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May it please the Panel 

I note that today the Christchurch City Council filed Revised Chapter 8 Residential 

New Neighbourhood Zone (RNNZ) submissions which included Chapter 14.1 that 

included a new category of “controlled activity” which has been introduced into 

Chapter 14 which was not previously notified in the Residential Chapter. 

 

This new land controlling tool requires land use activities and developments in the 

RNNZ to be consistent with the policies contained in Section 8.1.4 of the Plan.   

 

Section 8.1.4.10 Policy –Separation of Incompatible Activities states 

a) Avoid adverse effects (including reverse sensitivities) on critical and 

strategic infrastructure. 



b) Avoid significant effects and remedy or mitigate other adverse effects on 

existing businesses rural activities and infrastructure. 

It seems that this rule is designed to enable Christchurch International Airport 

Limited (CIAL), and any other critical and strategic infrastructure to simply have its 

owner (CCC), exclude any activity it decides as adverse from being allowed in the 

vicinity of its business. 

The premise being that they are so important that any activity at all (even less 

than significant activities, presumably including trifling activities), deemed to be 

adverse can simply be avoided (excluded) without even having to address 

mitigation possibilities. 

I have on several occasions requested that the panel hear all CIAL land planning 

requests of the Council together, as the accumulative impact on their neighbours 

would become very clear, were this to be done. 

Council has already shown that they do not question the need for land 

development controls sought by CIAL or robustly critique their supporting data.  

Again the request is made to have all CIAL land use matters heard together. 

The truth behind the noise contours, reverse sensitivity debate and now this 

activity land use control rule, are all undeniably linked to a pathological fear CIAL 

have of complaints that could generate curfews on their core aviation activities of 

transporting persons and cargo. Their logic is, the least persons living near noise 

generating activities, and the least activities that could generate complaints and 

risk, the better. There is one exception, their tenant’s engine testing commercial 

business, which generates the most noise in the northwest.  

Council are required to consider alternative, less restrictive methods to such a 

draconian land activity use, but simply fail to do so. 

There is a lawful, practicable and easily implemented solution. Simply have the 

person seeking to be allowed to carry out the alleged adverse activity, sign an 

enforceable “no complaints” agreement. There is ample precedent for this. It is 

significantly more effective and efficient in terms of RMA land use than seeking to 



avoid activities that, if objectively considered by Council, pose no threat to their 

company. 

What is more Council has already used this proposed mitigation strategy in 

allowing residential development inside the current noise contours, quite 

recently. 

One activity to be avoided it seems is current land owners right to have tariff 

paying short term guests staying. It seems the possibility of one or more of these 

short term guests complaining about noise are a threat to be avoided. Council has 

not taken any action over hundreds of noise complaints in the past and has 

enabled engine testing via a council by-law. Yet, it now seeks to remove this type 

of activity, from the few remaining activities, that CIAL’s neighbours are allowed 

to carry out on their land. 

As the supply from this source of accommodation is reduced via this rule, and 

given that there is a demand for that type of accommodation close to the airport, 

then CIAL clearly gains a competitive advantage. Interestingly, CIAL is already 

seeking to provide accommodation closest to the noise source. 

This rule 8.1.4 and its new 14.1 section category of controlled activity are simply a 

disgrace. Again consultation requirements are breeched. 

I will expand on the mitigation via no complaint contractual means later, but have 

raised the issue via this submission. 

 

D.M. LAWRY 

 

 

 

  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


