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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 dated 4 February 2016.  

 

1.2 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.   

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 My rebuttal evidence is provided in response to the evidence in chief filed 

by the following submitters on 17 February 2016: 

 

(a) Mr Bonis for CIAL (#2348, FS#2817); 

(b) Mr Shaw for CIAL (#2348, FS#2817); 

(c) Mr Boswell for CIAL (#2348, FS#2817);  

(d) Mr Day for CIAL (#2348, FS#2817);  

(e) Mr Munro for CIAL (#2348, FS#2817); 

(f) Mr Millar for the University of Canterbury (#FS2822); 

(g) Ms Seaton for the Isaac Conservation and Wildlife Trust (#2146); 

(h) Ms McLeod for Transpower (#2218); 

(i) Mr Renton for Transpower (#2218); 

(j) Mr Lawry (#2514); and 

(k) Ms Payne (#2191). 

.  

 

2.2 I have also reviewed the evidence provided by the witnesses listed below but 

have not responded to them because either they agree with my evidence in 

chief or do not address planning related matters. 

 

(a) Ms McKenzie for CIAL (#2348, FS#2817); 

(b) Mr Copeland for CIAL (#2348, FS#2817); 

(c) Mr Bethwaite for CIAL (#2348, FS#2817); 
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(d) Mr Brough for CIAL (#2348, FS#2817); 

(e) Ms Smetham for CIAL (#2348, FS#2817); 

(f) Mr Morgan for Air NZ (#2255); 

(g) Mr Marra (#2054);  

(h) Mr Venema (#2091); 

(i) Mr Campbell (#2489);   

(j) Mr Segrue (#2567); and 

(k) Dr Clarke for several submitters (#2489; #2514; #2054; #2191; #2567; 

#2091).  

 

3. AIRCRAFT NOISE  

 

3.1 In paragraph 23.1 of his evidence in chief Mr Bonis on behalf of CIAL 

#2348 and FS#2817 states that "Associated Policy 12.12.1 ["Policy: 

Special Purpose (Airport) zone" of the operative City Plan, introduced by 

Plan Change 84] seeks to provide for a corresponding land use pattern as 

corresponding with the 2006 Airport Master Plan". That statement is 

incorrect, and implies that part of the purpose of Plan Change 84 was to 

implement CIAL's Master Plan, which was not the case.  

 

3.2 Plan Change 84 sought to provide a clear policy framework for the (now 

named in the pRDP) Specific Purpose Airport zone, and to clarify which 

activities were anticipated to occur in the zone, beyond those provided for 

by the airport designation. Policy 12.12.1 in the operative City Plan 

provides for only two broad precincts at the airport, an Aviation Precinct 

and a Development Precinct, whereas the Airport's (non-statutory) Master 

Plan shows seven land use precincts at Appendix D, excluding the airfield 

proper. 

 

3.3 Both Mr Bonis and Mr Day for CIAL #2348 and FS#2817 state that the 50 

dB Ldn operational contour is now the Outer Control Boundary in 

Christchurch, Mr Bonis at paragraph 45.3 where he equates the two, and 

Mr Day at paragraph 27 where he states that Christchurch has chosen and 

uses the 50 dB Ldn contour for the Outer Control Boundary. 

 

3.4 This is incorrect. Neither the operative City Plan nor the proposed 

Replacement District Plan use the words "Outer Control Boundary". This 
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term has deliberately not been used in these Plans, to avoid confusion with 

that term as used in NZS6805:1992. The 55dB contour is used in the 

Standard both for the contour within which noise insulation is required for 

new buildings and additions, and also as the point where new noise 

sensitive uses should be prohibited unless permitted in a district Plan 

subject to acoustic insulation; in the operative City Plan and proposed 

District Plan only the former is the case.  

 

3.5 In paragraph 30 and 31 of Mr Bonis' evidence, he proposes nine labels for 

the seven noise contours used in the pDPR. These contours are made up 

of three contours each for airport operational noise and engine testing 

noise, and the seventh is the 65dB Ldn air noise contour not shown on the 

Planning Maps, but used for compliance purposes. Using alternative 

names for the same contour (the "compliance contour" labels in paragraph 

31 for the 65 Ldn contours in each case) is in my view unnecessary and 

potentially confusing, as it implies for example that the 65 Ldn Engine 

Testing Contour is somehow different to the 65 Ldn Engine Testing 

Compliance Contour, when it is not. I notice that Mr Bonis' labels have lost 

the dB for decibels. I am not sure if this is intentional or not. 

 

3.6 In paragraph 35.3 of Mr Bonis' evidence he refers to the "first 1992 NZS 

contours" being included in the Paparua District Scheme. This is not 

correct. The Paparua District Scheme only ever contained an "airport noise 

insulation requirement" line similar to that shown on Attachment F to my 

evidence in chief, which shows a map sheet from the Waimairi District 

Scheme. The Paparua airport noise insulation requirement, however, 

broadly equated with the 55 dB Ldn line not the 50 dB Ldn line. This can 

be shown by comparing my Attachment F from the Waimairi District 

Scheme (sheet G11) with the adjoining map sheet from the Paparua 

District Scheme (sheet P6). It can be seen that there are two lines in 

different positions across the same general area, with the Paparua line 

being the innermost one. 

 

3.7 Mr Bonis states in paragraph 50 to 53 that the word "manage" is preferable 

to the word "limit" in Policy 6.1.1.1.4 (b). This policy currently reads "limit 

the noise generated by aircraft movements at Christchurch International 

Airport". I am not sure why this submission has been made by CIAL at this 
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time, when Policy 7.8.3 of the operative City Plan has contained exactly 

this wording since 2005, and I recall that CIAL had agreed to this wording 

during the airport noise appeals on that Plan.  

 

3.8 In my view, "management" is a broad concept which can include a variety 

of more specific approaches. In some contexts it can mean monitor, in 

other contexts it can mean avoid, or mitigate by reducing to a lower level, 

or limit by keeping to not more than a particular level. In the context of 

aircraft noise, there is a rule (both in the operative City Plan at Volume 3, 

11-1.3.6 and in the pRDP at Rule 6.1.4.2.6) which states that "CIAL shall 

manage the Airport so that the noise from aircraft operations does not 

exceed 65 dB Ldn outside the 65 dB airport noise contour line". This is 

based on the NZS6805 Clause 1.4.4.1 which both Mr Bonis and I have 

quoted. The following clause 1.4.4.2 reads (words in bold are my 

emphasis): 

 

"If the noise produced by airport operations exceeds the limits at the 

Air Noise Boundary, the airport operator shall take immediate steps to 

reduce the sound exposure to meet the limits".  

 

3.9 I cannot agree with Mr Bonis at his paragraph 53 that "the Standard does 

not suggest that the noise from operations is itself "limited"".  

 

3.10 In paragraph 61, Mr Bonis refers to the CIAL's 2015 Noise Monitoring 

Report. At the time of writing I have not seen a copy of this, and nor is it on 

CIAL's website. I also note that Council only received the 2014 Noise 

Monitoring Report from CIAL in January this year, and I understand that 

the 2015 Noise Monitoring Report was not complete at the time of writing. 

 

4.  ENGINE TESTING NOISE 

 

4.1 Mr Day for CIAL states at paragraph 76 of his evidence that "some time 

ago, Council indicated that it would like to retire the By-law and implement 

specific noise controls for on-wing engine testing." This is not quite 

accurate as the bylaw is CIAL's bylaw and it is not the Council's to retire. 
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4.2 What Mr Day may be referring to are discussions between the Council and 

CIAL around 2008 and 2009 when Council had asked that CIAL complete and 

place on their website, the Noise Management Plan required by the 

Environment Court in consent orders in 2005 (see paragraph 4.22 of my 

evidence in chief). One of the issues between the parties at the time was 

engine testing noise. A letter from Council to CIAL in April 2009, signed by the 

former City Plan Team Leader, stated that "At this stage CCC considers it very 

likely that it will wish to propose a plan change to the City Plan to introduce an 

engine testing noise level control to protect receiving environments", and 

"CCC wish to make it clear that we do not consider the current controls on 

engine testing are adequate".  

 

4.3 Before the end of that year, I organised the provision to Marshall Day of 

Council GIS information about the area around the Orchard Road engine 

testing site location including  the western end of Harewood Road, so that the 

effect of topography and buildings could be accurately modelled as part of 

producing engine testing noise contours. As noted in paragraph 4.23 of my 

evidence in chief, soon after this I was instructed to cease work on this plan 

change due to other priorities. 

 

4.4 At his paragraph 23.3, Mr Bonis states that engine testing is intrinsically 

linked to the efficient and effective operation of the airport, and therefore is 

a relevant consideration under Objective 3.3.12 (a) [of the Strategic 

Directions chapter of the pRDP]. Mr Bonis appears to be saying that the 

engine testing operations at the airport constitute "strategic infrastructure". 

This interpretation of his evidence is supported by his paragraph 64 where 

those words are in italics, and his paragraph 82. This appears to be the the 

basis for his contention, and that in the CIAL submission #2384.4, that as a 

principle noise sensitive activities should be avoided within both the 50dB 

airport noise contour and the 50 dB engine testing contour, even though 

engine testing is not mentioned in Policy 6.3.5 of the RPS.  

 

4.5 I consider that irrespective of the wording of Policy 6.3.5, it is too early to 

reach a view that noise sensitive activities should be avoided out to the 50 

dB engine testing contour, until the final pRDP position of the engine 

testing noise contours is settled.  
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4.6 In paragraph 70.2, Mr Bonis assumes that the Council is tasked with 

ensuring land use compatibility through restrictions associated with the 50 

dB Ldn engine testing contour. This may be what CIAL would like to see 

happen, but at present there are only very limited rules associated with this 

contour. In the latest version of the Rural Proposal for the Rural Urban 

Fringe Zone (these do not affect permitted residential activity on sites of 

more than 4 ha), and for the most part the 50dB Ldn engine testing contour 

was shown on the Planning Maps for information purposes..  

  

4.7 In paragraphs 91 and 92 of Mr Bonis' evidence, he discusses exceedances 

sought for the engine testing noise contours. In both paragraphs he 

mentions acts of God and that wording is also used in CIAL's proposed 

rewording for Rule 6.1.4.2.6 for aircraft operational noise and 6.1.4.1.7 for 

engine testing noise. I understand that this wording is used in some 

insurance and legal documents for unanticipated natural hazards or events 

which are outside human control. However, I would prefer that the District 

Plan did not use this wording, as the effects of some natural hazards can 

be made worse by human action, and the effects of some others can be 

anticipated, planned for or mitigated. My preferred wording is as attached 

to the revised proposal 6.1 appended to Ms Andrew's evidence in chief. 

 

4.8 Ms Seaton in her evidence for the Isaac Conservation and Wildlife Trust 

(#2146), and in reliance on the evidence of Dr Trevathan and Dr Dowding, 

requests a site-specific LAFmax at the Peacock Springs Conservation Area to 

mitigate the potential effect of engine testing taking place on that side of the 

airport on the Trust's captive birds, many of which are endangered. 

 

4.9 Dr Chiles for the Council agrees with this suggestion, but notes at paragraph 

6.4 of his rebuttal evidence that the effect of this limit at Peacock Springs 

might be to limit some opportunities for reducing existing adverse noise effects 

on people living on the other side of the airport. For this reason, and in the 

absence of further consideration of this trade-off, I have not included the 

requested wording in the revised red-line proposal for Chapter 6.1. 

 
4.10 Ms Payne (#2191) says in her evidence at paragraph 8.9 that she did seek a 

change from the seven day Ldn parameter. I did not interpret her submission 

to say this, and so I advised Dr Chiles that there were no submissions seeking 

a change from the seven day Ldn parameter.  
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4.11 What Ms Payne's submission says is "Annual noise monitoring is not 

enough…..Living in this area if I am inundated night after night with excessive 

noise and have to wait a year for data to be gathered, and then only taken 

against the "busiest rolling 7 day period of the year" is not good enough."   In 

my view, these comments are about the period over which measurements will 

be taken or averaged, and not about whether the noise metric used should be 

Ldn or something else. 

 

OTHER AIRPORT NOISE ISSUES 

 

4.12 In his paragraph 106, Mr Bonis suggests changes to Rule 6.1.4.2.8 (e) 

Helicopters in the Specific Purpose Airport zone. The wording comes 

largely from CIAL's submission #2348.31. He is concerned about 

measurement points for the receipt of noise in rural areas. He is correct 

that noise is measured at the "notional boundary" of a property in a rural 

zone, and rural zones do largely surround the airport. Depending on where 

helicopters are operated and how noisy they are, there could also be 

effects on residential zones, for example those properties on Memorial 

Avenue. However this is less likely now that Garden City Helicopters is 

relocating to near the southern end of the main runway. I agree that the 

wording of this rule could read "at the notional boundary of a rurally zoned 

site or at the boundary of any residentially zoned site outside the Specific 

Purpose Airport zone". 

 

4.13 I am more concerned about the other wording amendment which Mr Bonis 

says improves the clarity of the rule, which is to delete the last clause. A 

careful reading will show that, without the last clause, there is in fact no 

statement indicating that compliance with the maximum 50 dB Ldn noise 

level is required. This would mean that clause e would not actually 

constitute a rule. To improve clarity, I consider the rule could be rewritten 

so that it reads as follows. This is not the wording sought by CIAL, but I 

consider that it meets the intent of that submission: 

 

"Within the Specific Purpose Airport zone, noise created by helicopters 

landing or taking off, or hovering above those points shall not exceed 
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50 dB Ldn at either the notional boundary of any rurally zoned site or 

the boundary of any residentially zoned site". 

 

4.14 In paragraphs 107-111, Mr Bonis identifies that the noise standards in 

Table 6.1.4.1.1.1.1 are silent on noise generated by activities within the 

Specific Purpose Airport zone (other than operational or engine testing 

noise, which are subject to other rules). That is correct.  

 

4.15 I have discussed this omission with Mr Stuart Camp, and he has confirmed 

my view that the appropriate place for a new listing of the Specific Purpose 

Airport zone in this Table would be as a new "m", after the two existing 

listings in the "Industrial General" zone grouping. It may also be useful to 

add an advice note to this cell, stating that the noise standards for the 

Specific Purpose (Airport) zone do not apply to aircraft operational or 

engine testing noise, which are controlled by separate rules. There would 

be no effect on any other party other than CIAL, as CIAL is required to 

comply with the rural noise or other zone noise limits at its boundary with 

those other zones.  I will add this wording to the latest version of Proposal 

6.1 but I note there may be a scope issue to resolve for this amendment.  

 

4.16 In paragraph 113, Mr Bonis states that the RPS definition for noise 

sensitive activities (which came from the operative City Plan) provides that 

travellers' accommodation is acceptable within the 50 dB Ldn contour. This 

is not quite accurate, as the definition states that travellers' accommodation 

is or is not noise sensitive, depending on whether or not such 

accommodation is designed, constructed, and operated so that the effects 

of noise on occupants are mitigated.  

 

4.17 In paragraph 116 of his evidence in chief, Mr Bonis discusses there being only 

one guest accommodation zone within the noise contours. He ignores existing 

and any proposed accommodation on sites which are not specifically zoned as 

guest accommodation but which are within the noise contours, for example in 

rural and residential zones within the noise contours, in the Specific Purpose 

Airport zone or in business zones such as the MAIL site. 

 

4.18 Mr Millar for the University of Canterbury (#FS2822) has provided evidence 

opposing the CIAL submission seeking non-complying activity status for noise 
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sensitive activities within the 50 dB Ldn contour, which extends over a large 

part of the University. As the author of the Specific Purpose Tertiary Education 

zone in the pRDP, I agree with his assessment that the zone is purpose 

designed and enabling, with a wide range of education and education related 

activity provided for as permitted activities. I consider it would be inappropriate 

(and potentially unnecessary, in the opinion of Dr Chiles see paragraphs 10.4 

to 10.5 of his evidence in chief) to require resource consent for this reason for 

new buildings for the vast majority of the activities undertaken under the 

contour at the University.  I also consider such a requirement would be 

contrary to the Statement of Expectations.  

 

4.19 My only concern with the additional exception that Mr Millar suggests for 

Objective 3.3.12(b)(iii) of the Strategic Directions decision, is that his wording 

does not include any wording covering the Specific Purpose School zone. As 

noted in my evidence in chief at paragraph 5.54, there are several schools 

within this contour and Mr Bonis has identified a further one, Templeton 

Primary School. There is a further submission by the Minister of Education 

(#FS2832) opposing this aspect of CIAL's submission. I consider that it would 

be unreasonable to make all new buildings at these schools non-complying 

activities due to airport noise, notwithstanding the fact that most of these 

schools are designated, other than Medbury School. 

 
5. BIRDSTRIKE 

 

5.1 At paragraph 147, Mr Bonis says that a (permitted activity) standard for 

ponding associated with excavation (eg up to 100m
2 

of open water for not 

more than a 48 hour continuous period) can be used to "require on-site bird 

management for recidivist offenders where these come to the notice of CIAL". I 

am unsure how this would work, as by definition no resource consents would 

be required by Council for a permitted activity. If the standard was to be 

exceeded, and this came to CIAL's notice in some other way, CIAL has no 

jurisdiction to enforce District Plan rules. 

 

5.2 At his paragraph 151, Mr Bonis says that I have placed some activities as 

controlled activities subject to certification. This is incorrect. Although I 

considered the option of certification (my paragraphs 11.8, and 12.6 to 12.11), 

the revised Rule 6.7.2.2.3.2 attached to my evidence in chief does not include 

it as a method. 
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5.3 I consider that Mr Bonis' revised version of the birdstrike rules sought by CIAL, 

at his pages 60 to 62 and onwards, still has some drafting issues which make 

it relatively hard to follow. For example: 

 
(a) He refers to Birdstrike Areas 1 or 2 rather than to the 3km or 8km 

distances, within the permitted activity table. Also, I would have 

assumed that an activity which is of concern over a greater distance or 

area, would also be one with a more restrictive use status. 

(b) There are wording issues with his rule, eg in P3 he probably intended 

that slopes of basin sides should exceed a gradient of 4V:1H to be 

relatively steep to discourage birds from landing and using the slopes, 

whereas his wording says "do not exceed". In P5 birds are 

"internalised" within a wetland conservation area. I am unsure if this 

means "captive" or just "passing through". 

(c) In RD2 his wording implies that if water features are located in 

Birdstrike Area 2 (within 8 km of the airport) they are excluded from 

being in Area 1 (within 3 km of the airport). 

 

5.4 With regard to Mr Shaw's evidence for CIAL on birdstrike, his paragraph 42  

summarising the new Draft Off-Airport Bird Hazard Management Plan appears 

to me to demonstrate that the three key bird species of interest to CIAL can be 

effectively controlled by methods other than land use restrictions. I also note 

that many of the key off-airport sites listed in 2.4 of the Draft Off-Airport Bird 

Hazard Management Plan are either natural sites such as the Waimakariri 

River, or publicly owned sites such as the Styx Mill Conservation Reserve, or 

the Paparua Prison pig farm. There is already considerable liaison with 

Council and the prison over bird numbers and control strategies. The key sites 

listed which are privately owned (Peacock Springs, Riccarton Racecourse and 

the Russley and Harewood Golf Courses) also appear to be well monitored, 

with bird control programmes in place.  

 

5.5 While Mr Shaw states that international guidelines should be applied to the 

control of new land uses which might add to the existing birdstrike risk, I 

consider that precursor questions should be: 

 

(a) Have existing control programmes already reduced the risk to 

acceptable levels, or not?; and 
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(b) Does the fact that there are fewer flights into and out of Christchurch 

Airport than many European, North American and Asian airports mean 

that birdstrike risk is lower here? 

 

5.6 Mr Shaw advances the precautionary principle as a reason for international 

guidelines to be adhered to in the case of Christchurch Airport. However, the 

Statement of Expectations for this pRDP process includes "reducing 

significantly…. reliance on consent processes and the number, extent and 

prescriptiveness of development controls….". In my view, some of Mr Shaw's 

proposed controls may fail the tests of section 32, concerning efficiency and 

effectiveness.  

 

5.7 In paragraph 82 of his evidence, Mr Shaw says that I appear to believe that 

the use of 3km, 8km and 13km radii is unreasonable. This statement requires 

correction. Paragraph 10.4 of my evidence in chief says that my view was that 

"the rules sought by CIAL in Stage 1 were unreasonable". In the previous 

sentence, I noted that I drafted the notified Stage 2 rules, which included 

distances of 3km, and 8km, the latter for new landfills and rubbish dumps only. 

What I believed was unreasonable was the 13km distance, and the wide range 

of activities that CIAL sought to limit in Stage 1, without apparent consideration 

of the potential costs to other parties. 

 

5.8 Lastly, in regard to Mr Shaw's paragraph 89, he may not realise that not 

stating in a Plan that a particular party (in this case CIAL) has to be consulted 

with, does not preclude that party's written approval being required, when a 

resource consent planner considers that party to be potentially adversely 

affected. In my experience resource consent planners and, most importantly, 

their managers at Council are well aware of CIAL's interest in development 

proposals in the area around the airport. 

 

6. AIRCRAFT PROTECTION 

 

6.1 In paragraph 171.3, Mr Bonis correctly notes that Rule 6.7.2.2.2.6 on 

prohibited activities in Runway End Protection Areas, item P3 needs to be 

updated to take account of a substantial redraft of the Chapter 12 provisions 

towards the end of last year. 
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6.2 In my view, his suggested rewording is heading in the right direction, but I 

would simplify his wording as follows: 

 

"PR3: The use or storage of hazardous substances in fuel storage 

facilities or for other industrial or commercial operations." 

 

6.3 While many of these facilities are likely to be defined as buildings or utilities 

under PR1, and would therefore already be prohibited in the REPAs, I 

consider a "belts and braces" approach is appropriate in this case. 

 

6.4 Mr Bonis also notes, quite correctly at his paragraphs 178 to 181, as do Mr 

Boswell for CIAL at his paragraphs 119 to 123 and Mr Munro for CIAL at his 

paragraph 34, that I have confused matters in regard to Rule 6.7.2.2.1.6 

Airport Protection Surfaces and the prohibited activities within them, in respect 

of structures associated with upgrades for State Highway 1. This followed an 

incorrect reference to the numbering of this rule at the mediation on 

22 January, rather than to Rule 6.7.2.2.2.6 (Runway End Protection Areas). 

See the mediation report.
1
 

 
6.5 The correct position is that Rule 6.7.2.2.1.6 Airport Protection Surfaces item 

PR1.2 should be crossed out, so that structures associated with the State 

Highway upgrade would still be prohibited in the airport protection surface 

(some distance above the ground) rather than excluded from prohibition. They 

are however correctly excluded from prohibition in Rule 6.7.2.2.2.6 Runway 

End Protection Areas item PR1.2, because there will be a need for some 

structures on the ground in this area of the State Highway. As I understand it, 

they will not intrude the protection surface. 

 
6.6 In his paragraphs 182 to 188, Mr Bonis discusses the amendment I made to 

the evidence in chief version of Proposal 6.7, in response to Transpower's 

submission, to add "including minor upgrading of existing utility structures" to 

the activities not prohibited in airport protection surfaces. Unfortunately, I 

based this amendment on the wording in the evidence in chief version of the 

Chapter 11 Utilities proposal, in regard to 11.3.1.1.P9 "minor upgrading". This 

wording subsequently changed in the rebuttal version of the proposal 

(attached to Ms Sarah Jenkin's rebuttal evidence, purple text) to include 

allowing for an increased height of 15% for any new transmission or 

                                                   
1
  Chapter 6 Mediation Report Final, session 47, page 19. 
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distribution tower that replaces an existing tower.
2
 That wording also appears 

in the revised proposal dated 18 December 2015 filed following the hearing. 

 

6.7 I would be concerned if an increase of 15% in height was to be allowed as of 

right near or under a protection surface, notwithstanding the fact that I 

understand that the protection surfaces are some metres closer to the ground 

than the actual trajectory of aircraft. Therefore, I can only  support the wording 

I used in the redline proposal attached to my evidence in chief, if it is qualified 

to relate to minor upgrades that do not increase the height of utility structures. 

 

6.8 Ms McLeod for Transpower (#2218) and Mr Renton for Transpower (#2218) 

state in their evidence that there are potential issues with aircraft protection 

surfaces for the southern approach to or departure from the main 02/20 

runway, in that they pass over three existing electricity transmission lines 

feeding out of the Islington substation and heading to the north.  

 

6.9 There appear to be three issues. First, Mr Renton states that the transmission 

lines and the associated pylons were designed and built to comply with Civil 

Aviation requirements for approach and departure angles at the time of 

construction (1958 to 1979), and none of them penetrate the CAA protection 

surface. However, using the pRDP surfaces, which originate from slightly 

different co-ordinates due to resurveying of the runways including the ends of 

the runways post-earthquakes, Mr Renton says that some of the existing 

pylons penetrate these surfaces by up to 1.9m. He also outlines the possibility 

of insulators being required to be raised and associated minor increases of 

tower height of up to 2 to 3m.  

 

6.10 Ms McLeod states that the pRDP applies a 1.6% take-off climb surface slope 

(in all cases) whereas CAA Advisory Circular 139-6 requires a 2% take-off 

climb surface in relation to existing structures. If this is the case, then the 

problem of breaching protection surfaces may have existed for some time in 

the operative City Plan (depending on how much vertical difference the 

resurveying of the runways made), since the operative Plan at Volume 3, 9-

6.2.6 uses exactly the same 1.6% angle for the takeoff climb surface. My 

understanding has always been that the detailed descriptions of the airport 

protection surfaces in the operative Plan were provided to Council by CIAL. 

 

                                                   
2
  Mr Bonis' point earlier in paragraph 187 about minor upgrading allowing for an increase in height of up to 5m is not 

correct as this part of the rule states 5m measured horizontally. 
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6.11 In my view, this is essentially an issue for CIAL (and Airways) to resolve with 

Transpower, since it could be a matter of flight safety, depending on how high 

above the protection surfaces aircraft actually fly, and whether or not 

Transpower is likely to want to increase the height of the towers in question. 

CIAL needs to advise Council if the take-off climb surfaces in the pRDP 

(Appendix 6.11.7.2) need to be changed, for example if CAA advice has been 

updated (I note there was a Revision 4 of the relevant Circular in 2011) or is 

not accurately reflected in the pRDP. There are no submissions on this matter. 

I note that the approach slopes in Appendix 6.11.7.1 already use a 2% slope. 

 

6.12 In regard to the Resource Management (National Environmental Standards on 

Electricity Transmission Activities) Regulations 2009 (NESETA) and its 

relationship to the pRDP, Ms McLeod raises two further matters. One is that 

she says, in relation to electricity assets any breach of the protection surfaces 

where the upgrading is more than minor should be at its most restrictive a 

restricted discretionary activity, not a prohibited activity, because a rule in a 

District Plan cannot impose more stringent rules than the NESETA. The other 

is that she says that the pRDP would be in conflict with the NESETA where, by 

providing for minor upgrading works which increase the height of a utility, 

penetration of aircraft protection surfaces results.  

 

6.13 I agree with Ms McLeod at her paragraph 44 where she says that deletion of 

Rule 6.7.2.2.1.6 PR1.3 is not a viable option because the rule relates to a 

broad range of assets, not only those owned by Transpower. 

 
6.14 My preferred wording for this clause is now similar to that suggested by Mr 

Bonis (but note that deletion of the clause above will result in this being 

renumbered PR1.2): 

 

"PR1.3  Maintenance or repair works on any existing building, structure or 

utility. Including minor upgrading of existing utility structures where this 

does not increase the height of the utility". 

 

6.15 Since this solves the second of Ms McLeod's issues summarised in my 6.12 

above, but not the first, I would then add the following sentence at the bottom 

of the PR1 cell in the table, which is a shorter version of Ms McLeod's 

paragraph 46 wording: 
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"Rule PR1 does not apply to the upgrading or relocation of National Grid 

lines or structures existing as at 14 January 2010, as a result of the rules 

contained in the Resource Management (National Environmental 

Standards for Electricity Transmission Activities) Regulations". 

 

7. DAVID LAWRY'S EVIDENCE 

 

7.1 David Lawry's evidence (#2514) contains numerous factual errors. I will only 

comment on some of these. 

 

7.2 At paragraphs 1.8 and 7.18, Mr Lawry states that Council has never recorded 

complaints, but simply passed them onto CIAL. This is incorrect. I understand 

that for some years complaints about airport noise were made variously to 

CIAL and to Council, and those made to Council were recorded by Council 

Environmental Health Officers. During the discussion of the complaints 

process as part of the finalisation of the CIAL Noise Management Plan (around 

2009-2010), the Council offered to collect and record all airport noise 

complaints; however this proposal was rejected by CIAL. It was then agreed 

that CIAL would become the central complaints point, a more detailed 

complaints form would be designed, and from that point Council would pass 

complaints onto CIAL. 

 

7.3 In paragraphs 1.9, 1.10 and others, Mr Lawry refers to conflict of interest 

issues. For as long as I have worked for Council (since 1997), independent 

Commissioners have been used for airport related hearings, rather than 

Councillors, to avoid any perception of conflicts of interest.  

 

7.4 Mr Lawry states in 1.10 that "it is common for Council planners to simply meet 

with CIAL members or their representatives and design land planning 

outcomes". This is not the case. Council planners meet with a wide variety of 

organisations and their representatives over time and I certainly have never 

"designed planning outcomes" without considering a wide range of factors. 

Indeed, section 32 of the RMA requires planners to consider alternative 

options and a wide range of factors. 

   

7.5 In paragraph 1.11 and others, Mr Lawry appears to ignore the fact that the 

Council is required by the RMA to give effect to the Canterbury Regional 

Policy Statement in the pRDP. 
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7.6 In relation to the statement in 1.11, that Council has failed to independently 

and robustly test CIAL data, Mr Lawry may not realise that Council engaged 

an aviation expert, Mr David Cohney from Airbiz Australia initially to provide 

evidence for Council in the Variation 52 hearings at the Environment Court in 

2004 (see paragraph 4.9 of my evidence in chief), and later to consider and 

comment on the Expert Panel Noise Report of January 2008. 

 

7.7 In paragraph 1.19, Mr Lawry contends that Council has or had a lack of will to 

consider the option of "no complaints" clauses. This is not true as "not 

complaints" instruments were explicitly considered in Council's Decision No. 2 

in 1999.
3
 I also noted in paragraph 4.12 of my evidence in chief that the 

Environment Court stated in a relevant Christchurch case in 2005 that "no 

complaints" clauses are not an adequate measure to address amenity effects. 

4
 

 

7.8 In paragraph 4.13, Mr Lawry asserts that Council has not implemented the 

"second arm" of NZS6805:1992. Clause 1.2 of the Standard states "The 

Standard uses the Air Noise Boundary concept as a mechanism for local 

authorities to establish compatible land use planning and to set limits for the 

management of aircraft noise at airports where noise control measures are 

needed to protect community health and amenity values". Assuming that Mr 

Lawry is referring to the setting of limits on aircraft noise, his statement is  

incorrect because since 2005 the operative City Plan has included a rule 

limiting noise emitted by the airport to 65 dB Ldn at that noise contour. 

 
7.9 In paragraphs 4.19, 5.22 and 7.23 Mr Lawry claims that a Council planner 

removed noise issues from the scope of Plan Change 84. This is inaccurate, 

because noise issues at the airport were never within the scope of Plan 

Change 84. At that time (2013), Council was about to recommence work on 

the District Plan review following the earthquakes, and noise issues at the 

airport were expected to be part of that review no Plan Change 84.  

 
7.10 In paragraphs 5.3 and 5.15, Mr Lawry states that the pRDP includes pages of 

new noise sensitive activity avoidance rules based on the 50dB Ldn contour. I 

am unclear which pages of new activity avoidance rules he is referring to. 

There is nothing new about the general policy direction of avoiding noise 

                                                   
3
  Christchurch City Council Decision No, 2  (1999): Christchurch International Airport and Airport Noise Issue: 

paragraphs 2.41 to 2.44 at pages 14-16. 
4
  National Investment Trust (NIT) v Christchurch City Council C41/2005 at paragraph 111.  
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sensitive activities within the 50 dB Ldn contour, as I have explained in my 

evidence in chief. The only new element in the pRDP is the introduction of 

some limited new rules implementing the policy direction as a result of the 

Policy 6.3.5 of the Regional Policy Statement becoming operative through the 

Land Use Recovery Plan in late 2013. 

 

7.11 In paragraph 5.22, Mr Lawry states that engine testing issues were removed 

from the scope of the Proposed City Plan Decision 5 in 1999 but omits to  note 

that they were transferred to Decision 2 to be dealt with there. In paragraph 

5.27, he confuses the two separate issues of engine testing and the NZ 

Standard on Airport Noise Management and Land Use Planning . The noise 

experts have noted that this does not deal with engine testing noise. 

 

7.12 In paragraphs 5.28, 5,36 and 8.18, Mr Lawry conflates the two quite different 

planning techniques  of zoning and designation. 

 
7.13 In paragraph 6.8, Mr Lawry states that there was no provision for the 

management of birdstrike risks in the notified proposals. This is incorrect even 

in relation to Stage 1 of the pDPR. Stage 2 was notified with Proposal 6.7 

including generic birdstrike provisions. 

 

7.14 In paragraph 6.16, Mr Lawry states that I supported CIAL's birdstrike proposal 

(it is unclear which version he is referring to) even after expert mediation. This 

is incorrect although CIAL and Council's positions have moved closer together 

since Stage 1.  I have never supported a 13km birdstrike rule. 

 
7.15 At paragraph 7.8, and by inference at 7.39, Mr Lawry states that there has 

been a 360 degree change in Council's position with regard to engine testing 

(in paragraph 9.9 he calls it a 180 degree change). This is incorrect as 

demonstrated in my paragraph 4.2 above.   

 

7.16 At paragraph 7.30, Mr Lawry states that Dr Chiles was not present at a 

mediation session for Chapter 6 on 21 January 2016. This was because 

airport noise was not within the scope of that mediation session.  Airport noise 

was the subject of dedicated mediation on 16 December 2015. 

 

7.17 At paragraph 7.40, Mr Lawry confuses several figures. In paragraph 3.2 of my 

evidence in chief, I stated that the assumption that the physical capacity of the 

airport was 140,000 flight movements per year, made for the 1994 noise 
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modelling, was revised upwards to 175,000 movements per year in the 

2007/08 remodelling. This is confirmed in Mr Day's evidence at his paragraphs 

35 and 42, and I can independently confirm it from Council records.  

 

7.18 Mr Day in his paragraph 42 also says that the original projection in 2007 for 

movements under SIMOPs was 220,000 but this was revised back down to 

175,000. I understand that all these figures are based on scheduled 

commercial movements and exclude general aviation, so that they are able to 

be compared. Mr Lawry then quotes the figure of 225,000 from page 64 of the 

Noise Experts Report
5
 which is the 175,000 commercial movements projected 

in the 2007/08 remodelling plus additional general aviation movements. 

 
7.19 At his paragraph 7.42, Mr Lawry states that "Dixon and CIAL held several 

meetings relating to these questions". This is not correct. I did not meet with 

any CIAL staff or representatives after the first PHM on 7 August 2015.. I did 

make two phone calls to Mr Boswell and also sent him (and all other parties) 

two emails, the first attached a list of questions that I drafted on engine testing 

and the second included some additional questions which submitters sought 

answers to.
6
 I did state in one of the emails that "I am hoping to organise a 

meeting or meetings of parties later in September or early October to discuss 

the answers [to these questions], and the outstanding issues". No such 

meeting eventuated. 

 

 

 

 

 

Glenda Margaret Dixon 

1 March 2016 

                                                   
5
  Expert Panel Report in the Matter of Several appeals against the proposed Selwyn District Plan under Clause 14 of 

the First Schedule of the Resource Management Act 1991. Signed 31 January 2008 by all members of panel. Chair: 
Dr John-Paul Clarke. 

6
  See also paragraph 6.4 of my evidence in chief. 
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