircraft of a specific make or model  

  

 A(P)  
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iv. CIAL shall annually provide the Council’s Unit Manager Inspections and 
Enforcement with the results of noise calculations carried out in accordance with 
clause (a-c) above. The results are to be included in the annual CIAL Noise 
Monitoring Report. 

FS2765.52 
The Isaac Conservation and 

Wildlife Trust 
2348.33B Oppose 

6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

  A(P)  

FS2802.20 
Environmental Noise 

Analysis and Advice Service 
2348.33B  Support 

6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

  A(P)  

2357 The Tait Foundation 2357.3 Amend 
6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

Engine Noise Testing Contours and all associated provisions be deleted    R 

FS2815.29 Air New Zealand Limited 2357.3 Oppose 
6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

 A   

FS2817.34 
Christchurch International 

Airport 
2357.3 Oppose 

6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

 A   

2357 The Tait Foundation 2357.4 Amend 
6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

Any consequential or other amendments to the Proposed Plan necessary to give 
effect to the intent of this submission  

  R 

FS2817.35 
Christchurch International 

Airport 
2357.4 Oppose 

6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

 A   

2436 Ian William Boyd 2436.1 Amend 
6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

New provision requested: Limit the duration of noise, particularly in respect to aircraft 
engine night time testing, to 5 minutes. And include the frequency of duration, from 
the Existing Christchurch International Airport Bylaws (1989) in the rules.  

  R 

FS2815.30 Air New Zealand Limited 2436.1 Oppose 
6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

 A   

FS2817.5 
Christchurch International 

Airport 
2436.1 Oppose 

6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

 A   

2489 Bruce Campbell 2489.5 Amend 
6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

Remove paragraph a ii in clause 6.1.4.2.7    R 

FS2817.42 
Christchurch International 

Airport 
2489.5 Oppose 

6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

 A   

FS2817.7 
Christchurch International 

Airport 
2489.5 Oppose 

6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

 A   

2348 
Christchurch International 

Airport Limited (CIAL) 
2348.40 Amend 

6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

If the previous (primary) relief is not granted, amend as follows:  

e. For aircraft operational noise, the noise level shall be calculated over the busiest 
three month period of the year. 

Exceedance by up to 1dB 3dB of the aircraft noise limit is permitted provided CIAL 
demonstrates at the request of, and to the satisfaction of, the Council that any such 

 A(P)  
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exceedance is was due to atypical weather patterns or was associated with work 
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, which requires within 7 days of the directive or requirement 
being issued, the ground running of the engines on:  

i. all aircraft with a specific engine type, or; ii. aircraft of a specific make or model.  

2348 
Christchurch International 

Airport Limited (CIAL) 
2348.41 Amend 

6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

Amend as follows: (f) For engine testing, the noise level shall be calculated as a 7 day 
rolling average at the five ETCMP shown on t the Planning Maps and a nominated 
physical monitoring station suitable for monitoring compliance.    

 A(P)  

2348 
Christchurch International 

Airport Limited (CIAL) 
2348.57 Amend 

6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

Replace map in Fig 1 with  one showing the five ETCMPs [refer to attachment A to 
this submission “Engine Testing Noise Control Boundaries”]  

  R 

FS2802.27 
Environmental Noise 

Analysis and Advice Service 
2348.57 Support 

6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

   R 

2357 The Tait Foundation 2357.3 Amend 
6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

Engine Noise Testing Contours and all associated provisions be deleted    D 

FS2815.29 Air New Zealand Limited 2357.3 Oppose 
6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

 A   

FS2817.34 
Christchurch International 

Airport 
2357.3 Oppose 

6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

 A   

2357 The Tait Foundation 2357.4 Amend 
6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

Any consequential or other amendments to the Proposed Plan necessary to give 
effect to the intent of this submission  

  R 

FS2817.35 
Christchurch International 

Airport 
2357.4 Oppose 

6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

 A   

2436 Ian William Boyd 2436.1 Amend 
6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

New provision requested: Limit the duration of noise, particularly in respect to aircraft 
engine night time testing, to 5 minutes. And include the frequency of duration, from 
the Existing Christchurch International Airport Bylaws (1989) in the rules.  

  R 

FS2815.30 Air New Zealand Limited 2436.1 Oppose 
6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

 A   

FS2817.5 
Christchurch International 

Airport 
2436.1 Oppose 

6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

 A   

2514 David Lawry 2514.10 Amend 
6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

New provision requested: Add specific requirements for noise mitigation at source to 
be the first priority.  

  R 

2514 David Lawry 2514.11 Oppose 
6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

Reject engine testing contours at this plan change as on site mitigation successful 
around the world should eliminate the need for them at all.   

  R 

FS2765.11 
The Isaac Conservation and 

Wildlife Trust 
2514.11 Support 

6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

 A   

FS2815.38 Air New Zealand Limited 2514.11 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from  A   

Attachment A 3723 CCC - Dixon
Page 81 of 167



 

16 

 

Submitter 
No. Submitter name 

Submission 
point 

number 
Support/ 
Oppose Category Decision Sought 

A: accept 
A(P): accept in part 
R: reject 

operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

FS2817.39 
Christchurch International 

Airport 
2514.11 Oppose 

6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

 A   

2514 David Lawry 2514.12 Not Stated 
6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

Require CIAL to have a design and build plan to address onsite mitigation within one 
year.  

  R 

FS2765.12 
The Isaac Conservation and 

Wildlife Trust 
2514.12 Support 

6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

   R 

FS2815.39 Air New Zealand Limited 2514.12 Oppose 
6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

 A   

FS2817.40 
Christchurch International 

Airport 
2514.12 Oppose 

6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

 A   

2567 John M Sugrue 2567.8 Amend 
6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

Decision Sought: The aircraft engine testing noise contours and associated provisions 
be deleted. And any consequential or other amendments to the proposed plan 
necessary to give effect to the intent of this submission.  

  R 

FS2845.3 
Christchurch International 

Airport Limited. 
2567.8 Oppose 

6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

OP 2567.8 Decision Sought: Reject the relief sought.  
Decision Reason: Engine testing and maintenance is an essential part of safe and 
efficient airport operations.  

A   

2590 Sandra Woodlaw 2590.1 Oppose 
6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

Decision Sought: Remove permitted activity to test engines during midnight and 
dawn.  

  R 

FS2815.48 Air New Zealand Limited 2590.1 Oppose 
6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

  A   

2846 Graeme and Robyn Anne 
Hodge 

2846.2 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

Decision Sought: Delete the proposed additional engine testing noise contour lines 
completely.  Airport stick to their existing aircraft airport noise zones.  

  R 

FS2817.250  Christchurch International 
Airport  

2846.2 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

OP 2846.2 Decision Sought: CIAL opposes deletion of the 65, 55 and 50dB Ldn Engine 
Testing Noise Contours.  The engine testing contours are necessary in order to 
provide for appropriate planning and land use provisions to manage the effects of 
engine testing while also ensuring that the Airport can continue to operate efficiently 
and safely.  

A   

2847 Chris Thomson 2847.2 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

Decision Sought: Delete the engine testing noise contour lines completely and stick 
with existing rules.  

  R 

FS2817.252  Christchurch International 
Airport 

2847.2 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

OP 2847.2 Decision Sought: CIAL opposes deletion of the 65, 55 and 50dB Ldn Engine 
Testing Noise Contours.  The engine testing contours are necessary in order to 
provide for appropriate planning and land use provisions to manage the effects of 
engine testing while also ensuring that the Airport can continue to operate efficiently 
and safely.  

A   

2848 Stewart Ross 2848.2 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

Decision Sought: Delete this proposal and keep with the existing aircraft airport noise 
zones.  

  R 

FS2817.254 Christchurch International 
Airport 

2848.2 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 

OP 2848.2 Decision Sought: CIAL opposes deletion of the 65, 55 and 50dB Ldn Engine 
Testing Noise Contours.  The engine testing contours are necessary in order to 

A   
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International Airport provide for appropriate planning and land use provisions to manage the effects of 
engine testing while also ensuring that the Airport can continue to operate efficiently 
and safely.  

2849 Dianne Teear 2849.2 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

Decision Sought: Delete the proposed additional engine testing noise contour lines 
completely and have the airport stick to their existing aircraft airport noise zones.  

  R 

FS2817.256 Christchurch International 
Airport 

2849.2 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

OP 2849.2 Decision Sought: CIAL opposes deletion of the 65, 55 and 50dB Ldn Engine 
Testing Noise Contours.  The engine testing contours are necessary in order to 
provide for appropriate planning and land use provisions to manage the effects of 
engine testing while also ensuring that the Airport can continue to operate efficiently 
and safely.  

A   

2850 Ryan Teear 2850.2 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

Decision Sought: Delete the proposed additional engine testing noise contour lines 
completely and have the airport stick to their existing aircraft airport noise zones.  

  R 

FS2817.288 Christchurch International 
Airport 

2850.2 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

OP 2850.2 Decision Sought: CIAL opposes deletion of the 65, 55 and 50 dB Ldn Engine 
Testing Noise Contours.  The engine testing contours are necessary in order to 
provide for appropriate plannign and land use provisions to manage the effects of 
engine testing while also ensuring that the Airport can continues to operate efficiently 
and safely.  

A   

2851 Pauline Clark and Jim Magee 2851.2 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

Decision Sought: The proposed additional engine testing noise contours should be 
deleted and existing restrictions should apply or be reduced through mitigation 
technology.  

  R 

FS2817.258 Christchurch International 
Airport 

2851.2 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

OP 2851.2 Decision Sought: CIAL opposes deletion of the 65, 55 and 50dB Ldn Engine 
Testing Noise Contours.  The engine testing contours are necessary in order to 
provide for appropriate planning and land use provisions to manage the effects of 
engine testing while also ensuring that the Airport can continue to operate efficiently 
and safely.  

A   

2852 John Stirling and Andree 
Anne Bowie 

2852.2 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

Decision Sought: Delete the proposed additional engine testing noise contour lines 
completely and have the airport stick to their existing aircraft airport noise zones.  

  R 

FS2817.260 Christchurch International 
Airport 

2852.2 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

OP 2852.2 Decision Sought: CIAL opposes deletion of the 65, 55 and 50dB Ldn Engine 
Testing Noise Contours.  The engine testing contours are necessary in order to 
provide for appropriate planning and land use provisions to manage the effects of 
engine testing while also ensuring that the Airport can continue to operate efficiently 
and safely.  

A   

2853 Roger Frank Carson 2853.2 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

Decision Sought: Delete new engine testing noise contour lines from the proposed 
plan.  

  R 

FS2817.262 Christchurch International 
Airport 

2853.2 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

OP 2853.2 Decision Sought: CIAL opposes deletion of the 65, 55 and 50dB Ldn Engine 
Testing Noise Contours.  The engine testing contours are necessary in order to 
provide for appropriate planning and land use provisions to manage the effects of 
engine testing while also ensuring that the Airport can continue to operate efficiently 
and safely.  

A   

2854 John Robert Mackey 2854.2 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

Decision Sought: Provision be completely deleted for the proposed additional engine 
testing noise contour lines.  Also that the airport invest in engine noise mitigation 
technology to remove the need for their engine noise contours zone (preferred 
option) or move back to the original testing area.  

  R 

FS2817.264 Christchurch International 
Airport 

2854.2 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

OP 2854.2 Decision Sought: CIAL opposes deletion of the 65, 55 and 50dB Ldn Engine 
Testing Noise Contours.  The engine testing contours are necessary in order to 
provide for appropriate planning and land use provisions to manage the effects of 

A   
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engine testing while also ensuring that the Airport can continue to operate efficiently 
and safely.  

2855 Valerie Hobbs 2855.1 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

Decision Sought: Oppose the proposed increase of aircraft running noise (aircraft 
engine testing) at any hour of the night and day..  There should be a curfew that no 
testing be done after 7pm at night until 8am in the morning.  

 A(P)  

FS2817.285 Christchurch International 
Airport 

2855.1 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

OP 2855.1 Decision Sought: Engine testing is required to occur at various times due to 
the scheduling of aircraft operations - for example, once the last flight for the day has 
landed at the Airport, or overnight in time for operations scheduled for early morning 
departure.  For these reasons, a curfew is not practical or appropriate.  

 A(P)  

2856 Enrique and Joy Mavis Garza 2856.2 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

Decision Sought: Delete the proposed additional engine testing noise contour lines 
completely and have the airport stick to their existing aircraft airport noise zones.  

  R 

FS2817.266 Christchurch International 
Airport 

2856.2 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

OP 2856.2 Decision Sought: CIAL opposes deletion of the 65, 55 and 50dB Ldn Engine 
Testing Noise Contours.  The engine testing contours are necessary in order to 
provide for appropriate planning and land use provisions to manage the effects of 
engine testing while also ensuring that the Airport can continue to operate efficiently 
and safely.  

A   

2857 Maxwell Kenneth Barnes 2857.2 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

Decision Sought: Delete the proposed additional engine testing noise contour lines 
completely and have the airport stick to their existing aircraft airport noise zones.  

  R 

FS2817.268 Christchurch International 
Airport 

2857.2 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

OP 2857.2 Decision Sought: CIAL opposes deletion of the 65, 55 and 50dB Ldn Engine 
Testing Noise Contours.  The engine testing contours are necessary in order to 
provide for appropriate planning and land use provisions to manage the effects of 
engine testing while also ensuring that the Airport can continue to operate efficiently 
and safely.  

A   

2858 Graeme and Lorraine Wood 2858.2 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

Decision Sought: Delete the proposed additional engine testing noise contour lines 
completely and have the airport stick to their existing aircraft airport noise zones.  

  R 

FS2817.270 Christchurch International 
Airport 

2858.2 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

OP 2858.2 Decision Sought: CIAL opposes deletion of the 65, 55 and 50dB Ldn Engine 
Testing Noise Contours.  The engine testing contours are necessary in order to 
provide for appropriate planning and land use provisions to manage the effects of 
engine testing while also ensuring that the Airport can continue to operate efficiently 
and safely.  

A   

2859 Robert Neil Upton 2859.2 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

Decision Sought: Delete the proposed additional engine testing noise contour lines 
completely and have the airport stick to their existing aircraft airport noise zones.  

  R 

FS2817.272 Christchurch International 
Airport 

2859.2 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

OP 2859.2 Decision Sought: CIAL opposes deletion of the 65, 55 and 50dB Ldn Engine 
Testing Noise Contours.  The engine testing contours are necessary in order to 
provide for appropriate planning and land use provisions to manage the effects of 
engine testing while also ensuring that the Airport can continue to operate efficiently 
and safely.  

A   

2860 David and Yvonne Robb 2860.2 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

Decision Sought: Delete the proposed additional engine testing noise contour lines 
completely and have the airport stick to their existing aircraft airport noise zones.  

  R 

FS2817.274 Christchurch International 
Airport 

2860.2 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

OP 2860.2 Decision Sought: CIAL opposes deletion of the 65, 55 and 50dB Ldn Engine 
Testing Noise Contours.  The engine testing contours are necessary in order to 
provide for appropriate planning and land use provisions to manage the effects of 
engine testing while also ensuring that the Airport can continue to operate efficiently 
and safely.  

A   

2861 Thaddeus Ross Julian 2861.2 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from Decision Sought: The engine testing noise contour lines should be deleted.  As a   R 

Attachment A 3723 CCC - Dixon
Page 84 of 167



 

19 

 

Submitter 
No. Submitter name 

Submission 
point 

number 
Support/ 
Oppose Category Decision Sought 

A: accept 
A(P): accept in part 
R: reject 

operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

minimum the aircraft engine testing should comply with the existing airport noise 
zones already in place.  

FS2817.276 Christchurch International 
Airport 

2861.2 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

OP 2861.2 Decision Sought: CIAL opposes deletion of the 65, 55 and 50dB Ldn Engine 
Testing Noise Contours.  The engine testing contours are necessary in order to 
provide for appropriate planning and land use provisions to manage the effects of 
engine testing while also ensuring that the Airport can continue to operate efficiently 
and safely.  

A   

2862 Jon Robertson 2862.2 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

Decision Sought: Reconsider the new testing location.    R 

FS2817.278 Christchurch International 
Airport 

2862.2 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

OP 2862.2 Decision Sought: CIAL opposes deletion of the 65, 55 and 50dB Ldn Engine 
Testing Noise Contours.  The engine testing contours are necessary in order to 
provide for appropriate planning and land use provisions to manage the effects of 
engine testing while also ensuring that the Airport can continue to operate efficiently 
and safely.  

A   

2863 Jason and Johanna Wells 2863.2 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

Decision Sought: Delete the proposed additional engine testing noise contour lines 
completely and have the airport stick to their existing aircraft airport noise zones.  

  R 

FS2817.280 Christchurch International 
Airport 

2863.2 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

OP 2863.2 Decision Sought: CIAL opposes deletion of the 65, 55 and 50dB Ldn Engine 
Testing Noise Contours.  The engine testing contours are necessary in order to 
provide for appropriate planning and land use provisions to manage the effects of 
engine testing while also ensuring that the Airport can continue to operate efficiently 
and safely.  

A   

2864 Greg and Sue Ellis 2864.2 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

Decision Sought: Provision be deleted - engine testing noise.    R 

FS2817.282 Christchurch International 
Airport 

2864.2 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

OP 2864.2 Decision Sought: CIAL opposes deletion of the 65, 55 and 50dB Ldn Engine 
Testing Noise Contours.  The engine testing contours are necessary in order to 
provide for appropriate planning and land use provisions to manage the effects of 
engine testing while also ensuring that the Airport can continue to operate efficiently 
and safely.  

A   

2865 Phil Plunket 2865.2 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

Decision Sought: Oppose the new proposal of extending the noise zones for the 
engine testing.  I see no valid reason for the airport to relocate the area for testing 
engines 1.8km closer to an existing residential area.  

  R 

FS2817.284 Christchurch International 
Airport 

2865.2 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

OP 2865.2 Decision Sought: CIAL opposes deletion of the 65, 55 and 50dB Ldn Engine 
Testing Noise Contours.  The engine testing contours are necessary in order to 
provide for appropriate planning and land use provisions to manage the effects of 
engine testing while also ensuring that the Airport can continue to operate efficiently 
and safely.  

A   

2866 Ron van der Busse on behalf 
of US2 Family Trust,  

2866.1 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

Decision Sought: Delete the proposed additional engine testing noise contour lines 
completely and have the airport stick to their existing aircraft airport noise zones and 
original testing area or invest in engine noise mitigation technology to remove the 
need for their engine noise contours zone (preferred option).  

  R 

FS2817.293 Christchurch International 
Airport 

2866.1 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

OP 2866.1 Decision Sought: CIAL opposes deletion of the 65, 55 and 50 dB Ldn Engine 
Testing Noise Contours.  The engine testing contours are necessary in order to 
provide for appropriate plannign and land use provisions to manage the effects of 
engine testing while also ensuring that the Airport can continues to operate efficiently 
and safely.  

A   

2867 Isaac Chien-Wei Lee 2867.1 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 

Decision Sought: Delete the proposed additional engine testing noise contour lines 
completely and have the airport stick to their existing aircraft airport noise zones i.e. 

  R 
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Submitter 
No. Submitter name 

Submission 
point 

number 
Support/ 
Oppose Category Decision Sought 

A: accept 
A(P): accept in part 
R: reject 

International Airport invest in engine noise mitigation technology to remove the need for their engine 
noise contours zone (preferred option) or move back to the original testing area.  

FS2817.291 Christchurch International 
Airport 

2867.1 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

OP 2867.1 Decision Sought: CIAL opposes deletion of the 65, 55 and 50 dB Ldn Engine 
Testing Noise Contours.  The engine testing contours are necessary in order to 
provide for appropriate plannign and land use provisions to manage the effects of 
engine testing while also ensuring that the Airport can continues to operate efficiently 
and safely.  

A   

2868 Jan Moore 2868.1 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

Decision Sought: Oppose the new airport engine testing noise contours proposed by 
the City Council.  

  R 

FS2817.295 Christchurch International 
Airport 

2868.1 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

OP 2868.1 Decision Sought: CIAL opposes deletion of the 65, 55 and 50 dB Ldn Engine 
Testing Noise Contours.  The engine testing contours are necessary in order to 
provide for appropriate plannign and land use provisions to manage the effects of 
engine testing while also ensuring that the Airport can continues to operate efficiently 
and safely.  

A   

2869 Peter Floris and Helen Davey 2869.1 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

Decision Sought: Oppose the new zones that are to be used for testing noise of 
aircraft.  Reconsider the zoning.  We do not want it extended but request that the 
current zones stay in place.  

  R 

FS2817.297 Christchurch International 
Airport 

2869.1 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

OP 2869.1 Decision Sought: It is unclear what the submitters' point of relief is.  CIAL 
considers that the reference to 'zone' is intended to refer to the engine testing noise 
contours, and that the submitter seeks that the contours are deleted.  CIAL opposes 
deletion of the 65, 55 and 50 dB Ldn Engine Testing Noise Contours.  The engine 
testing contours are necessary in order to provide for appropriate plannign and land 
use provisions to manage the effects of engine testing while also ensuring that the 
Airport can continues to operate efficiently and safely.  

A   

2870 Geoffrey Hardwick and 
Helen Frances Moore 

2870.1 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

Decision Sought: Delete the proposal to add noise contour zones which will affect our 
residential zones.  Testing facility to remain where it is currently, and there should be 
investment in improved technology to mitigate noise levels.  

  R 

FS2817.289 Christchurch International 
Airport 

2870.1 Oppose 6.1.4.2.7-Aircraft noise from 
operations at Christchurch 
International Airport 

OP 2870.1 Decision Sought: CIAL opposes deletion of the 65, 55 and 50 dB Ldn Engine 
Testing Noise Contours.  The engine testing contours are necessary in order to 
provide for appropriate plannign and land use provisions to manage the effects of 
engine testing while also ensuring that the Airport can continues to operate efficiently 
and safely.  

A   

2387 
Canterbury Earthquake 

Recovery Authority for & on 
behalf of the Crown 

2387.92 Support 
6.1.5.1.4-Non-complying 
Activities 

Retain Rule 6.1.5.1.4 as notified.    A   

2348 
Christchurch International 

Airport Limited (CIAL) 
2348.60 Support 

6.1.5.1.4-Non-complying 
Activities 

Retain NC1 and NC2 as notified.  A   

2255 Air New Zealand Limited 2255.2 Not Stated 
6.1.5.1.5-Prohibited 
Activities 

Decision Sought: Activities Sensitive to Aircraft Noise:  ANZL supports the exclusion of 
Activities Sensitive to Aircraft Noise (or "sensitive activities" as they are described in 
Chapter 6 - General Rules and Procedures) within the 65dBA ETNCs.  

A   

FS2817.51 
Christchurch International 

Airport 
2255.2 Support 

6.1.5.1.5-Prohibited 
Activities 

  A   

2348 
Christchurch International 

Airport Limited (CIAL) 
2348.61 Support 

6.1.5.1.5-Prohibited 
Activities 

Retain PA1 and PA2 as notified.  A   

2387 
Canterbury Earthquake 

Recovery Authority for & on 
behalf of the Crown 

2387.93 Support 
6.1.5.1.5-Prohibited 
Activities 

Retain Rule 6.1.5.1.5 as notified.    A   

2348 
Christchurch International 

Airport Limited (CIAL) 
2348.62 Amend 

6.1.5.3.1-Any new buildings 
and additions to existing 

Amend as follows:    A(P)  
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Submitter 
No. Submitter name 

Submission 
point 

number 
Support/ 
Oppose Category Decision Sought 

A: accept 
A(P): accept in part 
R: reject 

buildings located within the 
55 dB Ldn airport noise con Any new buildings and additions to existing buildings located within the 55 dB Ldn 

airport noise contour line Airport Noise Boundary Contour and / or the 55db Ldn 
Engine Testing Contour shown in the Planning Maps  

1.            Shall be insulated ….   

FS2802.28 
Environmental Noise 

Analysis and Advice Service 
2348.62 Support 

6.1.5.3.1-Any new buildings 
and additions to existing 
buildings located within the 
55 dB Ldn airport noise con 

   A(P)  

2514 David Lawry 2514.4 Amend 22-Planning Maps 

Decision Sought: Before off site engine testing contours are approved, require 
evaluation and development of at source mitigation. Require at source mitigation of 
excessive noise and associated noise harm as the priority. Where off site mitigation 
requires neighbours to incur expense the provision of funding by CIAL to assist or 
cover this expense is much more consistent with national and international practice.   

  R 

2567 John M Sugrue 2567.6 Oppose 22.7-PM17 Decision Sought: The aircraft engine testing noise contours and associated provisions 
be deleted. And any consequential or other amendments to the proposed plan 
necessary to give effect to the intent of this submission.  

  R 

2567 John M Sugrue 2567.7 Oppose 22.38-PM23 Decision Sought: The aircraft engine testing noise contours and associated provisions 
be deleted. And any consequential or other amendments to the proposed plan 
necessary to give effect to the intent of this submission.  

  R 

2348 Christchurch International 
Airport Limited (CIAL) 

2348.35 Amend 22.8-PM18 Decision Sought:  
 amend the Planning Maps to show ETCMP locations (see attachment A f the 
submission: 
“Engine Testing Noise Control Boundaries and Engine Testing Compliance Monitoring 
Positions”)    

 A(P)  

2348 Christchurch International 
Airport Limited (CIAL) 

2348.36 Amend 22.38-PM23 Decision Sought:  
 amend the Planning Maps to show ETCMP locations (see attachment A f the 
submission: 
“Engine Testing Noise Control Boundaries and Engine Testing Compliance Monitoring 
Positions”)    

 A(P)  

2348 
Christchurch International 

Airport Limited (CIAL) 
2348.37 Amend 

22-Planning Maps > 22.9-
PM24 

Decision Sought:  

 amend the Planning Maps to show ETCMP locations (see attachment A of the 
submission: 

“Engine Testing Noise Control Boundaries and Engine Testing Compliance Monitoring 
Positions”)    

 A(P)  

2348 
Christchurch International 

Airport Limited (CIAL) 
2348.38 Amend 

22-Planning Maps > 22.37-
PM22 

Decision Sought:  

 amend the Planning Maps to show ETCMP locations (see attachment A of the 
submission: 

“Engine Testing Noise Control Boundaries and Engine Testing Compliance Monitoring 
Positions”)    

 A(P)  

2348 
Christchurch International 

Airport Limited (CIAL) 
2348.39 Amend 

22-Planning Maps > 22.27-
PM10 

Decision Sought:  

 amend the Planning Maps to show ETCMP locations (see attachment A of the 
submission: 

 A(P)  

Attachment A 3723 CCC - Dixon
Page 87 of 167



 

22 

 

Submitter 
No. Submitter name 

Submission 
point 

number 
Support/ 
Oppose Category Decision Sought 

A: accept 
A(P): accept in part 
R: reject 

“Engine Testing Noise Control Boundaries and Engine Testing Compliance Monitoring 
Positions”)    

2348 
Christchurch International 

Airport Limited (CIAL) 
2348.42 Amend 

22-Planning Maps > 22.27-
PM10 

Decision Sought: Amend map to show ETCMP locations (see attachment A of 
submission).  

 A(P)  

2348 
Christchurch International 

Airport Limited (CIAL) 
2348.43 Amend 

22-Planning Maps > 22.7-
PM17 

Decision Sought: Amend map to show ETCMP locations (see attachment A of 
submission).  

 A(P)  

2348 
Christchurch International 

Airport Limited (CIAL) 
2348.44 Amend 

22-Planning Maps > 22.8-
PM18 

Decision Sought: Amend map to show ETCMP locations (see attachment A of 
submission).  

 A(P)  

2348 
Christchurch International 

Airport Limited (CIAL) 
2348.45 Amend 

22-Planning Maps > 22.37-
PM22 

Decision Sought: Amend map to show ETCMP locations (see attachment A of 
submission).  

 A(P)  

2348 
Christchurch International 

Airport Limited (CIAL) 
2348.46 Amend 

22-Planning Maps > 22.38-
PM23 

Decision Sought: Amend map to show ETCMP locations (see attachment A of 
submission).  

 A(P)  

2348 
Christchurch International 

Airport Limited (CIAL) 
2348.47 Amend 

22-Planning Maps > 22.9-
PM24 

Decision Sought: Amend map to show ETCMP locations (see attachment A of 
submission).  

 A(P)  

2348 
Christchurch International 

Airport Limited (CIAL) 
2348.34 Amend 

22-Planning Maps > 22.7-
PM17 

Decision Sought:  

 amend the Planning Maps to show ETCMP locations (see attachment A f the 
submission:  

“Engine Testing Noise Control Boundaries and Engine Testing Compliance Monitoring 
Positions”) 

 A(P)  

2054 Mike Marra 2054.1 Oppose 
22-Planning Maps > 22.38-
PM23 

Decision Sought:  

It is recommended that  the proposed engine-run test contour line (Harewood bulge) 
be contracted to an acceptable position based on evidence. 

The db level of my recommended engine-run test contour line be 40db in line with 
W.H.O. Guidelines. 

 
Decision Reason: See attached submission document entitled  

 A(P)  

2091 Gerrit Venema 2091.1 Amend 
22-Planning Maps > 22.8-
PM18 

Decision Sought:  

That the 50 db engine testing contour line be amended to be more consistent with 
the Airport noise 50 db contour line in the area surrounding my property and that of 
the greater Bishopdale area which includes Bishopdale mall. 

I suggest reducing the ‘bulge’ to bring the 50 dB engine test contour line back to 
beyond Antree st 
and more along Gardiners rd / Breens rd before rejoining the existing proposal.  

 A(P)  

2091 Gerrit Venema 2091.2 Amend 
22-Planning Maps > 22.38-
PM23 

Decision Sought:  

That the 50 db engine testing contour line be amended to be more consistent with 
the Airport noise 50 db contour line in the area surrounding my property and that of 
the greater Bishopdale area which includes Bishopdale mall. 

I suggest reducing the ‘bulge’ to bring the 50 dB engine test contour line back to 
beyond Antree st 
and more along Gardiners rd / Breens rd before rejoining the existing proposal.  

 A(P)  

2091 Gerrit Venema 2091.3 Amend 22-Planning Maps > 22.9- Decision Sought:   A(P)  
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Submitter 
No. Submitter name 

Submission 
point 

number 
Support/ 
Oppose Category Decision Sought 

A: accept 
A(P): accept in part 
R: reject 

PM24 

That the 50 db engine testing contour line be amended to be more consistent with 
the Airport noise 50 db contour line in the area surrounding my property and that of 
the greater Bishopdale area which includes Bishopdale mall. 

I suggest reducing the ‘bulge’ to bring the 50 dB engine test contour line back to 
beyond Antree st 
and more along Gardiners rd / Breens rd before rejoining the existing proposal. 

2153 Margaret Hean 2153.1 Not Stated 
22-Planning Maps > 22.7-
PM17 

Decision Sought: To obtain more information on the proposal to place the 65 decibel 
aircraft engine testing line through the centre of our property. I have attended 
meetings, come into the council and met with staff and met with staff at CIAL and no 
one seems to be able to give me any information on the affect that will have on our 
property at 53 Jessons Road. Or the reasoning behind this going through rather than 
around our property.  

 A(P)  

2304 Errol and Kathryn Smith 2304.3 Oppose 22.38-PM23 Decision Sought: The Submitters seek that the provision be deleted.    R 

2304  E & K Smith 2304.4  23-Planning Maps Delete 50 dB engine testing noise contour on Map 23   R 

2355 The Blue Lady Trust 2355.8 Oppose PM10 That the engine testing noise contours and all associated provisions be deleted   R 

2355 The Blue Lady Trust 2355.9 Oppose PM16 That the engine testing noise contours and all associated provisions be deleted   R 

2355 The Blue Lady Trust 2355.10 Oppose PM17 That the engine testing noise contours and all associated provisions be deleted   R 

2355 The Blue Lady Trust 2355.11 Oppose PM18 That the engine testing noise contours and all associated provisions be deleted   R 

2355 The Blue Lady Trust 2355.12 Oppose PM22 That the engine testing noise contours and all associated provisions be deleted   R 

2355 The Blue Lady Trust 2355.13 Oppose PM23 That the engine testing noise contours and all associated provisions be deleted   R 

2355 The Blue Lady Trust 2355.14 Oppose PM24 That the engine testing noise contours and all associated provisions be deleted   R 

   Table C 
School And Tertiary 
Education Zones 

Sensitive Activities Within The 50 dB Ldn Airport Noise 
Contour 

   

2348  
Christchurch International 

Airport Limited (CIAL) 
2348.169 Oppose 

21.6.2.2.4  - Non complying 
activities - School zone 

Add new NC2 "sensitive activities within the air noise contour (50 dB Ldn ) as defined 
on the planning maps" 

  R 

FS2832. Ministry of Education  2832 Oppose 21.6.2.2.4 
Request is unreasonable, inconsistent with objectives and policies of zone, and does 
not recognise the significant and ongoing investment in relevant existing school sites. 

A   

2348 
Christchurch International 

Airport Limited (CIAL) 
2348.170 Oppose 

21.7.2.2.4  - Non complying 
activities - Tertiary education 
zone 

Add new NC2 "sensitive activities within the air noise contour (50 dB Ldn ) as defined 
on the planning maps" 

  R 

FS2822.110 University of Canterbury 2822.110 Oppose 
21.7.2.2.4  - Non complying 
activities - Tertiary education 
zone 

Unncecessary and would make almost all activities at UC (education and residential) 
non-complying - would significantly impact on earthquake recovery. 

A   
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CHAPTER 6.7 - AIRCRAFT PROTECTION 
 

1 

 

Point No. Further 
SubNo. 

Submitter Name Support / 
Oppose 

Provision No. Decision Sought and Reason A A(P) R 

2348.153  Christchurch International 
Airport Limited (CIAL), c/o Jo 
Appleyard/Ben Williams, 
Chapman Tripp, PO Box 2510, 
Christchurch, New Zealand, 
8140 

Amend Definitions Add a new definition for "bird strike risk" [activity?]  
 

  R 

2249.80  Canterbury Regional Council, 
Attn: Jane Doogue, PO Box 
345, Christchurch, New 
Zealand,  

Amend 6.7 Aircraft 
Protection 

Decision Sought: The district plan should clarify in which areas quarrying is 
being provided for both now (through the quarry zone) in the longer term 
future (overlay), and exempt these areas from rules that apply within the 
3km Bird Strike Management Area, or modify the 3km Bird Strike 
Management Area to exclude overlap with the quarry zone overlay.  

 A(P)  

2249.80 FS2810.80 Canterbury Earthquake 
Recovery Authority CERA on 
behalf of for and on behalf of 
the Crown,  

Support 6.7 Aircraft 
Protection 

   A(P)  

2387.161  Canterbury Earthquake 
Recovery Authority for & on  
behalf of the Crown, Attn: Viv 
Smith, Manager Planning, 
Private Bag 4999, 
Christchurch, New Zealand, 
8140 

Support 6.7 Aircraft 
Protection 

Decision Sought: Retain the provisions as notified.   A   

2387.162  Canterbury Earthquake 
Recovery Authority for & on  
behalf of the Crown, Attn: Viv 
Smith, Manager Planning, 
Private Bag 4999, 
Christchurch, New Zealand, 
8140 

Support 6.7.1 Objectives 
and policies 

Decision Sought: Retain the objectives and policies in 6.7.1 which protect 
and ensure the safe and efficient operation of aircraft at Defence Wigram.   

A   

2245.6  Pratt & Whitney Air New 
Zealand Services, c/o Graham 
Jack, 115 Orchard Road, 
Christchurch, New Zealand, 
8051 

Support 6.7.1.1 Objective - 
Safe and efficient 
aircraft operation 

Decision Sought:  
Chapter 6: Part 6.7 Aircraft Protection  
Objective 6.7.1.1 relates to enabling the safe and efficient operation 
of aircraft from airports, airfields or helipads. PWANZ is highly supportive 
of this objective.  

A   

2245.6 FS2815.25 Air New Zealand Limited Support 6.7.1.1 Objective - 
Safe and efficient 
aircraft operation 

  A   

2348.67  Christchurch International 
Airport Limited (CIAL), c/o Jo 
Appleyard/Ben Williams, 
Chapman Tripp, PO Box 2510, 
Christchurch, New Zealand, 
8140 

Support 6.7.1.1 Objective - 
Safe and efficient 
aircraft operation 

Decision Sought: Retain as notified.  A   

2383.1  Airways Corporation of New 
Zealand Limited, c/o Julie 
McMinn, Opus International 
Consultants Ltd., Private Bag 
1913, Dunedin, New Zealand,  

Support 6.7.1.1 Objective - 
Safe and efficient 
aircraft operation 

Decision Sought: Support Objective 6.7.1.1 as it will promote air traffic 
safety and will facilitate Airways to ensure the safe movement of air craft 
in Canterbury.   

A   
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SubNo. 

Submitter Name Support / 
Oppose 

Provision No. Decision Sought and Reason A A(P) R 

2383.1 FS2732.12 Avonhead Community Group 
Inc. 

Support 6.7.1.1 Objective - 
Safe and efficient 
aircraft operation 

  A   

2383.1 FS2815.52 Air New Zealand Limited Support 6.7.1.1 Objective - 
Safe and efficient 
aircraft operation 

  A   

2348.68  Christchurch International 
Airport Limited (CIAL), c/o Jo 
Appleyard/Ben Williams, 
Chapman Tripp, PO Box 2510, 
Christchurch, New Zealand, 
8140 

Support 6.7.1.1.1 Policy - 
Avoidance of 
physical 
obstructions 

Decision Sought: Retain as notified.  A   

2383.2  Airways Corporation of New 
Zealand Limited, c/o Julie 
McMinn, Opus International 
Consultants Ltd., Private Bag 
1913, Dunedin, New Zealand,  

Support 6.7.1.1.1 Policy - 
Avoidance of 
physical 
obstructions 

Decision Sought: Support Policy 6.7.1.1.1  as it will promote air traffic 
safety and will facilitate Airways to ensure the safe movement of air craft 
in Canterbury.   

A   

2383.2 FS2732.13 Avonhead Community Group 
Inc. 

Support 6.7.1.1.1 Policy - 
Avoidance of 
physical 
obstructions 

  A   

2383.2 FS2815.53 Air New Zealand Limited Support 6.7.1.1.1 Policy - 
Avoidance of 
physical 
obstructions 

  A   

2235.21  Ngai Tahu Property Limited, 
c/o Darryl Millar, Resource 
Management Group Ltd., PO 
Box 908, Christchurch, New 
Zealand, 8140 

Not Stated 6.7.1.1.2 Policy - 
Avoidance or 
mitigation of 
navigational or 
operational 
impediments 

Decision Sought:  

Amend Policy 6.7.1.1.2 as follows: 

 Avoid or mitigate the potential effects of activities that could interfere with 
the safe navigation and control of aircraft including from activities that 
could interfere with visibility or increase the possibility of bird strike  from 
new landfills and rubbish dumps   

  R 

2235.21 FS2817.12 Christchurch International 
Airport 

Oppose 6.7.1.1.2 Policy - 
Avoidance or 
mitigation of 
navigational or 
operational 
impediments 

  A   

2348.69  Christchurch International 
Airport Limited (CIAL), c/o Jo 
Appleyard/Ben Williams, 
Chapman Tripp, PO Box 2510, 
Christchurch, New Zealand, 
8140 

Support 6.7.1.1.2 Policy - 
Avoidance or 
mitigation of 
navigational or 
operational 
impediments 

Decision Sought: Retain as notified.  A   

2383.3  Airways Corporation of New 
Zealand Limited, c/o Julie 

Support 6.7.1.1.2 Policy - 
Avoidance or 

Decision Sought: Support Policy 6.7.1.1.2 as it will promote air traffic 
safety and will facilitate Airways to ensure the safe movement of air craft 

A   
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McMinn, Opus International 
Consultants Ltd., Private Bag 
1913, Dunedin, New Zealand,  

mitigation of 
navigational or 
operational 
impediments 

in Canterbury airspace.   

2383.3 FS2732.14 Avonhead Community Group 
Inc. 

Support 6.7.1.1.2 Policy - 
Avoidance or 
mitigation of 
navigational or 
operational 
impediments 

  A   

2383.3 FS2815.54 Air New Zealand Limited Support 6.7.1.1.2 Policy - 
Avoidance or 
mitigation of 
navigational or 
operational 
impediments 

  A   

2235.20  Ngai Tahu Property Limited, 
c/o Darryl Millar, Resource 
Management Group Ltd., PO 
Box 908, Christchurch, New 
Zealand, 8140 

Not Stated 6.7.2.2.3.3 
Restricted 
discretionary 
activities 
Policy 6.7.1.1.2 

Decision Sought:  

Amend Policy 6.7.1.1.2 as follows: 

 Avoid or mitigate the potential effects of activities that could interfere with 
the safe navigation and control of aircraft including from activities that 
could interfere with visibility or increase the possibility of bird strike  from 
new landfills and rubbish dumps 

  R 

2348.70  Christchurch International 
Airport Limited (CIAL), c/o Jo 
Appleyard/Ben Williams, 
Chapman Tripp, PO Box 2510, 
Christchurch, New Zealand, 
8140 

Amend 6.7.1.1.3 Policy - 
Risk minimisation 

Decision Sought: Amend as follows:   

Avoid or mitigate activities at the ends of runways that would significantly 
exacerbate the effects of an aircraft accident, where these activities can:  

- Be efficiently and effectively managed to demonstrably reduce risk; or  

- Management is necessary to avoid a significant risk of aircraft accident.  

 A(P)  

2348.70 FS2764.2 Airways Corporation of NZ Ltd. Support 6.7.1.1.3 Policy - 
Risk minimisation 

   A(P)  

2383.4  Airways Corporation of New 
Zealand Limited, c/o Julie 
McMinn, Opus International 
Consultants Ltd., Private Bag 
1913, Dunedin, New Zealand,  

Support 6.7.1.1.3 Policy - 
Risk minimisation 

Decision Sought: Support Policy 6.7.1.1.3 as it will promote air traffic 
safety and will facilitate Airways to ensure the safe movement of air craft 
in Canterbury airspace.   

A   

2383.4 FS2732.15 Avonhead Community Group 
Inc. 

Support 6.7.1.1.3 Policy - 
Risk minimisation 

  A   

2383.4 FS2815.55 Air New Zealand Limited Support 6.7.1.1.3 Policy - 
Risk minimisation 

  A   

2378.77  Memorial Avenue Investments 
Limited 

Amend 6.7.2.2 Rules - 
Christchurch 
International 
Airport 

Decision Sought: Addition of a permitted or controlled activity rule which 
provides for creation of stormwater management facilities which meet 
identified criteria.  

 A(P)  
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2378.77 FS2817.13 Christchurch International 
Airport 

Support 6.7.2.2 Rules - 
Christchurch 
International 
Airport 

   A(P)  

2383.15  Airways Corporation of New 
Zealand Limited, c/o Julie 
McMinn, Opus International 
Consultants Ltd., Private Bag 
1913, Dunedin, New Zealand,  

Not Stated 6.7.2.2.1 Activity 
status tables - 
Protection 
surfaces 

Decision Sought: Support Rule 6.7.2.2.1 as it will help manage the 
development around the airport so that it does not limit the efficient 
operation and effective provision, operation, safety and maintenance 
upgrade of the Christchurch International Airport.   

A   

2383.15 FS2732.26 Avonhead Community Group 
Inc. 

Support 6.7.2.2.1 Activity 
status tables - 
Protection 
surfaces 

  A   

2383.5  Airways Corporation of New 
Zealand Limited, c/o Julie 
McMinn, Opus International 
Consultants Ltd., Private Bag 
1913, Dunedin, New Zealand,  

Support 6.7.2.2.1 Activity 
status tables - 
Protection 
surfaces 

Decision Sought: Support 6.7.2.2.1  A   

2383.5 FS2732.16 Avonhead Community Group 
Inc. 

Support 6.7.2.2.1 Activity 
status tables - 
Protection 
surfaces 

  A   

2383.5 FS2815.56 Air New Zealand Limited Support 6.7.2.2.1 Activity 
status tables - 
Protection 
surfaces 

  A   

2348.71  Christchurch International 
Airport Limited (CIAL), c/o Jo 
Appleyard/Ben Williams, 
Chapman Tripp, PO Box 2510, 
Christchurch, New Zealand, 
8140 

Support 6.7.2.2.1.1 
Permitted 
activities 

Decision Sought: Retain as notified.  A   

2348.72  Christchurch International 
Airport Limited (CIAL), c/o Jo 
Appleyard/Ben Williams, 
Chapman Tripp, PO Box 2510, 
Christchurch, New Zealand, 
8140 

Support 6.7.2.2.1.2 
Controlled 
activities 

Decision Sought: Retain as notified.  A   

2348.73  Christchurch International 
Airport Limited (CIAL), c/o Jo 
Appleyard/Ben Williams, 
Chapman Tripp, PO Box 2510, 
Christchurch, New Zealand, 
8140 

Support 6.7.2.2.1.3 
Restricted 
discretionary 
activities 

Decision Sought: Retain as notified.   A   

2348.74  Christchurch International 
Airport Limited (CIAL), c/o Jo 
Appleyard/Ben Williams, 
Chapman Tripp, PO Box 2510, 

Support 6.7.2.2.1.4 
Discretionary 
activities 

Decision Sought: Retain as notified.  A   
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Christchurch, New Zealand, 
8140 

2348.74 FS2764.4 Airways Corporation of NZ Ltd. Support 6.7.2.2.1.4 
Discretionary 
activities 

  A   

2348.75  Christchurch International 
Airport Limited (CIAL), c/o Jo 
Appleyard/Ben Williams, 
Chapman Tripp, PO Box 2510, 
Christchurch, New Zealand, 
8140 

Support 6.7.2.2.1.5 Non-
complying 
activities 

Decision Sought: Retain as notified.  A   

2348.75 FS2764.5 Airways Corporation of NZ Ltd. Support 6.7.2.2.1.5 Non-
complying 
activities 

  A   

2249.44  Canterbury Regional Council, 
Attn: Jane Doogue, PO Box 
345, Christchurch, New 
Zealand,  

Amend 6.7.2.2.1.6 PR1 Decision Sought: Amend as follows: e. existing forestry and trees.    R 

2249.44 FS2764.15 Airways Corporation of NZ Ltd. Oppose 6.7.2.2.1.6 PR1   A   

2249.44 FS2810.44 Canterbury Earthquake 
Recovery Authority CERA on 
behalf of for and on behalf of 
the Crown,  

Support 6.7.2.2.1.6 PR1     R 

2249.44 FS2817.59 Christchurch International 
Airport 

Oppose 6.7.2.2.1.6 PR1   A   

2383.19  Airways Corporation of New 
Zealand Limited, c/o Julie 
McMinn, Opus International 
Consultants Ltd., Private Bag 
1913, Dunedin, New Zealand,  

Oppose 6.7.2.2.1.6 PR1 Decision Sought:  "Structures associated with upgrades for State Highway 
1"  - Airways opposes this activity as an exclusion to the prohibited 
activities listed for these rules. 6.7.2.2.1.6 PR1  
NB: At mediation it was stated that  this submission (on Airport protection 
surfaces) not being pursued  

  R 

2383.19 FS2732.30 Avonhead Community Group 
Inc. 

Support 6.7.2.2.1.6 PR1   A   

2383.19 FS2815.66 Air New Zealand Limited Support 6.7.2.2.1.6 PR1   A   

2387.163  Canterbury Earthquake 
Recovery Authority for & on  
behalf of the Crown, Attn: Viv 
Smith, Manager Planning, 
Private Bag 4999, 
Christchurch, New Zealand, 
8140 

Support 6.7.2.2.1.6 PR1 Decision Sought: Retain the exemption in Rule 6.7.2.2.1.6(PR1) as 
notified.   
 
 

A   

2387.163 FS2764.13 Airways Corporation of NZ Ltd. Oppose 6.7.2.2.1.6 PR1     R 

2218.19  Transpower New Zealand 
Limited, c/o Ainsley McLeod, 
Beca Ltd., PO Box 13960, 
Christchurch, New Zealand, 
8141 

Support 6.7.2.2.1.6 
Prohibited 
activities 

Decision Sought: Amend Rule 6.7.2.2.1.6(PR1) to further refine the 
exemptions, including by clarifying what works may be considered 
“maintenance and repair work”.   

 A(P)  
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2218.19 FS2817.58 Christchurch International 
Airport 

Support 6.7.2.2.1.6 
Prohibited 
activities 

   A(P)  

2348.76  Christchurch International 
Airport Limited (CIAL), c/o Jo 
Appleyard/Ben Williams, 
Chapman Tripp, PO Box 2510, 
Christchurch, New Zealand, 
8140 

Amend 6.7.2.2.1.6 
Prohibited 
activities 

Decision Sought:  

Amend as follows:  

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;  
3. maintenance or repair works on any existing 

permitted 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.  

  
 

 A(P)  

2348.76 FS2764.3 Airways Corporation of NZ Ltd. Support 6.7.2.2.1.6 
Prohibited 
activities 

   A(P)  

2383.16  Airways Corporation of New 
Zealand Limited, c/o Julie 
McMinn, Opus International 
Consultants Ltd., Private Bag 
1913, Dunedin, New Zealand,  

Support 6.7.2.2.2 Activity 
status tables - 
Runway end 
protection areas 
(REPAs) 

Decision Sought: Support Rule 6.7.2.2.2 as it will help manage the 
development around the airport so that it does not limit the efficient 
operation and effective provision, operation, safety and maintenance 
upgrade of the Christchurch International Airport.   

A   

2383.16 FS2732.27 Avonhead Community Group 
Inc. 

Support 6.7.2.2.2 Activity 
status tables - 
Runway end 
protection areas 
(REPAs) 

  A   

2383.6  Airways Corporation of New 
Zealand Limited, c/o Julie 
McMinn, Opus International 
Consultants Ltd., Private Bag 
1913, Dunedin, New Zealand,  

Support 6.7.2.2.2 Activity 
status tables - 
Runway end 
protection areas 
(REPAs) 

  A   

2383.6 FS2732.17 Avonhead Community Group Support 6.7.2.2.2 Activity   A   
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Inc. status tables - 
Runway end 
protection areas 
(REPAs) 

2383.6 FS2815.57 Air New Zealand Limited Support 6.7.2.2.2 Activity 
status tables - 
Runway end 
protection areas 
(REPAs) 

  A   

2348.77  Christchurch International 
Airport Limited (CIAL), c/o Jo 
Appleyard/Ben Williams, 
Chapman Tripp, PO Box 2510, 
Christchurch, New Zealand, 
8140 

Support 6.7.2.2.2.1 
Permitted 
activities 

Decision Sought: Retain as notified.  A   

2348.79  Christchurch International 
Airport Limited (CIAL), c/o Jo 
Appleyard/Ben Williams, 
Chapman Tripp, PO Box 2510, 
Christchurch, New Zealand, 
8140 

Amend 6.7.2.2.1.4  
6.7.2.2.2.4 
Discretionary 
activities 

Decision Sought: Move the definition of 'Mass Assembly of People' from 
Ch2 to 6.7.2.2.2.6.  
 
NB submission is about Runway End Protection Areas, so is wrongly 
numbered with regard to provision submitted on  

  R 

2348.80  Christchurch International 
Airport Limited (CIAL), c/o Jo 
Appleyard/Ben Williams, 
Chapman Tripp, PO Box 2510, 
Christchurch, New Zealand, 
8140 

Amend 6.7.2.2.1.6  
6.7.2.2.2.6 
Prohibited 
activities 
(wrongly 
numbered, 
relates to Runway 
End Protection 
Areas)  

Decision Sought:  

Amend as follows: 

  
Activity  

PR1  Mass Assembly of People   

PR12  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 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  

PR23  
Notwithstanding any zone provisions, the use or storage 
of hazardous substances in excess of the Permitted 
Standard for Group 3 zones in Rule 12.1.2.  

 A  
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PR34  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.  

 

2340.21  Orion New Zealand Limited, 
c/o Resource Management 
Group Ltd, PO Box 908, 
Christchurch, New Zealand, 
8140 

Amend 6.7.2.2.2.6 (c) Decision Sought:  
Retain Rule 6.7.2.2.2.6, but amend clause (c)  
(c) maintenance or repair works on any existing permitted building or 
utility; and  

A   

2340.22  Orion New Zealand Limited, 
c/o Resource Management 
Group Ltd, PO Box 908, 
Christchurch, New Zealand, 
8140 

Amend 6.7.2.2.2.6 
Prohibited 
activities 

Decision Sought:  
 insert an additional exclusion as clause (e): 
e. the establishment or replacement of any underground utility.  

A   

2383.20  Airways Corporation of New 
Zealand Limited, c/o Julie 
McMinn, Opus International 
Consultants Ltd., Private Bag 
1913, Dunedin, New Zealand,  

Oppose 6.7.2.2.2.6 
Prohibited 
activities 

Decision Sought:  "Structures associated with upgrades for State Highway 
1"  - Airways opposes this activity as an exclusion to the prohibited 
activities listed for these rules. 6.7.2.2.2.6 PR1  
 
Submission withdrawn 

   

2383.20 FS2732.31 Avonhead Community Group 
Inc. 

Support 6.7.2.2.2.6 
Prohibited 
activities 

 REDUNDANT    

2383.20 FS2810.121 Canterbury Earthquake 
Recovery Authority CERA on 
behalf of for and on behalf of 
the Crown,  

Oppose 6.7.2.2.2.6 
Prohibited 
activities 

 REDUNDANT    

2383.20 FS2815.67 Air New Zealand Limited Support 6.7.2.2.2.6 
Prohibited 
activities 

 REDUNDANT    

2383.17  Airways Corporation of New 
Zealand Limited, c/o Julie 
McMinn, Opus International 
Consultants Ltd., Private Bag 
1913, Dunedin, New Zealand,  

Support 6.7.2.2.3 Activity 
status tables - 
Bird strike 
management 
areas 

Decision Sought: Support Rule 6.7.2.2.3 as it will help manage the 
development around the airport so that it does not limit the efficient 
operation and effective provision, operation, safety and maintenance 
upgrade of the Christchurch International Airport.   

 A(P)  

2383.17 FS2732.28 Avonhead Community Group 
Inc. 

Support 6.7.2.2.3 Activity 
status tables - 
Bird strike 
management 
areas 

   A(P)  

2383.7  Airways Corporation of New 
Zealand Limited, c/o Julie 

Not Stated 6.7.2.2.3 Activity 
status tables - 

Decision Sought: Support 6.7.2.2.3    A(P)  
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McMinn, Opus International 
Consultants Ltd., Private Bag 
1913, Dunedin, New Zealand,  

Bird strike 
management 
areas 

2383.7 FS2732.18 Avonhead Community Group 
Inc. 

Support 6.7.2.2.3 Activity 
status tables - 
Bird strike 
management 
areas 

   A(P)  

2383.7 FS2815.58 Air New Zealand Limited Support 6.7.2.2.3 Activity 
status tables - 
Bird strike 
management 
areas 

   A(P)  

2514.7  David Lawry, 500 Yaldhurst 
Road, RD6, Christchurch, New 
Zealand, 7676 

Amend 6.7.2.2.3 Activity 
status tables - 
Bird strike 
management 
areas 

Decision Sought: Add grassland and turf-grass (including airport turf grass) 
to the definition of Bird Strike Risk activities. Remove wildlife refuges or 
alter it so that it concerns non-native risk birds (e.g. reserves encouraging 
pigeons or geese should be discouraged). Change the scope of this to a 
3km zone.  

  R 

2514.7 FS2765.9 The Isaac Conservation and 
Wildlife Trust 

Oppose 6.7.2.2.3 Activity 
status tables - 
Bird strike 
management 
areas 

  A   

2514.7 FS2817.66 Christchurch International 
Airport 

Oppose 6.7.2.2.3 Activity 
status tables - 
Bird strike 
management 
areas 

  A   

2514.8  David Lawry, 500 Yaldhurst 
Road, RD6, Christchurch, New 
Zealand, 7676 

Not Stated 6.7.2.2.3 Activity 
status tables - 
Bird strike 
management 
areas 

Decision Sought: New provision requested: Add a rule requiring significant 
onsite and operational changes to mitigate bird-strike before making 
planning changes. It is likely that the success of these will negate a need 
for noise strike contours.  

  R 

2514.8 FS2817.67 Christchurch International 
Airport 

Oppose 6.7.2.2.3 Activity 
status tables - 
Bird strike 
management 
areas 

  A   

2348.81  Christchurch International 
Airport Limited (CIAL), c/o Jo 
Appleyard/Ben Williams, 
Chapman Tripp, PO Box 2510, 
Christchurch, New Zealand, 
8140 

Amend 6.7.2.2.3.1 
Permitted 
activities 

Decision Sought:  

Amend as follows:  

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 

  R 
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in Rule 6.7.2.2.3.3 or 6.7.2.2.3.4 below.   

Activity  
Activity 
specific 
standards  

P1  Any activity in the Bird Strike Management Areas 
shown in Appendix 6.11.7.5 not specified as P2, P3 
or P4 or as a Restricted Discretionary or 
Discretionary activity below and that would 
otherwise be a Permitted activity    

 

2348.81 FS2764.6 Airways Corporation of NZ Ltd. Support 6.7.2.2.3.1 
Permitted 
activities 

    R 

2348.81 FS2765.53 The Isaac Conservation and 
Wildlife Trust 

Oppose 6.7.2.2.3.1 
Permitted 
activities 

  A   

2348.81 FS2793.28 Ngai Tahu Property Limited Oppose 6.7.2.2.3.1 
Permitted 
activities 

  A   

2348.82  Christchurch International 
Airport Limited (CIAL), c/o Jo 
Appleyard/Ben Williams, 
Chapman Tripp, PO Box 2510, 
Christchurch, New Zealand, 
8140 

Amend 6.7.2.2.3.1 
Permitted 
activities 

Decision Sought:  

Amend P1 as follows:  

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  

  R 
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P1  Any activity in the Bird Strike Management Areas 
shown in Appendix 6.11.7.5 not specified as P2, P3 
or P4 or as a Restricted Discretionary or 
Discretionary activity below and that would 
otherwise be a Permitted activity    

 

2348.82 FS2764.7 Airways Corporation of NZ Ltd. Support 6.7.2.2.3.1 
Permitted 
activities 

    R 

2348.82 FS2765.54 The Isaac Conservation and 
Wildlife Trust 

Oppose 6.7.2.2.3.1 
Permitted 
activities 

  A   

2348.82 FS2793.29 Ngai Tahu Property Limited Oppose 6.7.2.2.3.1 
Permitted 
activities 

  A   

2348.83  Christchurch International 
Airport Limited (CIAL), c/o Jo 
Appleyard/Ben Williams, 
Chapman Tripp, PO Box 2510, 
Christchurch, New Zealand, 
8140 

Not Stated 6.7.2.2.3.1 
Permitted 
activities 

Decision Sought: New provision requested:   

P2: Any Stormwater Management System in Bird Strike Management 
Area 1 as shown in Appendix 6.11.7.5 where:  

The stormwater system has been certified by a suitably qualified person 
to the following standards:   

 The design, operation and management of the stormwater 
system shall avoid attracting bird species which constitute a 
hazard to aircraft;  

 Stormwater infiltration basins are designed to fully drain within 
48 hours of the cessation of a 2% AEP storm event;  

 Rapid soakage overflow chambers in sufficient numbers and with 
sufficient capacity to minimise any ponding of stormwater 
outside the infiltration basin areas;  

 The use of plant species within the basin (including its margins) 
that are suitable for inundation by stormwater and are not 
attractive to birds;  

Basin size and side slope dimensions that are suitable for stormwater 
management and are not attractive to birds. 

  

P3: Any Permanent Artificial Water Feature with a surface area exceeding 
500m2 either singularly or in conjunction with other water bodies on a 
site in Bird Strike Management Area 1 as shown in 
Appendix 6.11.7.5where: 

The water feature has been certified by a suitably qualified person to the 
following standards:   

  R 
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 The design, operation and management of the water feature 
shall avoid attracting bird species which constitute a hazard to 
aircraft; 

 The use of plant species within the water feature (including its 
margins) that are suitable for inundation and are not attractive to 
birds; 

 Elements of the basin, side slopes and an absence of Islands are 
designed so as not be attractive to birds 

Expert ornithological advice and review. 

 

2348.83 FS2755.36 Canterbury Aggregate 
Producers Group 

Oppose 6.7.2.2.3.1 
Permitted 
activities 

  A   

2348.83 FS2765.55 The Isaac Conservation and 
Wildlife Trust 

Oppose 6.7.2.2.3.1 
Permitted 
activities 

  A   

2348.83 FS2793.30 Ngai Tahu Property Limited Oppose 6.7.2.2.3.1 
Permitted 
activities 

  A   

2348.71 
2348.83 

FS2821.19 Mahaanui Kurataiao Limited 
on behalf of Te Ngai Tuahuriri 
Runanga, Te Hapu o Ngati 
Wheke (Rapaki), Te Runanga o 
Koukourarata, Onuku 
Runanga, Wairewa Runanga 
and Te Taumutu Runanga (Nga 
Runanga); and Te Runanga o 
Ngai Tahu (Te Runanga).,  

Oppose 6.7.2.2.1.1 
6.7.2.2.3.1 
Permitted 
activities 

 NB Numbering of rule being submitted on is wrong - concerns 6.7.2.2.3.1 
birdstrike permitted activities 

A   

2146.8  The Isaac Conservation and 
Wildlife Trust, c/o Kim Seaton, 
Novo Group Ltd., PO Box 38 
123, Christchurch, New 
Zealand, 8842 

Oppose 6.7.2.2.3.3 
Restricted 
discretionary 
activities 

Decision Sought:  

Delete Rule 6.7.2.2.3.3 RD1, clauses 2 and 3. 

Clause 2 requires resource consent for stormwater management facilities. 
These are undefined in the rules and could be taken to include swales and 
soakpits. Clause 2 is therefore opposed. 

A   

2146.8  FS2817.14 Christchurch International 
Airport 

Oppose in 
part 

6.7.2.2.3.3 
Restricted 
discretionary 
activities 

 R R RRRRRRRR
R 

2146.9  The Isaac Conservation and 
Wildlife Trust, c/o Kim Seaton, 
Novo Group Ltd., PO Box 38 
123, Christchurch, New 
Zealand, 8842 

Oppose 6.7.2.2.3.3 
Restricted 
discretionary 
activities 

Decision Sought:  

Delete Rule 6.7.2.2.3.3 RD1, clauses 2 and 3. 

Clause 3 is ambiguous. All excavation activity is required by current 
regional plan rules, to remain generally 1 metre above the highest 
groundwater. Gravel pits are freedraining and therefore active pits should 

A   
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not lead to ponding in any normal or even prolonged rainfall events. It 
could be argued however that an historic spike in groundwater level, 
occurring through a combination of circumstances including high river 
levels, prolonged rain and high groundwater levels, could result in standing 
water in any quarry pit, even those that are 1m above the highest 
recorded groundwater level. With such an argument, any quarry 
or excavation within 3km of the airport, would require resource consent. 
This would be an onerous requirement. 

2146.9 FS2817.16 Christchurch International 
Airport 

Support 6.7.2.2.3.3 
Restricted 
discretionary 
activities 

  A   

2235.19  Ngai Tahu Property Limited, 
c/o Darryl Millar, Resource 
Management Group Ltd., PO 
Box 908, Christchurch, New 
Zealand, 8140 

Not Stated 6.7.2.2.3.3 
Restricted 
discretionary 
activities 

Decision Sought: Delete rule 6.7.2.2.3.3    A(P)  

2235.19 FS2817.11 Christchurch International 
Airport 

Oppose 6.7.2.2.3.3 
Restricted 
discretionary 
activities 

   A(P)  

2249.40  Canterbury Regional Council, 
Attn: Jane Doogue, PO Box 
345, Christchurch, New 
Zealand,  

Amend 6.7.2.2.3.3 
Restricted 
discretionary 
activities 

Decision Sought: Amend matters of discretion as follows: (c) Any Expert 
ornithological advice on the potential for bird strike, and evidence of 
consultation with Christchurch International Airport Ltd.  

A   

2249.40 FS2810.40 Canterbury Earthquake 
Recovery Authority CERA on 
behalf of for and on behalf of 
the Crown,  

Support 6.7.2.2.3.3 
Restricted 
discretionary 
activities 

  A   

2249.40 FS2817.60 Christchurch International 
Airport 

Oppose 6.7.2.2.3.3 
Restricted 
discretionary 
activities 

    R 

2331.109  Canterbury Aggregate 
Producers Group, c/o Tim 
Ensor, AECOM Consulting 
Services Ltd., PO Box 4479, 
Christchurch, New Zealand,  

Oppose 6.7.2.2.3.3 
Restricted 
discretionary 
activities 

Decision Sought:  

Amend 6.7.2.2.3.3 Restricted discretionary activities to remove reference 
to quarries.  

  Activity The Council’s discretion shall be 
limited to the following matters 

A   

Attachment B 3723 CCC - Dixon
Page 103 of 167



CHAPTER 6.7 - AIRCRAFT PROTECTION 
 

14 

 

Point No. Further 
SubNo. 

Submitter Name Support / 
Oppose 

Provision No. Decision Sought and Reason A A(P) R 

RD1 Within 3km of the 
thresholds of the runways 
at Christchurch 
International Airport as 
shown on the map in 
Appendix 6.11.7.5:  

1. creation of new 
water bodies 
(excluding 
swimming pools or 
landscape ponds);  

2. new stormwater 
management 
facilities; and  

3. any other 
excavation or 
quarrying 
(excluding 
excavation 
authorised by a 
building consent), 
which could lead 
to ponding of 
100m2 or more of 
open water, for 
more than 48 
hours. 

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. 

 

2331.109 FS2817.57 Christchurch International 
Airport 

Oppose 6.7.2.2.3.3 
Restricted 
discretionary 
activities 

    R 

2331.109 FS2819.173 Fulton Hogan Limited Support 6.7.2.2.3.3 
Restricted 
discretionary 
activities 

  A   

2348.84  Christchurch International 
Airport Limited (CIAL), c/o Jo 
Appleyard/Ben Williams, 
Chapman Tripp, PO Box 2510, 
Christchurch, New Zealand, 
8140 

Amend 6.7.2.2.3.3 
Restricted 
discretionary 
activities 

Decision Sought: Amend as follows: RD 1: Within 38km of the thresholds 
of the runways at Christchurch International Airport as shown on the map 
in Appendix 6.11.7.5:    

  R 

2348.85  Christchurch International 
Airport Limited (CIAL), c/o Jo 
Appleyard/Ben Williams, 
Chapman Tripp, PO Box 2510, 
Christchurch, New Zealand, 
8140 

Amend 6.7.2.2.3.3 
Restricted 
discretionary 
activities 

Decision Sought: Amend as follows:   

RD1 - Within 38km of the thresholds of the runways at Christchurch 
International Airport as shown on the map in Appendix 6.11.7.5:   

1. creation of new water bodies (excluding swimming pools or 

 A(P)  
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Point No. Further 
SubNo. 

Submitter Name Support / 
Oppose 

Provision No. Decision Sought and Reason A A(P) R 

landscape ponds) exceeding 1,000m2 either singularly or in 
conjunction with other water bodies on a site in Bird Strike 
Management Area 2;   

2348.85 FS2793.32 Ngai Tahu Property Limited Oppose 6.7.2.2.3.3 
Restricted 
discretionary 
activities 

   A(P)  

2348.86  Christchurch International 
Airport Limited (CIAL), c/o Jo 
Appleyard/Ben Williams, 
Chapman Tripp, PO Box 2510, 
Christchurch, New Zealand, 
8140 

Amend 6.7.2.2.3.3 
Restricted 
discretionary 
activities 

Decision Sought:  

Amend as follows: Within 38km of the thresholds of the runways at 
Christchurch International Airport as shown on the map in Appendix 
6.11.7.5:   

2. new stormwater management facilities; and 

 A(P)  

2348.86 FS2793.33 Ngai Tahu Property Limited Support 6.7.2.2.3.3 
Restricted 
discretionary 
activities 

   A(P)  

2348.87  Christchurch International 
Airport Limited (CIAL), c/o Jo 
Appleyard/Ben Williams, 
Chapman Tripp, PO Box 2510, 
Christchurch, New Zealand, 
8140 

Amend 6.7.2.2.3.3 
Restricted 
discretionary 
activities 

Decision Sought:  

Amend as follows: Within 38km of the thresholds of the runways at 
Christchurch International Airport as shown on the map in 
Appendix 6.11.7.5:   

3. any other excavation or quarrying (excluding excavation authorised by 
a building consent), which could lead to ponding of 100m2 or more of 
open water, for more than 48 hours. 

 A(P)  

2348.87 FS2793.34 Ngai Tahu Property Limited Support 6.7.2.2.3.3 
Restricted 
discretionary 
activities 

   A(P)  

2146.10  The Isaac Conservation and 
Wildlife Trust 

Amend 6.7.2.2.3.4 
Discretionary 
activities 

Decision Sought: Amend 6.7.2.2.3.4 D1 as follows: 'Within 8km of the 
thresholds of the runways of Christchurch International Airport, 
establishment of new landfills or rubbish dumps, excluding cleanfills.'  

A   

2146.10 FS2817.17 Christchurch International 
Airport 

Oppose 6.7.2.2.3.4 
Discretionary 
activities 

    R 

2146.9  The Isaac Conservation and 
Wildlife Trust, c/o Kim Seaton, 
Novo Group Ltd., PO Box 38 
123, Christchurch, New 
Zealand, 8842 

Amend 6.7.2.2.3.4 
Discretionary 
activities 

Decision Sought:  

Amend Rule 6.7.2.2.3.4 D1 as follows: 

‘Within 8km of the thresholds of the runways of Christchurch 
International Airport, establishment of new landfills or rubbish dumps, 
excluding cleanfills. 

A   

2249.41  Canterbury Regional Council, 
Attn: Jane Doogue, PO Box 

Amend 6.7.2.2.3.4 
Discretionary 

Decision Sought:  A   
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Provision No. Decision Sought and Reason A A(P) R 

345, Christchurch, New 
Zealand,  

activities 

Amend 6.7.2.2.3.4 assessment matters as follows: 

(c) Extent of consultation with Christchurch International Airport Ltd 

2249.41 FS2810.41 Canterbury Earthquake 
Recovery Authority CERA on 
behalf of for and on behalf of 
the Crown,  

Support 6.7.2.2.3.4 
Discretionary 
activities 

  A   

2249.41 FS2817.54 Christchurch International 
Airport 

Oppose 6.7.2.2.3.4 
Discretionary 
activities 

    R 

2249.41 FS2817.55 Christchurch International 
Airport 

Oppose 6.7.2.2.3.4 
Discretionary 
activities 

    R 

2249.41 FS2817.61 Christchurch International 
Airport 

Oppose 6.7.2.2.3.4 
Discretionary 
activities 

    R 

2249.42  Canterbury Regional Council, 
Attn: Jane Doogue, PO Box 
345, Christchurch, New 
Zealand,  

Amend 6.7.2.2.3.4 
Discretionary 
activities 

Decision Sought:  

Amend 6.7.2.2.3.4, Activity D1 as follows: 

D1. Within 8km of the thresholds of the runways of Christchurch 
International Airport, establishment of new landfills or rubbish dumps.  

A   

2249.42 FS2810.42 Canterbury Earthquake 
Recovery Authority CERA on 
behalf of for and on behalf of 
the Crown,  

Support 6.7.2.2.3.4 
Discretionary 
activities 

  A   

2249.42 FS2817.56 Christchurch International 
Airport 

Oppose 6.7.2.2.3.4 
Discretionary 
activities 

    R 

2249.42 FS2817.62 Christchurch International 
Airport 

Oppose 6.7.2.2.3.4 
Discretionary 
activities 

    R 

2331.110  Canterbury Aggregate 
Producers Group, c/o Tim 
Ensor, AECOM Consulting 
Services Ltd., PO Box 4479, 
Christchurch, New Zealand,  

Oppose 6.7.2.2.3.4 
Discretionary 
activities 

Decision Sought:  

Amend 6.7.2.2.3.4 Discretionary activities to ensure that clean fill is 
exempt from being captured by the rule.  

  Activity Assessment Matters 

A   
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Provision No. Decision Sought and Reason A A(P) R 

D1 Within 8km of the 
thresholds of the runways 
of Christchurch 
International Airport, 
establishment of new 
landfills or rubbish dumps 
(this does not include 
activities meeting the 
definition of clean fill). 

a. Design of the proposed 
facility, including size, 
characteristics and 
plantings, in terms of 
potential to attract birds 
which could pose a bird 
strike risk;  

b. 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.  

c. Extent of consultation with 
Christchurch International 
Airport Ltd. 

 

2331.110 FS2817.15 Christchurch International 
Airport 

Support 6.7.2.2.3.4 
Discretionary 
activities 

  A   

2331.110 FS2819.174 Fulton Hogan Limited Support 6.7.2.2.3.4 
Discretionary 
activities 

  A   

2348.88  Christchurch International 
Airport Limited (CIAL), c/o Jo 
Appleyard/Ben Williams, 
Chapman Tripp, PO Box 2510, 
Christchurch, New Zealand, 
8140 

Support 6.7.2.2.3.4 
Discretionary 
activities 

Decision Sought: Retain as notified.   A(P)  

2348.88 FS2764.8 Airways Corporation of NZ Ltd. Support 6.7.2.2.3.4 
Discretionary 
activities 

   A(P)  

2363.16  Riccarton / Wigram 
Community Board, c/o Peter 
Dow, Corner Jeffreys and 
Clyde Roads, PO Box 73020, 
Christchurch, New Zealand, 
8154 

Support 6.7.2.3 Rules - 
Defence Wigram 

Decision Sought: Retain as notified  A   

2387.164  Canterbury Earthquake 
Recovery Authority for & on  
behalf of the Crown, Attn: Viv 
Smith, Manager Planning, 
Private Bag 4999, 
Christchurch, New Zealand, 

Support 6.7.2.3 Rules - 
Defence Wigram 

Decision Sought: Retain the rules in 6.7.2.3 which protect and ensure the 
safe and efficient operation of aircraft at Defence Wigram.   

A   
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8140 
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21.9  SPECIFIC PURPOSE (GOLF RESORT) ZONE 

 

1 
 

Submission Point Further 
Submission 

Submitter Name Support / 
Oppose 

Provision No. Decision Sought & Reason A A(P) R 

WHOLE CHAPTER         

2015.1  Whisper Creek Golf Course Amend 21.9-Specific Purpose 
(Golf Resort) Zone 

Decision Sought: 3.2 We submit that the Christchurch City Council should 
amend the District Plan to henceforth refer to the Christchurch Gold Resort 
as the Whisper Creek Golf Resort in accordance with re-branding of 
2013.  Wherever reference to 'Christchurch Golf Resort' appears, this 
should be amended to 'Whisper Creek Golf Resort'.  

A   

OBJECTIVES AND 
POLICIES 

        

2263.2  Saunders Robinson Brown, 
Noblick Partnership and the Golf 
Company (2006) Limited 

Not Stated 21.9.1-Objectives and 
Policies 

Decision Sought: The decision sought is that the above provisions be 
amended to remove any distinction between resort hotel bedrooms and 
residential activities for the Specific Purpose (Golf Resort) Zone at 
Clearwater.  

  R 

2263.2 FS2817.105 Christchurch International Airport Oppose 21.9.1-Objectives and 
Policies 

  A   

2263.2 FS2824.2 Clearwater Land Holdings Limited Support 21.9.1-Objectives and 
Policies 

OP 2263.2 Decision Sought: Submission is supported to the extent it is 
consistent with the original submission on behalf of Clearwater Land 
Holdings Ltd.  

  R 

2235.71  Ngai Tahu Property Limited Support 21.9.1.1-Objective - 
Golf resort 
development 

Decision Sought: Retain objective 21.9.1.1  A   

2423.4  Clearwater Land Holdings Limited Amend 21.9.1.1-Objective - 
Golf resort 
development 

Decision Sought:  

Amend Objective 21.9.1.1: 

 
a)Amend Objective 21.9.1.1  to recognise the existing regionally significant 
social, economic benefits associated with Clearwater Resort 

b) clarify that Clearwater is an integrated resort community; and   

c) recognise that Clearwater Resort is an existing urban area. 

 
 
  
 
 

A(P)  
 

2235.72  Ngai Tahu Property Limited Not Stated 21.9.1.1.1-Policy - 
Benefits to the 
community 

Decision Sought: Retain Policy 21.9.1.1.1  A   

2186.1  Clearwater Resort Owners Society 
Inc. 

Oppose 21.9.1.1.2-Policy - Limit 
on scale of 
development and types 
of activity 

Decision Sought: Oppose. Pro-forma  
 
 
Oppose (a). (scale and nature of resort hotel, residential and commercial 
development complementary and subisidary to primarily recreational 
function of resorts.) 

  R 

2186.1 FS2817.101 Christchurch International Airport Oppose 21.9.1.1.2-Policy - Limit 
on scale of 
development and types 
of activity 

  A   

2186.2  Clearwater Resort Owners Society 
Inc. 

Oppose 21.9.1.1.2-Policy - Limit 
on scale of 
development and types 
of activity 

Decision Sought: (b) distinction between hotel and residential occupancy  
 
(b) Oppose distinction between hotel and residential occupancy  - 
difference insufficient to justify distinction. 

  R 

2186.2 FS2817.102 Christchurch International Airport Oppose 21.9.1.1.2-Policy - Limit 
on scale of 
development and types 
of activity 

  A   

2186.3  Clearwater Resort Owners Society 
Inc. 

Oppose 21.9.1.1.2-Policy - Limit 
on scale of 
development and types 

Decision Sought: "Acoustically insulated"   
 
 

  R 
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Submission Point Further 
Submission 

Submitter Name Support / 
Oppose 

Provision No. Decision Sought & Reason A A(P) R 

of activity Oppose noise sensitive activities within 55 dBA contour being "Acoustically 
insulated".  Reason because retrospective in relation to building alterations 
or earthquake repairs consents.  
 

2186.3 FS2817.103 Christchurch International Airport Oppose 21.9.1.1.2-Policy - Limit 
on scale of 
development and types 
of activity 

  A   

2479.4  Jane Cameron Oppose 21.9.1.1.2-Policy - Limit 
on scale of 
development and types 
of activity 

Decision Sought:  

Oppose. 'Acoustically insulated'. 

Reason: Retrospective aspects in relation to building alterations or 
earthquake repairs consents. 

  R 

2479.4 FS2817.111 Christchurch International Airport Oppose 21.9.1.1.2-Policy - Limit 
on scale of 
development and types 
of activity 

     

2348.145  Christchurch International Airport 
Limited (CIAL) 

Amend 21.9.1.1.2-Policy - Limit 
on scale of 
development and types 
of activity 

Decision Sought: Amend as follows:   

21.9.1.1.2 Policy - Limit on scale of development and types of activity  

Limit urban development detached from the remainder of the Christchurch 
urban area, and for the Clearwater Golf Resort, within the 50 dB Ldn noise 
contour for Christchurch International Airport, by:  

1. Ensuring that the scale and nature of resort hotel, residential and 
commercial development associated with golf resorts is 
complementary and subsidiary to the primarily recreational 
function of the resorts;  

2. Adopting a clear distinction between resort hotel and residential 
development, both in terms of the nature of each type of 
development and its location within the overall site; and  

Ensuring that noise sensitive activities within the 55 dB Ldn airport noise 
contour are acoustically insulated, and that the scale and location of further 
development within the 50 dB Ldn contour is limited to that provided for in 
the previous City Plan, or authorised by resource consent prior to the 
notification of this Plan on or before 6 December 2013.   

A   

2348.145 FS2796.28 Canterbury Regional Council Support 21.9.1.1.2-Policy - Limit 
on scale of 
development and types 
of activity 

  A   

2423.5  Clearwater Land Holdings Limited Amend 21.9.1.1.2-Policy - Limit 
on scale of 
development and types 
of activity 

Decision Sought:  

Amend Policy 21.9.1.1.2 by either: 

(i) Removal of the words "to that provided for in the previous City Plan, our 
authorised by resource consent prior to the notification of this Plan; or 
 

  R 

2423.5 FS2796.21 Canterbury Regional Council Oppose 21.9.1.1.2-Policy - Limit 
on scale of 
development and types 
of activity 

  A   
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2423.5 FS2817.112 Christchurch International Airport Oppose 21.9.1.1.2-Policy - Limit 
on scale of 
development and types 
of activity 

  A   

2423.6  Clearwater Land Holdings Limited Amend 21.9.1.1.2-Policy - Limit 
on scale of 
development and types 
of activity 

Decision Sought:  

Amend Policy 21.9.1.1.2 by either: 

(ii) Add to the end of Policy 21.9.1.1.2"... 

or is associated with the transfer of development rights from land elsewhere 
within the air noise contour 

  R  

2423.6 FS2796.22 Canterbury Regional Council Oppose 21.9.1.1.2-Policy - Limit 
on scale of 
development and types 
of activity 

  A   

2479.1  Jane Cameron Oppose 21.9.1.1.2-Policy - Limit 
on scale of 
development and types 
of activity 

Decision Sought: Oppose  - Pro-forma    R 

2479.1 FS2817.108 Christchurch International Airport Oppose 21.9.1.1.2-Policy - Limit 
on scale of 
development and types 
of activity 

  A   

2186.4  Clearwater Resort Owners Society 
Inc. 

Support 21.9.1.1.3-Policy - 
Visual integration and 
mitigation of effects 

  A   

2235.73  Ngai Tahu Property Limited Not Stated 21.9.1.1.3-Policy - 
Visual integration and 
mitigation of effects 

Decision Sought: Retain policy 21.9.1.1.3  A   

2423.7  Clearwater Land Holdings Limited Amend 21.9.1.1.3-Policy - 
Visual integration and 
mitigation of effects 

Decision Sought: Amend Policy 21.9.1.1.3 by removal of the word rural    R 

2479.5  Jane Cameron Support 21.9.1.1.3-Policy - 
Visual integration and 
mitigation of effects 

Decision Sought: Support  A   

2186.5  Clearwater Resort Owners Society 
Inc. 

Support 21.9.1.1.4-Policy - 
Careful siting 

Decision Sought: support in relation to flood protection   A   

2186.6  Clearwater Resort Owners Society 
Inc. 

Oppose 21.9.1.1.4-Policy - 
Careful siting 

Decision Sought: mitigation of effects on groundwater  
 
 
Decision Sought:  Oppose: mitigation of effects on groundwater  - reason 
=duplication of regional council responsibility. Potentially leading to 
inconsistencies and conflicts. 

A   

2235.74  Ngai Tahu Property Limited Not Stated 21.9.1.1.4-Policy - 
Careful siting 

Decision Sought: Retain policy 21.9.1.1.4  A   

2479.6  Jane Cameron Support 21.9.1.1.4-Policy - 
Careful siting 

Decision Sought: Support, in relation to flood protection.  A   

RULES - ACTIVITY 
STATUS  

        

2263.3  Saunders Robinson Brown, 
Noblick Partnership and the Golf 
Company (2006) Limited 

Not Stated 21.9.2-Rules - Specific 
Purpose (Golf Resort) 
Zone - Clearwater 

Decision Sought: The decision sought is that the above provisions be 
amended to remove any distinction between resort hotel bedrooms and 
residential activities for the Specific Purpose (Golf Resort) Zone at 
Clearwater.  

  R 

2263.3 FS2817.106 Christchurch International Airport Oppose 21.9.2-Rules - Specific   A   
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Purpose (Golf Resort) 
Zone - Clearwater 

2263.3 FS2824.3 Clearwater Land Holdings Limited Support 21.9.2-Rules - Specific 
Purpose (Golf Resort) 
Zone - Clearwater 

OP 2263.3 Decision Sought: Submission is supported to the extent it is 
consistent with the original submission on behalf of Clearwater Land 
Holdings Ltd.  

  R 

2025.1  Garry Mervyn Moore Amend 21.9.2.2.1-Permitted 
activities - Clearwater 
Golf Resort 

Decision Sought: NPR - Permit Golf Ancillary Buildings - To permit the 
development of Golf ancillary Buildings, Food and Beverage, hotel 
accommodation on any land contained within C/F Open Space 3D Zone 
(Clearwater) despite the realignment of New and Old air noise boundaries 
(55dBA and 50dBA) contours from Christchurch Airport. Residential 
dwellings have been built on land previously designated hotel land.  

 A(P)  

2025.1 FS2817.113 Christchurch International Airport Oppose 21.9.2.2.1-Permitted 
activities - Clearwater 
Golf Resort 

   A(P)  

2025.2  Garry Mervyn Moore Amend 21.9.2.2.1-Permitted 
activities - Clearwater 
Golf Resort 

Decision Sought: NPR - Permit Food and Beverage - To permit the 
development of Golf ancillary Buildings, Food and Beverage, hotel 
accommodation on any land contained within C/F one Open Space 3D Zone 
(Clearwater) despite the realignment of New and Old air noise boundaries 
(55dBA and 50dBA) contours from Christchurch Airport. Residential 
dwellings have been built on land previously designated hotel land.  

 A(P)  

2025.3  Garry Mervyn Moore Not Stated 21.9.2.2.1-Permitted 
activities - Clearwater 
Golf Resort 

Decision Sought: NPR - Permit Hotel Accommodation - To permit the 
development of Golf ancillary Buildings, Food and Beverage, hotel 
accommodation on any land contained within C/F one Open Space 3D Zone 
(Clearwater) despite the realignment of New and Old air noise boundaries 
(55dBA and 50dBA) contours from Christchurch Airport. Residential 
dwellings have been built on land previously designated hotel land.  

 A(P)  

2274.1  Eros Clearwater Holdings Limited Not Stated 21.9.2.2.1-Permitted 
activities - Clearwater 
Golf Resort 

Decision Sought: Retain permitted activity status for the range of activities 
provided for at Clearwater Resort, in particular resort hotel bedrooms.  

A   

2274.1 FS2817.115 Christchurch International Airport Support 21.9.2.2.1-Permitted 
activities - Clearwater 
Golf Resort 

  A   

2423.17  Clearwater Land Holdings Limited Amend 21.9.2.2.1-Permitted 
activities - Clearwater 
Golf Resort 

Decision Sought: Retain permitted activity status P8 for residential 
activities and amend the associated Activity Specific Standard to allow for 
additional intensification of residential activities at Clearwater Resort.  As 
a minimum, this should provide for 122 Residential units in total, with the 
additional 11 units being the development rights not previously transferred 
to the Resort as part of Variation 93 to the City Plan.  

  R 

2423.17 FS2796.24 Canterbury Regional Council Oppose 21.9.2.2.1-Permitted 
activities - Clearwater 
Golf Resort 

  A   

2423.8  Clearwater Land Holdings Limited Amend 21.9.2.2.1 P1 Decision Sought: Retain Permitted Activities P1 - P7 and P10  A   

2423.9  Clearwater Land Holdings Limited Not Stated 21.9.2.2.1 P2 Decision Sought: Retain Permitted Activities P1 - P7 and P10  A   

2423.10  Clearwater Land Holdings Limited Amend 21.9.2.2.1 P3 Decision Sought: Retain Permitted Activities P1 - P7 and P10  A   

2423.11  Clearwater Land Holdings Limited Amend 21.9.2.2.1 P4 Decision Sought: Retain Permitted Activities P1 - P7 and P10  A   

2423.12  Clearwater Land Holdings Limited Amend 21.9.2.2.1 P5 Decision Sought: Retain Permitted Activities P1 - P7 and P10  A   

2423.13  Clearwater Land Holdings Limited Amend 21.9.2.2.1 P6 Decision Sought: Retain Permitted Activities P1 - P7 and P10  A   

2423.14  Clearwater Land Holdings Limited Amend 21.9.2.2.1 P7 Decision Sought: Retain Permitted Activities P1 - P7 and P10  A   

2423.15  Clearwater Land Holdings Limited Amend 21.9.2.2.1 P10 Decision Sought: Retain Permitted Activities P1 - P7 and P10  A   

2348.146  Christchurch International Airport 
Limited (CIAL) 

Oppose 21.9.2.2.1 P8 Decision Sought: P8 - Ensure the final provisions of the DPR do not permit 
any more development than that permitted under the Operative Plan.   
 

A   

2423.16  Clearwater Land Holdings Limited Amend 21.9.2.2.1 P8 Decision Sought: Retain permitted activity status P8 for residential 
activities and amend the associated Activity Specific Standard to allow for 
additional intensification of residential activities at Clearwater Resort.  As 

  R 
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a minimum, this should provide for 122 Residential units in total, with the 
additional 11 units being the development rights not previously transferred 
to the Resort as part of Variation 93 to the City Plan.  
 

2423.16 FS2796.23 Canterbury Regional Council Oppose 21.9.2.2.1 P8   A   

2479.2 FS2817.109 Christchurch International Airport Oppose 21.9.2.2.1 P8   A   

2479.2  Jane Cameron Oppose 21.9.2.2.1 P8 Decision Sought:  

Oppose Distinction between hotel and residential units 

Reason 1. Difference between hotel and residential is insufficient to justify 
distinction 

  R 

2479.3  Jane Cameron Not Stated 21.9.2.2.1 P9 Decision Sought:  

Oppose Distinction between hotel and residential units 

Reason 1. Difference between hotel and residential is insufficient to justify 
distinction 

  R 

2479.3 FS2817.110 Christchurch International Airport Oppose 21.9.2.2.1 P9   A   

2186.7  Clearwater Resort Owners Society 
Inc. 

Oppose 21.9.2.2.1 P9 Decision Sought: (b)  
 
Oppose max period of owner occupancy of resort hotel bedrooms being 
three months per calendar year. Increased sensitivity of residence greater 
than 3 months not demonstrated, and mixed in with residential areas 
where full time residency is permitted. 

  R 

2186.7 FS2817.114 Christchurch International Airport Oppose 21.9.2.2.1 P9   A   

2348.147  Christchurch International Airport 
Limited (CIAL) 

Oppose 21.9.2.2.1 P9 Decision Sought: P9- Ensure the final provisions of the DPR do not permit 
any more development than that permitted under the Operative Plan.   
 
 
P9- Ensure the final provisions of the DPR do not permit any more 
development than that permitted under the Operative Plan.  (Relates to 
resort hotel bedroom limit to 350). 

A   

2423.18  Clearwater Land Holdings Limited Amend 21.9.2.2.1 P9 Decision Sought: Remove limit in Activity Specific Standard (a) on Resort 
Hotel Bedrooms, or alternatively amend limit to 400 Resort Hotel 
Bedrooms, but remove restrictions on placement with respect to contours.  

  R 

2423.18 FS2796.25 Canterbury Regional Council Oppose 21.9.2.2.1 P9   A   

2423.18 FS2817.116 Christchurch International Airport Oppose 21.9.2.2.1 P9   A   

2098.3  Andrew Bell on behalf of 
Clearwater Golf Club Limited,  

Amend 21.9.3.2.1 P9 
21.9.2.2.1 P9 

Decision Sought: That P9, Activity Specific standard a) be amended to read 
'Up to 350 bedrooms in total, including associated ancillary buildings.'  

  R 

2098.3 FS2817.118 Christchurch International Airport Oppose 21.9.3.2.1 P9 
21.9.2.2.1.P9 

  A   

2348.148  Christchurch International Airport 
Limited (CIAL) 

Support 21.9.2.2.3-
Discretionary activities 
- Clearwater Golf 
Resort 

Decision Sought: Retain as notified.  A   

2423.22   Clearwater Land Holdings Limited Not Stated 21.9.2.2.1 P9 
21.9.2.2.3 D2 
Discretionary activities 

Change D2 - Creation of Waterbodies to a new RD6, with the same matters 
of discretion in 21.9.4.6 a-c basis, had previously agreed with CIAL that new 
waterbodies would be a restricted discretionary activity. 
 

A   

2423.22 FS2817.117 Christchurch International Airport Support 21.9.2.2.3 D2      

2348.149  Christchurch International Airport 
Limited (CIAL) 

Support 21.9.2.2.4-Non-
complying activities - 
Clearwater Golf Resort 

Decision Sought: Retain as notified.  
 
 
Retain as notified, specifically in relation to P8 residential  activity and P9 

A   
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21.9  SPECIFIC PURPOSE (GOLF RESORT) ZONE 

 

6 
 

Submission Point Further 
Submission 

Submitter Name Support / 
Oppose 

Provision No. Decision Sought & Reason A A(P) R 

resort hotel bedrooms. 

RULES - BUILT 
FORM STANDARDS 

        

2387.1039  Canterbury Earthquake Recovery 
Authority for & on behalf of the 
Crown 

Oppose 21.9.2.3-Specific 
Purpose (Golf Resort) 
Zone Built Form 
Standards - Clearwater 
Golf Resort 

Decision Sought:  

NEW  

Amend the Built Form Standards in 21.9.2.3 to include a further Built Form 
Standard 21.9.2.3.X as follows:  

“21.9.2.3.X Water supply for firefighting  

Provision for sufficient water supply and access to water supplies for 
firefighting shall be made available to all buildings (excluding accessory 
buildings that are not habitable buildings) via Council’s urban reticulated 
system (where available) in accordance with the New Zealand Fire Service 
Firefighting Water Supplies Code of Practice (SNZ PAS: 4509:2008).   

Where a reticulated water supply compliant with SNZ PAS:4509:2008 is not 
available, or the only supply available is the controlled restricted  

rural type water supply which is not compliant with SNZ PAS:4509:2008, 
water supply and access to water supplies for firefighting shall be in 
accordance with the alternative firefighting water sources provisions of SNZ 
PAS 4509:2008.”  

 A(P)  

2423.21  Clearwater Land Holdings Limited Amend 21.9.2.2.3 D2 
21.9.2.3.5  

  
 
Amend 21.9.2.3.5 to increase the 11m height standard for the Clubhouse 
and Facility Area to 14m. 

 A(P) 
 

 

2423.23  Clearwater Land Holdings Limited Amend 21.9.2.3.5 (b) Decision Sought: Amend 21.9.2.3.5(b) to provide for a 14m height standard 
for the Clubhouse and Facility Area.  

 A(P)  

2186.8  Clearwater Resort Owners Society 
Inc. 

Oppose 21.9.2.3.6-Visual 
amenity adjoining the 
Groynes Open space - 
Natural Zone - 
Clearwater Golf Resort 

Decision Sought:  
 
 Oppose (b)  in Waterway Lane area - because site not suited to 8m depth 
of planting which would extend planting to middle of access lane and shade 
it.  

  R 

2186.9  Clearwater Resort Owners Society 
Inc. 

Oppose 21.9.2.3.6-Visual 
amenity adjoining the 
Groynes Open space - 
Natural Zone - 
Clearwater Golf Resort 

Decision Sought: Oppose (b)  because of shading of access lane   R 

2235.75  Ngai Tahu Property Limited Not Stated 21.9.3-Rules - Specific 
Purpose (Golf Resort) 
Zone - Christchurch 
Golf Resort 

Decision Sought: Retain rules 21.9.3  A   

2015.2  Whisper Creek Golf Course Amend 21.9.3.2.1 P9 Decision Sought: 4.4 We submit that the Proposed Plan be amended to 
state that it permits 380 resort apartments in the Academy Area.  

A   

2015.2 FS2793.35 Ngai Tahu Property Limited Support 21.9.3.2.1 P9   A   

2015.3  Whisper Creek Golf Course Not Stated 21.9.3.2.1 P9 Decision Sought: We further submit that the Proposed Plan refer to the 
wording of Operative Plan Change 45 in relation to the number of resort 
apartments permitted to be constructed prior to other works being done.  

 A(P)  

2015.3 FS2793.36 Ngai Tahu Property Limited Support 21.9.3.2.1 P9    A(P)  

2387.1043  Canterbury Earthquake Recovery 
Authority for & on behalf of the 

Amend 21.9.3.2.2-Restricted 
discretionary activities 

Decision Sought:   A(P)  
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Submission Point Further 
Submission 

Submitter Name Support / 
Oppose 

Provision No. Decision Sought & Reason A A(P) R 

Crown - Christchurch Golf 
Resort 

As a consequence amend Rule 21.9.3.2.2 by adding the following: 

  

Activity The Council’s discretion 
shall be limited to the 
following matters: 

RDX Non-compliance with Rule 
21.9.3.3.X.  

Any application arising from 
non-compliance with this rule 
will not require the written 
approval of any entity except 
the New Zealand Fire Service 
Commission and shall not be 
fully publicly notified. Limited 
notification if required shall 
only be to the New Zealand Fire 
Service Commission.”  

a. Water supply  

for fire fighting purposes 
– 21.9.4.X. 

2387.1042  Canterbury Earthquake Recovery 
Authority for & on behalf of the 
Crown 

Amend 21.9.3.3-Specific 
Purpose (Golf Resort) 
Zone Built Form 
Standards - 
Christchurch Golf 
Resort 

Decision Sought:  
Amend the Built Form Standards in 21.9.3.3 to include a further Built Form 
Standard 21.9.3.3.X as follows:  

“21.9.3.3.X Water supply for firefighting  

Provision for sufficient water supply and access to water supplies for 
firefighting shall be made available to all buildings (excluding accessory 
buildings that are not habitable buildings) via Council’s urban reticulated 
system (where available) in accordance with the New Zealand Fire Service 
Firefighting Water Supplies Code of Practice (SNZ PAS: 4509:2008).   

Where a reticulated water supply compliant with SNZ PAS:4509:2008 is 
not available, or the only supply available is the controlled restricted rural 
type water supply which is not compliant with SNZ PAS:4509:2008, water 
supply and access to water supplies for firefighting shall be in accordance 
with the alternative firefighting water sources provisions of SNZ PAS 
4509:2008.” 

 A(P)  

2263.4  Saunders Robinson Brown, 
Noblick Partnership and the Golf 
Company (2006) Limited 

Not Stated 21.9.4-Matters of 
Discretion - Clearwater 
Golf Resort and 
Christchurch Golf 
Resort 

Decision Sought: The decision sought is that the above provisions be 
amended to remove any distinction between resort hotel bedrooms and 
residential activities for the Specific Purpose (Golf Resort) Zone at 
Clearwater.  

  R 

2263.4 FS2817.107 Christchurch International Airport Oppose 21.9.4-Matters of 
Discretion - Clearwater 
Golf Resort and 
Christchurch Golf 
Resort 

  A   

2263.4 FS2824.4 Clearwater Land Holdings Limited Support 21.9.4-Matters of 
Discretion - Clearwater 
Golf Resort and 
Christchurch Golf 
Resort 

OP 2263.4 Decision Sought: Submission is supported to the extent it is 
consistent with the original submission on behalf of Clearwater Land 
Holdings Ltd.  

A   

MATTERS OF 
DISCRETION 
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8 
 

Submission Point Further 
Submission 

Submitter Name Support / 
Oppose 

Provision No. Decision Sought & Reason A A(P) R 

2387.1041  Canterbury Earthquake Recovery 
Authority for & on behalf of the 
Crown 

Amend 21.9.4-Matters of 
Discretion - Clearwater 
Golf Resort and 
Christchurch Golf 
Resort 

Decision Sought:  
and, as a consequence amend 21.9.4 Matters of Discretion to include:  

21.9.4.X Water supply for firefighting  

Whether sufficient firefighting water supply is available to ensure the  

health and safety of the community, including neighbouring properties.  

 A(P)  

2387.1044  Canterbury Earthquake Recovery 
Authority for & on behalf of the 
Crown 

Amend 21.9.4-Matters of 
Discretion - Clearwater 
Golf Resort and 
Christchurch Golf 
Resort 

Decision Sought:  
and, as a consequence amend 21.9.4 Matters of Discretion to include:  

21.9.4.X Water supply for firefighting  

Whether sufficient firefighting water supply is available to ensure the 
health and safety of the community, including neighbouring properties.”  

 A(P)  

APPENDICES         

2235.76  Ngai Tahu Property Limited Not Stated 21.9.5.2-Outline 
Development Plan for 
Christchurch Golf 
Resort 

Decision Sought: Retain Appendix 21.9.5.2  A   

PLANNING MAPS         

2235.77  Ngai Tahu Property Limited Not Stated PM6 Decision Sought: Retain the Specific Purpose Golf Resort zone shown on 
Planning Map 6  

A   

2235.78  Ngai Tahu Property Limited Not Stated PM12 Decision Sought: Retain the Specific Purpose Golf Resort zone shown on 
Planning Map 12  

A   

2235.79  Ngai Tahu Property Limited Not Stated PM13 Decision Sought: Retain the Specific Purpose Golf Resort zone shown on 
Planning Map 13  

A   
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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.  
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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; 
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 [Transpower 
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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] 

 
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. 

 

Activity 

PR1 Any building or utility excluding: 
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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, the use or storage of hazardous 
substances in excess of the Permitted Standard for Group 3 zones in 
Rule 12.1.2. 

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. 

 
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. 
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 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 and explaining why; or  

 
b. that the birdstrike management 

and/or monitoring plan which 
accompanies the application, 
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. Mitigation and 

management of 
birdstrike risk. 

 
 
 
 

   

 
 
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 

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 
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(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 100m2 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] 

 

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. Birdstrike risk associated 
with the design, operation or 
management of the 
proposed activity. 

 

RD2 Creation of new water bodies 
(including wastewater 
oxidation ponds) or 
stormwater detention or 
retention basins with an area 
of more than 1000m2. 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  

 
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, 

1. Design of the proposed 
facility, including size, 
characteristics, and plantings in 
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establishment of new landfills, or 
rubbish dumps 
 
[Note for this redline version: new 
definition of landfill will be inserted 
in Chapter 2] 
 
 

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. 
 
3. Extent of consultation with 
Christchurch International 
Airport Ltd. [Ecan 2249.41] 

 

D1 New landfills, excluding cleanfills 
within Greater Christchurch. [Isaac 
Conservation and Wildlife Trust 
2146.9] or rubbish dumps  [Ecan 
2249.42]; 

a. Birdstrike risk associated with 
the design, 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). 

 

Attachment D 3723 CCC - Dixon
Page 125 of 167



 

 

 
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.  

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. 
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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.  

 
 
6.7.2.3 Rules – Defence Wigram 
 
6.7.2.3.1 Activity Status Tables – Protection Surfaces  
 
6.7.2.3.1.1 Permitted Activities 
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Within areas covered by the Wigram Airfield Defence Wigram protection surfaces as 
described in 6.7.2.3.2 and shown on the diagrams in Appendix 6.11.2.4, the activities listed 
below are permitted. Activities may also be Prohibited as specified in Rule 6.7.2.3.1.6 below.   

 

Activity Activity specific standards 

P1   Any activity, building, structure 
or vegetation under the 
protection surfaces not specified 
as a Prohibited activity below 
and that would otherwise be a 
Permitted activity 

a. NIL  

 
6.7.2.3.1.2 Controlled Activities 
 

There are no Controlled activities.  

 
6.7.2.3.1.3 Restricted Discretionary Activities 
 

There are no Restricted Discretionary activities.  

 
6.7.2.3.1.4 Discretionary Activities 
 

There are no Discretionary activities.  

 
6.7.2.3.1.5 Non-Complying Activities 
 

There are no Non-Complying activities.  

 
 
6.7.2.3.1.6 Prohibited Activities 
 

Within areas covered by the Wigram Airfield Defence Wigram protection surfaces as 
described in 6.7.2.3.2 and shown on the diagrams in Appendix 6.11.2.4, the activities listed 
below are Prohibited.  

 

Activity 

PR1 Any part of a building, utility or tree that penetrates the protection 
surfaces with the exception of navigational aids for aircraft. 

 
 
6.7.2.3.2 Explanation of Protection Surfaces for Defence Wigram 
 

a.     General explanation 
 

i The environs of the New Zealand Defence Force (NZDF) land at Wigram are 
protected by two protection surfaces associated with the helipad safety area. The 
protection surfaces for the NZDF land at Wigram include two inclined approach and 
take-off climb surfaces with alignments suitable to different conditions (a northwest 
approach for use in strong northwest winds and a southwest approach that provides 
for safe operations during the predominant northeast wind). 
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ii The protection surfaces are defined surfaces in the airspace above and adjacent to 
the helipad. These protection surfaces are necessary to enable helicopters to 
maintain a satisfactory level of safety while manoeuvring at low altitude in the 
vicinity of the helipad.  
 

iii These surfaces are in accordance with the Civil Aviation Authority of New Zealand 
Advisory Circular 139-8 (Revision 2, 2007), Chapter 4, paragraphs 4.1.1 to 4.1.2. 

 
 

b.    Approach and take-off climb surfaces for Wigram Airfield Defence Wigram 
 
i The origin of the approach fans is an inclined plane originating at the edge of the 

helipad. The fan is essentially a truncated triangle with the cut-off apex line called 
the inner edge. 

ii The elevation of the inner edge of the protection surface is the same as the highest 
point on the helipad. 

iii The slope of the approach protection surfaces rise upwards at 1.8 (12.5%) from the 
centre edge of the helipad to an elevation of 152.4 metres. 
 
Northwest Approach and Take-off Climb Surface 

iv The expanding sides of the northwest protection surface diverge at a constant rate 
of 1:6.6 (15% 80 31' 51") from the helipad and extend to a distance of 1225m. 
 
Southwest Approach and Take-off Climb Surface 

v The southwest protection surface expands outwards at a gradient of 1:10 (day) and 
1:6 (night) until it reaches the widths of 114.1m (day) and 163m (night). Beyond that 
point the sides extend parallel to a distance of 1225m from the helipad. 
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Attachment E to Glenda Dixon's evidence in chief 

Black underline and bold or strikethrough= amendments made in version filed 27 November 2015 

Red underline and bold or strikethrough =further amendments made in Glenda's  (and John 

L's) evidence 4 February 2016  

 

21.9 Specific Purpose (Golf Resort) Zone  
  

  

21.9.1  OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES   
 
 
21.9.1.1 OBJECTIVE -  GOLF RESORT DEVELOPMENT 
 
For the Clearwater Golf Resort and Christchurch Golf Resort Whisper Creek Golf Resort [#2015.1 
Whisper Creek Golf Resort] to provide golfing and associated facilities (including resort facilities) of 
international standard, which can bringing [#2423.4 Clearwater Land Holdings] economic and 
social benefits to the City and region, and to provide other recreational opportunities, and limited 
residential development, within extensive open space and lake or riparian settings, with no 
significant adverse effects on the natural or adjoining rural environments. 
 
 
21.9.1.1.1 Policy – Benefits to the Community  
 
Recognise the economic and social benefits that the Clearwater Golf Resort provides [#2423.2 
Clearwater Land Holdings] and Christchurch Golf Resort Whisper Creek Golf Resort [#2015.1 
Whisper Creek Golf Resort] can provide to the City and region, and assist in enabling the potential 
benefits of these resorts for ecological restoration, public access to streams and rivers, and 
recreation for the wider community, including local community, to be realised. 
 
 
21.9.1.1.2 Policy – Limit on Scale of Development and Types of Activity   
  
Limit urban development detached from the remainder of the Christchurch urban area, and for the 
Clearwater Golf Resort, within the 50 dB Ldn noise contour for Christchurch International Airport, 
by: 
 

a. Ensuring that the scale and nature of resort hotel, residential and commercial development 
associated with golf resorts is complementary and subsidiary to the primarily recreational 
function of the resorts; 

 
b. Adopting a clear distinction between resort hotel and residential development, both in 

terms of the nature of each type of development and its location within the overall site; 
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c. Ensuring that noise sensitive activities within the 55 dB Ldn airport noise contour are 

acoustically insulated, and that the scale and location of further development within the 50 
dB Ldn contour is limited to that provided for in the previous City Plan, or authorised by 
resource consent prior to the notification of this Plan on or before 6 December 
2013.[#2348.145 Christchurch International Airport Ltd]  
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21.9.1.1.3 Policy – Visual Integration and Mitigation of Effects 
 
Ensure that built development is well integrated visually into the open rural environments within 
which each golf resort sits, and that there is adequate separation distance from activities in 
adjacent zones so as to mitigate potentially adverse effects of the resorts such as noise and traffic.  
 
 
21.9.1.1.4 Policy – Careful Siting 
  
Ensure that earthworks and buildings in the two golf resorts are carefully designed, located and 
constructed, for the Christchurch Golf Resort Whisper Creek Golf Resort [#2015.1 Whisper Creek 
Golf Resort] so as to be resilient to potential liquefaction and to maintain flood storage capacity in 
the Lower Styx Ponding Area, and for both resorts, to reduce potential flood damage to buildings in 
a major flood event., and to mitigate potential effects of development on groundwater. [# 2186.6 
Clearwater Resort Owners Society] 
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21.9.2  Rules – Specific Purpose (Golf Resort) Zone  - Clearwater  
 

21.9.2.1 How to Use the Rules 
 

This chapter provides rules for an existing golf resort at Clearwater. Rules for the 
proposed Christchurch Golf Resort Whisper Creek Golf Resort [#2015.1 Whisper Creek 
Golf Resort] are at 21.9.3. 
.  

 
21.9.2.1.1 The rules that apply to activities in the Specific Purposes (Golf Resort) Zone - Clearwater  

are contained in: 
 

a. Activity Status Tables (including Activity Specific Standards) in Rule 21.9.2.2 and  
b.          Built Form Standards in Rule 21.9.2.3 and 
c.           Area Specific Standards in Rule 21.9.2.4. 
 

21.9.2.1.2 The Activity Status Tables and standards in the following chapters also apply to activities 
in all areas of the Specific Purpose (Golf Resort) Zone - Clearwater, where relevant: 
 
5 Natural Hazards; 
6 General Rules and Procedures;  
7 Transport;   
8 Subdivision, Development and Earthworks; 
9 Natural and Cultural Heritage ; 
11 Utilities and Energy; 
17 Rural Zones; and  
18 Open Space Zones.  
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21.9.2.2 Activity Status Tables – Specific Purpose (Golf Resort) Zone – Clearwater Golf 
Resort 
 
21.9.2.2.1 Permitted Activities – Clearwater Golf Resort 
 
Activities may also be restricted discretionary, discretionary, non-complying or prohibited as 
specified in Rules 21.9.2.2.2, 21.9.2.2.3, 21.9.2.2.4, or 21.9.2.2.5. 
 

 Activity Activity Specific Standards 

 
All activities in the Specific Purpose (Golf Resort) Zone - Clearwater Golf Resort shall 
be located within the relevant Activity Areas shown in the Outline Development Plan 
(ODP) for this resort at Appendix  21.9.5.1.  
 
Activities listed below but not located in the relevant Activity Areas are discretionary 
activities; see Rule 21.9.2.2.3.  
 
Permitted activities must also comply with the Built Form Standards set out in Rule 
21.9.2.3, and the Area Specific Standards set out in Rule 21.9.2.4.  
 

 Golf Course and Open Space 
Activity Areas, and Resort 
Community Area 5 only 
 

 

P1 Golf course and golf course 
activity and accessory 
buildings. 
 

Nil 

 Golf Course and Open Space 
Activity Areas only 
 

 

P2 Outdoor recreation activity 
other than golf and associated 
facilities.  
  

Nil 
 
 

 Clubhouse and Facility Area 
only  
 

 

P3 Clubhouse facilities, 
Restaurants, Gym and spa 
facilities, Indoor sports 
complex and accessory 
buildings. 
 

Nil 
 

P4 Food and beverage outlets 
 

Nil  
 

P5 Retailing other than P4, The total GLFA for retailing other than of 
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servicing recreation activities 
and visitor needs within the 
zone. 
  

food and beverages (existing, approved 
and proposed), shall be no greater than  
2000m2. 

 

P6 Conference/convention 
facilities. 

Conference facilities shall be limited to a 
maximum of 200 people. 

 

P7  Offices 
 

The total GFA of offices shall be no 
greater than 2000m2.  
 

 All Resort Community Activity 
Areas  
 

 

P8 Residential activity  
 

Up to 111 residential units in total, with 
up to 32 units within the 55 dB Ldn 
airport noise contour.  

 

 All Resort Community Activity 
Areas, and Clubhouse and 
Facility Area 

 

P9 Resort hotel bedrooms and 
associated activities.   
 

a.  Up to 350 bedrooms in total, with up 
to 255 bedrooms within the 55 dB Ldn 
airport noise contour, including 
associated ancillary buildings.  
 
b.  The maximum period of owner 
occupancy of resort hotel bedrooms shall 
be three months in total per calendar 
year. 
 

 Resort Community Area 7 
only 
 

 

P10 Restaurants associated with 
the resort hotel. 
 

Nil 
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21.9.2.2.2 Restricted Discretionary Activities – Clearwater Golf Resort 
 

 Activity and Location The Council’s discretion shall be limited 
to the following matters: 
 

 Clubhouse and Facility Area 
only 
 

 

RD1 Retailing other than P4, which 
results in an aggregate GLFA 
(existing, approved and 
proposed) of between 2000m2 
and 3000m2. 
 

a. Retail Activity 21.9.4.1 a.-e. 

RD2  Non-compliance with Rule 
21.9.2.3.1 site coverage  
 

a. Amenity of Immediate 
Neighbours - 21.9.4.2 a 

 
b. Amenity of the Neighbourhood - 

21.9.4.3 a  
 

RD3 Non-compliance with Rule 
21.9.2.3.2 recession planes, or 
Rule 21.9.2.3.4 internal and 
zone boundary setbacks.  
 
 

a. Amenity of Immediate 
Neighbours 21.9.4.2 a - d 

RD4 Non-compliance with Rule 
21.9.2.3.3 road boundary 
setbacks 
 

a. Amenity of the Neighbourhood - 
21.9.4.2. b-f 

RD5 Non-compliance with Rule 
21.9.2.3.6  visual amenity 
adjoining the Groynes Open 
Space- Natural Zone. 
 

a. Visual Amenity adjoining the 
Groynes - 21.9.4.7. a -c  

RD6 Creation of water bodies and 
new stormwater 
management facilities. 

Creation of waterbodies and new 
stormwater management facilities - 
21.9.4.6 a and b -c [#2423.21 Clearwater 
Land Holdings Ltd and #2186.6 
Clearwater Resort Owners Society] 

    

RD7 In the Clubhouse and Facility 
Area, buildings with a height 
of  greater than 11m and up 
to 14m. [#2423.23 Clearwater 
Holdings Ltd] 

a. Amenity of Immediate 
Neighbours -21.9.4.2  a to d 

b. Amenity of Neighbourhood - 
21.9.4.3 a, c, d and f. 

c. Built Form and Appearance 
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21.9.4.5 1 a to 1c. [#2423.23 
Clearwater Holdings Ltd] 

 
 
21.9.2.2.3 Discretionary Activities – Clearwater Golf Resort 
 

 Activity 
 

The Council will consider the Matters of 
Discretion specified below and any 
other relevant matter under Section 104 
of the Act: 
 

D1 Location of activities listed in 
P1-P10 outside the relevant 
Activity Areas shown on the 
Outline Development Plan for 
the Clearwater Golf Resort at 
Appendix 21.9.5.1. 
 
 

a. Location of Activities outside of 
areas specified in Outline 
Development Plans - 21.9.4.5 a -i 

D2 Creation of water bodies and 
new stormwater 
management facilities.  

a. Creation of Waterbodies etc - 
21.9.4.6 a -c [#2423.21 
Clearwater Land Holdings Ltd] 

D3 Non-compliance with Rule 
21.9.2.3.5 height, except as in 
D4 below. [#2423.23   
Clearwater Holdings Ltd] 

a. Height 21.9.4.4.a - b 
 

D4 In the Clubhouse and Facility 
Area, buildings with a height 
of  greater than 14m. 
[#2423.23   Clearwater 
Holdings Ltd] 

a. Amenity of Immediate 
Neighbours -21.9.4.2  a to d 

b. Amenity of Neighbourhood - 
21.9.4.3 a, c, d and f. 

c. Built Form and Appearance 
21.9.4.5 1 a to 1c. [#2423.23 
Clearwater Holdings Ltd] 

 
 
21.9.2.2.4 Non- Complying Activities  - Clearwater Golf Resort 
 

 Activity 
 

NC1 Any activity which is not listed above as a permitted, restricted 
discretionary or discretionary activity. 
 

NC2 Additional vehicle accesses to the Clearwater Golf Resort or use of the 
service access for full vehicular access. See Rule 21.9.2.4.1.  
 

NC3 Ground levels which do not comply with Rule 21.9.2.4.2. 
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21.9.2.2.5 Prohibited Activities – Clearwater Golf Resort 
 

There are no prohibited activities. 
 

 
 
 
21.9.2.3 Specific Purpose (Golf Resort) Zone Built Form Standards – Clearwater Golf Resort 
 
 
21.9.2.3.1   Site Coverage and  Building Sizes - Clearwater Golf Resort 
 

a. The maximum total area of the Specific Purpose (Golf Resort) Zone at Clearwater Golf Resort 
which may be covered by buildings or impervious surfaces shall be 5% of the zone area. 

 
b. The maximum net area of any site at Clearwater Golf Resort which may be covered by 
buildings or impervious surfaces shall be as follows: 

 

 Activity Area  or Type  Max Net Area 
Covered by 
Buildings  

Maximum 
Building 
Footprint 

Max Net Area 
Covered by 
Impervious 
Surfaces 
excluding 
buildings 
 

a.  Golf Course Activity 
Areas 
 

800m2 total N/A N/A  

b.  Clubhouse and Facility 
Area 
 

100%  N/A N/A 

c.   Resort Community 
Areas 1-6 with site size 

i. Less than 
150m2 

ii. 150 -249m2 
iii. 250-399m2 
iv. 400-999m2 
v. 1000-

1999m2 
vi. 2000-

4000m2 
vii. More than 

4000m2  
 

 
 
 
i. 100% 
ii. 75% 
iii. 50% 
iv. 40% 
v. 30% 
vi. 20% 
vii. 10% or 

2000m2 
(whichever 
is less) 

 

 
 
N/A 

 
 
 

i. N/A 
ii. N/A 
iii. 30% 
iv. 20% 
v. 15% 
vi. 10% 
vii. 5% or 

400m2 
(whicheve
r is less) 
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d. . Multi Unit Residential 
or Resort Hotel Units 
in Resort Community 
Activity Areas 1-6.  
 

As above in c. 
 

600m2 for a 
single 
building 

As above in c. 

 

 
21.9.2.3.2 Recession Planes – Clearwater Golf Resort 
 
No part of any building shall project beyond a building envelope contained by: 
 

 Applicable to  
 

Activity Standard 

a.  Resort Community Activity Areas 1-7,  
 
except where buildings on adjoining sites have a 
common wall along an internal boundary, 
recession planes do not apply along the portion 
of the boundary covered by such a wall, except 
on sites of 250m2 to 400m2 this common wall 
exception shall apply to a single boundary only. 
 
 

Recession planes from points 
2.3m above internal boundaries 
as shown in Diagram B of 
Appendix 14.10.2.  
 

b.  Sites in other Activity Areas adjoining sites 
within Resort Community Areas 1-6, along the 
adjoining boundary only. 
 

c.   Sites at the Clearwater Golf Resort which do not 
adjoin Resort Community Activity Areas.  
 

Nil  

 
 
21.9.2.3.3 Road Boundary Setback – Clearwater Golf Resort 
 
The minimum building setback from road boundaries shall be: 
 

 Applicable to  
 

Standard 

a.  Residential activity within Resort Community Activity 
Areas,   
 
except as located in b below. 
 

4.5m  

b.  Residential activity within Resort Community Activity 
Areas, where a garage has a vehicle door generally 
facing a private or public road or shared access lot or 
access strip  

5m from road, access lot 
or access strip boundary.  
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21.9.2.3.4 Internal Boundary and  Zone Boundary Setbacks – Clearwater Golf Resort 
 
The minimum building setback from an internal or zone boundary other than a road zone shall be: 
 

 Applicable to Setback from internal 
boundaries 
 

Setback from zone 
boundaries  

a.  Within Resort Community 
Activity Areas 1-7 only  
 
except that where buildings on 
adjoining sites have a common 
wall along an internal 
boundary, no setback is 
required along the portion of 
the boundary covered by such a 
wall, except on sites of 250m2 

to 400m2 this common wall 
exception shall apply to a single 
boundary only. 
  

3m  As below for c. and 
d. 

b.   Sites in other Activity Areas 
adjoining the Resort 
Community Activity Areas. 
 

3m  As below for c. 

c.  Within all Activity Areas except 
Resort Community Activity Area 
4  
 

As above for a. and b. 20m 

d.   Within Resort Community 
Activity Area 4.  
 

As above for a. 12m 

 
 
21.9.2.3.5 Building Height – Clearwater Golf Resort  
 
The maximum height of any building shall be: 
 

 Applicable to  
 

Standard 

a.  Resort Community Activity Area 7  
 

i. Resort hotel bedrooms  
ii. Resort hotel chimney 

 
 

i. 20m 
ii. 24m 
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iii. Other buildings 
 

iii. 8m 
 

b.  Clubhouse and Facility Area  
 

11m 

c.  Resort Community Areas 1-6 –all buildings 
 

8m 

d.  All areas other than Clubhouse and Facility Areas and 
other than all Resort Community Areas  
 

4m 

 
 
21.9 2.3.6  Visual Amenity Adjoining the Groynes Open Space – Natural Zone – Clearwater 
Golf Resort 
 

Applicable to  
 

Standard 

a.   Resort Community Activity Area 5 only, when 
buildings or impervious surfaces are located within 
50m of a boundary with the Groynes Open Space - 
Natural Zone.  

 

a. Trees or shrubs shall be 
planted, for a minimum 
depth of 8m along these 
boundaries. 

 
b. Trees or shrubs shall be not 

less than 2m high at the time 
of planting and capable of 
reaching a height of at least 
8m at maturity. 

 

 
 
 
21.9.2.4 Area Specific Standards – Clearwater Golf Resort 
 
21.9.2.4.1 Vehicle Access – Clearwater Golf Resort 
 

Applicable to  
 

Standard 

a.   All activities 
 

a. Vehicle access from State Highway 1 
(Johns Road) shall be limited to 
Clearwater Avenue. 

 
b. An alternative service access 

road/right of way from Coutts Island 
Road shall be limited to use by service 
vehicles only. 
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b. Additional vehicle accesses or use of the service access for full vehicular access shall be non-
complying activities. See Rule 21.9.2.2.4.  

 
 
21.9.2.4.2 Flood Protection – Ground Levels at Clearwater Golf Resort 
 

Applicable to  
 

Standard 

a.   Resort Community Activity Areas 5 and 6 
 

a.     Ground levels shall be at or above the 
minimum levels defined by a plane 
sloping west to east over the area, 
where the westernmost and 
easternmost points are set out in 
Columns B and C in Table 21.9.2.4.2.a 
below and the height and slope of the 
plane is defined by the levels in 
Column D; 

 

b.   Building floor levels shall be a minimum 
of 250mm above minimum ground 
levels required by a. 
 

 

b. Ground Levels in other Resort Community 
Activity Areas – Clearwater  

 
 

a. Shall be shaped and maintained so that 
in the event of a flood resulting from a 
primary stopbank breach, flood depths 
on land in adjacent zones downstream 
will not be increased by more than 
100mm, compared to pre-
development levels. 

 

 
Table 21.9.2.4.2.a - Specifications of Ground Level Plane for RC Areas 5 and 6 

Location  NZMS Grid 
Reference 
Northing 
(Column B) 

NZMS Grid Reference 
Easting (Column C) 

Mean Finished 
Ground Level 
(Metres above CCC 
Datum)(Column D)  
 

Resort Community 
Area 5A 

1. Westernmost 
extent 

2. Easternmost 
extent 

  

 
 
1.  5751420 N 
 
2.  5751719N 
 
 

 
 
1.   2477660 E 
 
2.  2477909 E 
 
 

 
 
1.  3.01m 
 
2.  2.86m 

 
 

Resort Community 
Area 5B 
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1. Westernmost 
extent 

2. Easternmost 
extent 

 

1.  5751568 N 
 
2.  5751870 N 
 

1.  2478180 E 
 
2.  2478449 E 
 
 

1.  2.03m 
 
2.  1.42m 
 

Resort Community 
Area 5C 

1. Westernmost 
extent 

2. Easternmost 
extent 

 

 
 
1.  5751034 N 
 
2.  5751611 N 

 
 
1.  2478238 E 
 
2.  2478525 E 
 

 
 
1.  3.81m 
 
2.  1.36m 

Resort Community 
Area 6 
 

1.  5751014 N 
 
 

1.  2477695 E 
 

1.  4.76m 

 
c. Ground levels which do not comply with the levels specified in this Rule 21.9.2.4.2  shall be 

non-complying activities. See Rule 21.9.2.2.4. 
 
Advice Note: Raised ground levels across all areas covered by this rule will result in a total of 
400mm freeboard above modelled water levels in a 1 in 10,000 year flood event. 
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21.9.3  Rules – Specific Purpose (Golf Resort) Zone  - Christchurch Golf Resort   
Whisper Creek Golf Resort [#2015.1 Whisper Creek Golf Resort] 
 
21.9.3.1       How to Use the Rules 
 

This chapter provides rules for the proposed Christchurch Golf Resort. Whisper Creek 
Golf Resort. [#2015.1 Whisper Creek Golf Resort] Rules for the existing golf resort at 
Clearwater are at 21.9.2. 
 

21.9.3.1.1 The rules that apply to activities in the Specific Purposes (Golf Resort) Zone - 
Christchurch Golf Resort Whisper Creek Golf Resort [#2015.1 Whisper Creek Golf 
Resort] are contained in: 

 
a. Activity Status Tables (including Activity Specific Standards) in Rule 21.9.3.2 and  
b. Built Form Standards in Rule 21.9.3.3 and  
c. Area Specific Standards in Rule 21.9.3.4. 
 

21.9.3.1.2 The Activity Status Tables and standards in the following chapters also apply to activities 
in all areas of the Specific Purpose (Golf Resort) Zone - Christchurch Golf Resort, 
Whisper Creek Golf Resort, [#2015.1 Whisper Creek Golf Resort] where relevant: 
 
5 Natural Hazards; 
6 General Rules and Procedures; 
7 Transport;  
8 Subdivision, Development and Earthworks; 
9 Natural and Cultural Heritage; 
11 Utilities and Energy; 
17 Rural zones; 
18        Open space zones. 

 
 
21.9.3.2   Activity Status Tables – Specific Purpose (Golf Resort) Zone – Christchurch Golf Resort 
Whisper Creek Golf Resort [#2015.1 Whisper Creek Golf Resort] 
 
21.9.3.2.1 Permitted Activities – Christchurch Golf Resort Whisper Creek Golf Resort [#2015.1 
Whisper Creek Golf Resort] 
 
Activities may also be restricted discretionary, discretionary, non-complying 
or prohibited as specified in Rules 21.9.3.2.2, 21.9.3.2.3, 21.9.3.2.4, or 21.9.3.2.5. 
 

 Activity Activity Specific Standards 

 
All activities in the Specific Purpose (Golf Resort) Zone at the Christchurch Golf 
Resort Whisper Creek Golf Resort [#2015.1 Whisper Creek Golf Resort]shall be 
located within the relevant Activity Areas shown in the Outline Development Plan for 
this resort at Appendix 21.9.5.2.  
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Activities listed below but not located in the relevant Activity Areas are discretionary 
activities; see Rule 21.9.3.2.3.  
 

Permitted activities must also comply with the Built Form Standards set out in Rule 
21.9.3.3, and the Area Specific Standards set out in Rule 21.9.3.4.  
 

 All Activity Areas 
 

 

P1 All activities permitted in the 
Rural Urban Fringe Zone, P1- 
P14. 
 

Activity Specific Standards and other 
standards as for the Rural Urban Fringe 
Zone. 

 Golf Course and Open Space 
Activity Areas 
 

 

P2 Establishment and 
maintenance of wetlands 
 

a. Nil 

P3 Outdoor recreation activity 
other than golf and associated 
facilities.  
  

a. Nil 
 
 

 Area A1 only 
 

 

P4 Clubhouse facilities, 
Restaurants, Gym and spa 
facilities, Indoor sports 
complex and accessory 
buildings. 
 

a. NIl 

P5 Food and beverage outlets 
  

a. 1000m2 maximum GFA at 
Christchurch Golf Resort Whisper 
Creek Golf Resort. [#2015.1 
Whisper Creek Golf Resort] 

 
b. Food and beverage outlets at the 

Christchurch Golf Resort Whisper 
Creek Golf Resort [#2015.1 
Whisper Creek Golf Resort] shall 
only operate between the hours 
of 7am and 10pm. 

 

P6 Retailing other than P5, 
servicing recreation activities 
and visitor needs within the 
zone. 
 

a. The total GLFA for retailing other 
than of food and beverages 
(existing, approved and proposed), 
shall be no greater than 500m2. 
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 Activity Areas A, A1 and A2 
 

 

P7 Golf Academy, and associated 
education activities. 
 

Above-ground carparking may not be 
located in Area A2. 

P8 Academy dormitory   Maximum of 160 bedrooms 
 

P9 Resort apartments a. Maximum 330 380 [#2015.2 Whisper 
Creek Golf Resort] bedrooms. 
 

b. No more than 170 resort apartment 
bedrooms [#2015.3 Whisper Creek 
Golf Resort]shall be constructed 
before the completion of the golf 
course and the construction of the 
Academy building. 

 

 All Resort Community Activity 
Areas  
 

 

P10 Residential activity.  
 

a. Maximum of 150 units, with no 
more than one unit per site. 
 

b. Before any building is erected in the 
Resort Community Areas, boundary 
planting along all zone boundaries 
except that between the Golf Resort 
Zone and the Open Space – Water 
and Margins Zone shall be 
completed in accordance with the 
Management Plan required in RD5 
for the golf course.  

 

 Activity Areas D and D1  
 

 

P11 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Driving range fairway and 
greens and associated lighting, 
in Activity Area D. 
  

a. Areas D or D1: Noise must not 
exceed 50dB Lmax when measured 
at the notional boundary of any 
dwelling existing as at 15 August 
2011. A report from a person 
qualified in acoustics shall be 
submitted to the Council 
confirming that the building 
design and construction will 
achieve this standard.  

 
b. Driving range activities shall only 

P12 Driving range building and tees 
and associated lighting in 
Activity Area D1.   
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be undertaken from within or 
from tees immediately in front of 
the building located in Activity 
Area D1.  

 
c. The driving range shall be closed 

and all associated lighting shall be 
turned off between the hours of 
10pm and 7am.  

 
d. Lighting of the driving range 

fairway shall be limited to 
ground-mounted lighting, and 
any elevated lighting of the 
driving range building shall have a 
maximum height of 8m to the 
underside of the light.  

 

 
 
21.9.3.2.2 Restricted Discretionary Activities – Christchurch Golf Resort Whisper  
Creek Golf Resort [#2015.1 Whisper Creek Golf Resort] 
 

 Activity and Location The Council’s discretion shall be limited 
to the following matters: 
 

 All Activity Areas  
  

 

RD1 Activities listed as RD1 and 
RD2 in the Rural Urban Fringe 
Zone 
  

Activity Specific Standards and other 
standards as for the Rural Urban 
Fringe Zone. 

RD2  Non-compliance with Rule 
21.9.3.3.1 site coverage  
 

a. Amenity of Immediate 
Neighbours - 21.9.4.2 a 

 
b. Amenity of the Neighbourhood - 

21.9.4.3 a  
 

RD3 Non-compliance with Rule 
21.9.3.3.2 recession planes, or 
Rule 21.9.3.3.4 zone boundary 
and other boundary setbacks.  
 
 

a. Amenity of Immediate 
Neighbours 21.9.4.2 a - d 

RD4 Non-compliance with Rule 
21.9.3.3.3 road boundary 
setbacks 

a. Amenity of the Neighbourhood - 
21.9.4.2. b-f 
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 Golf Course and Open Space 
Activity Areas only 
  

The Council’s discretion shall be limited 
to the following matters: 

RD5 Construction of the golf course 
and establishment of planting.  
 
Any application arising from 
this rule will not require 
written approvals and shall 
not be publicly or limited 
notified. 
 

a. A Management Plan to be 
provided to Council prior to any 
construction or planting, dealing 
with the matters in 21.9.4.8 a.-e. 

 Academy Activity Areas A, A1 
and A2 

 

RD6 Any subdivision or 
development in these areas. 
 
A concept plan is not required 
where subdivision consent is 
being sought or has already 
been granted for that Activity 
Area.  
 

a.   A Concept Plan to be provided to 
the Council prior to any activity 
taking place in that Activity Area, 
or a group of those activity areas, 
dealing with the matters in 
21.9.4.10 9 a - h. [#2015.2 Whisper 
Creek Golf Resort - consequential 
renumbering] 

 
 
21.9.3.2.3 Discretionary Activities - Christchurch Golf Resort Whisper Creek Golf  
Resort [#2015.1 Whisper Creek Golf Resort] 
 

 Activity 
 

The Council will consider the Matters of 
Discretion specified below and any 
other relevant matter under Section 104 
of the Act. 
 

D1 Location of activities listed in 
P1-P12 outside the relevant 
Activity Areas shown on the 
Outline Development Plan for 
the Christchurch Golf Resort 
Whisper Creek Golf Resort 
[#2015.1 Whisper Creek Golf 
Resort] at Appendix 21.9.5.2. 
 
 

a. Location of activities outside areas 
specified in Outline Development 
Plans - 21.9.4.5.a - i 

 
 

D2 Resort apartments which 
result in a total of between 
331 and 380 bedrooms. 

a. More than 330 bedrooms in resort 
apartments - 21.9.4.9 a - d 
[#2015.2 Whisper Creek Golf 
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[#2015.2 Whisper Creek Golf 
Resort]  
 

Resort] 

D3 Non compliance with Rule 
21.9.3.3.5 height, with a 
maximum height of 12m in the 
Christchurch Golf Resort 
Whisper Creek Golf Resort 
[#2015.1 Whisper Creek Golf 
Resort] Academy Activity 
Area. 
 

a. Height - 21.9.4.4 a - b 

 
 
21.9.3.2.4 Non- Complying Activities – Christchurch Golf Resort Whisper Creek Golf  
Resort [#2015.1 Whisper Creek Golf Resort] 
 

 Activity 
 

NC1 Any activity which is not listed above as a permitted, restricted 
discretionary or discretionary activity. 
 

NC2 Additional vehicle accesses or use of the service access for full vehicular 
access to the Christchurch Golf Resort Whisper Creek Golf Resort 
[#2015.1 Whisper Creek Golf Resort]. See Rule 21.9.3.4.1. 

NC3 Activities in the Academy Activity Area, except approved earthworks, 
landscaping and planting, and the construction and use of access roads, 
before the Lower Styx/Marshland Road intersection has been signalised. 
See Rule 21.9.3.4.1. 

 
 
21.9.3.2.5 Prohibited Activities – Christchurch Golf Resort Whisper Creek Golf Resort [#2015.1 
Whisper Creek Golf Resort] 
 

There are no prohibited activities. 
 

 
 
 
21.9.3.3 Specific Purpose (Golf Resort) Zone Built Form Standards – Christchurch Golf Resort 
Whisper Creek Golf Resort [#2015.1 Whisper Creek Golf Resort] 
 
21.9.3.3.1    Site Coverage and Building Sizes – Christchurch Golf Resort Whisper Creek Golf Resort 
[#2015.1 Whisper Creek Golf Resort] 
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a. The maximum total area of the Specific Purpose (Golf Resort) at Christchurch Golf Resort 
Whisper Creek Golf Resort [#2015.1 Whisper Creek Golf Resort] which may be covered by 
buildings shall be 5.5% of the zone area.  

 
b. Within the Christchurch Golf Resort Whisper Creek Golf Resort [#2015.1 Whisper Creek Golf 

Resort]Academy Activity Area, the maximum area which may be covered by buildings shall be 
30%. 

 
c.  Within the Christchurch Golf Resort Whisper Creek Golf Resort, [#2015.1 Whisper Creek Golf 

Resort] the maximum building footprint of the following buildings, shall not exceed the 
figures in the table following. 

 
d. Each resort apartment building shall not exceed the minimum internal floor areas in the table 

following. 
 

 

 Building  Maximum Building 
Footprint 
 

Minimum Internal 
Floor Area  

a.  Golf Clubhouse 
 

1000m2 N/A 

b.  Indoor Sports Complex 
  

2000m2 N/A  

c.  Driving Range Activity Area 
 

800m2 N/A 

d.  Dormitory/Education 
Facilities 
 

1600m2 N/A 

e.  Each Residential Unit 
 

400m2 N/A 

f. . Each Resort Apartment 
Building  

i. Area A 1300m2 
ii. Area A1 

6500m2 
 

i. 2 bedroom 
apartment
s 100m2 

ii. 3 Bedroom 
apartment
s 130m2 

 

 
e.  Within the Christchurch Golf Resort Whisper Creek Golf Resort [#2015.1 Whisper Creek Golf 

Resort]only, no roof in the Academy, Resort Community  or Driving Range Activity Areas 
shall have a reflectivity value greater than 35%.  

 
 
21.9.3.3.2 Recession Planes – Christchurch Golf Resort Whisper Creek Golf Resort [#2015.1 
Whisper Creek Golf Resort] 
 
No part of any building shall project beyond a building envelope contained by: 
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Location  
 

Permitted Activity Standard 

a. Christchurch Golf Resort Whisper Creek 
Golf Resort [#2015.1 Whisper Creek 
Golf Resort]Community Activity Areas 

 
except where buildings on adjoining sites have a 
common wall along an internal boundary, 
recession planes do not apply along the portion 
of the boundary covered by such a wall. On sites 
of 250m2 to 400m2 this common wall exception 
shall apply to a single boundary only. 

 

Recession planes from points 
2.3m above internal boundaries as 
shown in Diagram B of Appendix 
14.10.2.  
 

 
 
21.9.3.3.3 Road Boundary Setback – Christchurch Golf Resort Whisper Creek Golf Resort 
[#2015.1 Whisper Creek Golf Resort] 
 
The minimum building setback from road boundaries shall be: 
 

Location  
 

Standard 

a. Academy Activity Areas and Resort Community 
Areas  

100m from Turners Road, 
Spencerville Road and 
from Teapes Road 
adjoining 138 Turners 
Road (Lot 1, DP23116). 

 

 
 
21.9.3.3.4 Zone Boundary and Other Boundary Setbacks – Christchurch  Golf Resort Whisper 
Creek Golf Resort [#2015.1 Whisper Creek Golf Resort] 
 
The minimum building setback from a zone or other boundary shall be: 
 

 Location Setback from  
zone boundaries  

Setback from other 
boundaries 
 

a.  All Buildings 20m from any 
rural zone 
boundary which is 
not also a road 
boundary. 
 

As below in b and c. 

b.  All Buildings in the Academy 
and Resort Community Activity 

As above in a. 15m from the Lower 
Styx Ponding Area 
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Areas except golf clubhouse. 
 

boundary 
 

c.   Golf clubhouse. As above in a. 10m from the Lower 
Styx Ponding Area 
boundary. 
 

  
 
21.9.3.3.5 Building Height – Christchurch Golf Resort Whisper Creek Golf Resort [#2015.1 
Whisper Creek Golf Resort] 
 
The maximum height of any building shall be: 
 

 Location  
 

Standard 

a.  Sports Complex in Academy Activity Area 
 

9m 

b.  i. All Resort Community Activity 
Areas, except for  accessory 
buildings;  

ii. Academy Activity Area, except for 
sports complex;  

iii. Golf and Open Space Activity 
Area;  

iv. Maintenance Activity Area and  
v. Driving Range Activity Areas  

 

8m 

c.   Accessory buildings in all Resort Community Activity 
Areas  
 

5m 

 
 
 
21.9.3.4 Area Specific Standards – Christchurch Golf Resort Whisper Creek Golf Resort 
[#2015.1 Whisper Creek Golf Resort] 
 
21.9.3.4.1 Access and Roading Improvements – Christchurch Golf Resort Whisper Creek Golf 
Resort [#2015.1 Whisper Creek Golf Resort] 
 
 

Applicable to  
 

Standard 

a.   All activities 
 

a. Vehicle access to the Christchurch 
Golf Resort Whisper Creek Golf 
Resort [#2015.1 Whisper Creek Golf 
Resort] shall be limited to one access 
from each of Lower Styx Road and 
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Spencerville Road. 
 

b. An alternative service access from 
Teapes Road shall be limited to use by 
service vehicles only.  

 
 

b. Academy Activity Areas   a. No activity shall be permitted in the 
Academy Activity Areas, except 
approved earthworks, landscaping and 
planting, and the construction and use 
of access roads, until the Lower 
Styx/Marshland Road intersection has 
been signalised. 

 

 
c.   Additional vehicle accesses or use of the service access for full vehicular access shall be non-

complying activities. See Rule 21.9.3.2.4. 
 
d. Any other activity in the Academy Activity Area ahead of signalisation of the Lower 

Styx/Marshland Road intersection shall be a non-complying activity. See Rule 21.9.3.2.4.  
 
 

 

21.9.4  Matters of Discretion - Clearwater Golf Resort and Christchurch Golf Resort 
Whisper Creek Golf Resort [#2015.1 Whisper Creek Golf Resort] 
 
21.9.4.1 Retail Activity 
 

a. Extent to which the proposed activity would complement recreation and visitor activities in 
the zone. 

 
b. Any adverse effects on traffic movement and safety. 

 
c. Significant adverse effects on existing retail centres outside the Golf Resort zone. 

 
 

21.9.4.2 Amenity of Immediate Neighbours 
 

a. Any visual dominance over adjacent properties. 
 
b. Effects on amenity of adjacent properties, including daylight and sunlight admission. 
 
c. Any loss of privacy for adjacent properties through overlooking.  

 
d. Opportunities for landscaping and tree planting, as well as screening of buildings. 
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21.9.4.3 Amenity of Neighbourhood 
 

a.  The balance of open space and buildings on the site, in the context of: 
i. The character of the surrounding rural and open space zones. 
ii.    A golf resort which is not located in a standard urban setting. 

 
b. Alternative practical locations for the building on the site. 
 

c. The compatibility of the building in terms of appearance, layout and scale of other buildings 
and sites in the surrounding area. 

 
d. Any adverse effects on the outlook and privacy of adjoining properties. 
 

e. Any detraction from the openness of the site to the street. 
 

f. Ability to provide opportunities for landscaping and tree planting. 
 
21.9.4.4 Height 
 

a. Whether the increased height would result in buildings which: 
i. are not compatible with the character of the surrounding area;  or 
ii. visually dominate the outlook from adjacent sites, roads and public open space, or 

significantly contrast with the scale of surrounding development, both existing and 
permitted; or 

iii. compromise the amenity of adjoining properties, including in respect of daylight 
and sunlight admission or privacy. 

 
b. Whether the nature and form of development on adjoining site(s) mitigates the potentially 

adverse effects of the increased height. 
 

21.9.4.5 Built form and appearance 
 
1. Whether the development is designed to minimise the visual bulk of the buildings and provide 

visual interest. The relevant considerations are the extent to which the development: 

a. subdivides or otherwise separates unusually long or bulky building forms and limits the 

length of continuous rooflines; 

b. utilises variety of building form and/or variation in the alignment and placement of 

buildings to avoid monotony; 

c. avoids blank elevations and facades. 

 

[#2423.23 Clearwater Holdings Ltd] 

 

 
21.9.4.5 Location of Activities outside of areas specified in Outline Development Plans 
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a. Compatibility of the proposed development pattern with the remainder of the zone and 
with the open space, and rural character of the wider locality. 

 
b. Any adverse effects on the amenity of the Groynes Recreation area  (Clearwater Golf Resort 

only)and surrounding rural zones (both resorts) 
 

c. Ability to continue to provide an effective and ecologically sensitive stormwater 
management system. 

 
d. Connectivity within the zone and with adjacent open space zones, where appropriate, in 

terms of vehicular, cycle and pedestrian access. 
 
e. Proximity of higher density development to open space for passive and active recreation, 

while avoiding higher density development being located immediately adjoining rural areas. 
 

f. Application of the principles of Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design. 
 
g. Ability to create and preserve viewshafts to the golf course and beyond. 
 
h. Whether the proposed revised location(s) for activities better mitigates risks from natural 

hazards, including flooding, seismicity and liquefaction. 
 
i. Any effect either positive or adverse on tangata whenua values. 

 
 
21.9.4.6 Creation of Waterbodies and new Stormwater Management Facilities  
 

a. Extent to which the scale, design and construction of the water bodies or stormwater 
facilities deters birds which could pose a risk to aircraft from roosting and nesting. 

 
b. Existence of a birdstrike hazard management programme with appropriate measures for 

ongoing management of water bodies and birds so as to reduce the potential risk of 
birdstrike, and evidence of consultation with Christchurch International Airport Limited in 
the preparation of this programme.  

 
c. Extent to which the scale, design, construction, management and maintenance of water 

bodies and stormwater facilities avoids or minimises the entry of contaminants into 
groundwater. [#2186.6 Clearwater Resort Owners Society] 

 
21.9.4.7 Visual Amenity adjoining the Groynes - Clearwater Golf Resort only 

 

a. The extent to which the design and layout of landscaping proposed reinforces separation 
and provides screening of buildings from the adjacent Groynes Open Space – Natural zone. 

 
b. The extent to which the design and layout of landscaping will incorporate existing landscape 

and water features eg existing trees (excluding noxious species) along watercourses. 
 

Attachment E 3723 CCC - Dixon
Page 156 of 167



 

 

c. Any contribution of the proposed planting to ecological and habitat values. 
 

 

21.9.4.8 Construction of the Golf Course - Christchurch Golf Resort Whisper Creek Golf 
Resort [#2015.1 Whisper Creek Golf Resort]only 

 
a. Biodiversity and its enhancement in waterways and wetland areas, as well as measures to 

mitigate any adverse effects on biodiversity. 
 
b. Details of design, construction and operation of the golf course drainage system and 

wetlands, including proposed excavation and filling, and potential effects on sediment 
discharges and water quality. 

 
c. Storage capacity in the Lower Styx Ponding Area and effective management of stormwater 

and flood discharges in the zone, with consideration of tidal influences and the effects of sea 
level rise. 

 
d.  Amenity planting around the zone boundary and its ability to screen and soften built 

development.  
 

e. Appropriate management of any archaeological sites. 
 
21.9.4.9 More than 330 bedrooms in resort apartments - Christchurch Golf Resort Whisper 

Creek Golf Resort [#2015.1 Whisper Creek Golf Resort]only 
 

a. The degree of variation in form, profile and height of the resort apartment buildings, and 
the avoidance of large expanses of wall or repetitive building forms. 

 
b. The extent of landscape buffer and treatment proposed to mitigate the overall bulk and 

appearance of buildings. 
 

c. The visibility of additional built development from beyond the boundaries of the zone. 
 

d. Any effects of extra buildings on the amenity of the adjoining rural or Open Space – 
Margins and Water Zone.  [#2015.2 Whisper Creek Golf Resort] 

 
21.9.4.109 Concept Plan for Christchurch Golf Resort Whisper Creek Golf Resort [#2015.1 
Whisper Creek Golf Resort]only  

 
a. Indicative subdivision layout including indicative densities and distribution and indicative 

road layout. 
 
b. Location of sites for built development in relation to golf course and open space areas 

within the zone and to the open space and rural character of the wider locality. 
 
c. Any area specific measures for mitigating risks from natural hazards, including flooding, 

seismicity and liquefaction 
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d. Connectivity with other parts of the zone and with adjacent open space and other zones, 

in terms of carparking locations, walkways and cycleways. 
 
e. Provisions for stormwater management. 
 
f. Application of the principles of Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design. 
 
g. Ability to create and preserve viewshafts to areas across and beyond the site. 
 
h. Any effect either positive or adverse on tangata whenua values. 

 
 

Attachment E 3723 CCC - Dixon
Page 158 of 167



 

 

Attachment E 3723 CCC - Dixon
Page 159 of 167



 

 

21.9.5  Appendices  

Appendix 21.9.5.1– Outline Development Plan for Clearwater  
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Appendix 21.9.5.2 - Outline Development Plan for Christchurch Golf Resort Whisper Creek Golf Resort [#2015.1 Whisper Creek Golf Resort] 

 

Attachment E 3723 CCC - Dixon
Page 161 of 167



  69 
 
 

APPENDIX F 

Map G11 from Waimairi District Scheme 1989 
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APPENDIX G 

Aerial photo of Clearwater Resort showing previous and revised airport noise contours 
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APPENDIX H 

Rezoning at SP (Clearwater) Golf Resort zone boundary 
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