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STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF MATTHEW WILLIAM BONIS  

INTRODUCTION 

1 My full name is Matthew William Bonis.   

2 I am an Associate at Planz Consultants Limited in Christchurch.  I 

have held this position since 2009.  

3 My qualifications and experience are set out in previous statements 

of evidence that I have prepared for Hearings on both Stage 1 and 2 

of the proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan (pCRDP).  In 

summary I hold a Bachelor of Regional Planning degree, and have 

been employed in the practise of Planning and Resource 

Management for some 17 years.  I have a broad range of planning 

experience, including resource consents, plan changes, policy 

formation, and area plans (leader of the Belfast Area Plan).  I am a 

full member of the New Zealand Planning Institute. 

4 I have been engaged by Christchurch International Airport Limited 

(CIAL) (submitter number 2348 / F-2817) to provide evidence on 

planning issues in relation to the New Neighbourhood (Stage 2) 

provisions of the pCRDP (as contained in ‘Chapter 14’).   

5 I have also presented evidence on behalf of CIAL for the following 

District Plan Proposals: 

5.1 Chapter 3  – Strategic Directions 

5.2 Chapter 10  – Designations 

5.3 Chapter 14  – Residential (Stage 1) 

5.4 Chapter 15  – Commercial (Stage 1) 

5.5 Chapter 16  – Industrial (Stages 1 and 2) 

5.6 Chapter 2  – Definitions (Stage 1) 

5.7 Chapter 8  – Subdivision, Development and Earthworks 

(Stage 2) 

5.8 Chapter 16   – Memorial Avenue Business Park (Stage 2)  

5.9 Chapter 17  – Rural (Stage 2) 

6 In addition, I have provided planning evidence at pCRDP hearings 

on behalf of other parties including Property Council New Zealand 

(Sub #595, Stage 1 Strategic Directions), Kiwi Income Property 
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Trust (Sub# 761, Stage 1 Strategic Directions, Commercial and 

Industrial), Progressive Enterprises Ltd (Sub#790, Commercial and 

Industrial), Lyttelton Port Company (Sub# 915 Stage 1 Strategic 

Directions) and Bunnings Ltd (Sub#725, Stage 1 Commercial and 

Industrial).  

7 I have endeavoured to not repeat material contained in the briefs of 

evidence listed in paragraph 5.  I adopt, and have cross referenced 

that evidence as necessary for the purposes of this statement of 

evidence.  

8 I also acknowledge the two briefs of evidence of Mr Chris Day for 

CIAL relating to acoustics filed for the Residential (Stage 1) and 

Rural (Stage 2) Hearings,1 and the two briefs of evidence from Mr 

Rhys Boswell for CIAL with regard to the Strategic Directions and 

Residential Hearings (Stage 1).2  

9 I have read the evidence of Ms Sarah-Jane Oliver (planning) for 

the Christchurch City Council (CCC) in relation to Residential New 

Neighbourhood Zones dated 7 December 2015 (Ms Oliver’s 

Evidence). 

10 I have considered the Residential New Neighbourhood Zones 

Proposal (the Proposal) in light of the further submissions lodged by 

CIAL.  In this context, CIAL’s relief is narrow and opposes the 

establishment of New Neighbourhood zones within the 50dB Ldn 

Airport Noise Boundary Contour (50dBA air noise contour). 

11 I have considered the following documents: 

11.1 The Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP); 

11.2 The Christchurch Central Recovery Plan (CCRP); 

11.3 The Statement of Expectations, Schedule 4 to the Canterbury 

Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 

2014 (Statement of Expectations); 

11.4 The Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS); and 

11.5 Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan 2013. 

11.6 The Decisions versions of Strategic Directions, dated 26 

February 2016 (Strategic Directions) and Proposal 14 

‘Residential’, dated 10 December 2015 (Residential Chapter). 

                                            
1  Refer EiC dated 20 March 2015 and 29 October 2015 respectively. 

2  Refer EiC dated 25 November 2014 and 20 March 2015  
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12 In preparing my evidence I have reviewed the Code of Conduct for 

expert witnesses contained in part 7 of the Environment Court 

Practice Note 2014.  I have complied with it in preparing my 

evidence.  

13 I attended mediation sessions on the Proposal on 

17 November 2015. 

 

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE  

14 CIAL’s further submission points in this matter are narrow and are 

directed towards upholding the integrity of policy avoiding noise 

sensitive activities establishing within the 50dBA air noise contours. 

There is also agreement between CIAL and CCC during mediation.  

My evidence is similarly confined.  

15 CIAL lodged further submissions opposing requests to rezone land 

from Rural to Residential New Neighbourhood (RNN) where that land 

is located within the 50dBA air noise contour.  The following 

submitters made such requests: 

 LA & SP Glass (578 and 2224) – rezoning 251 and 269 

Buchanans Rd; 

 Piikaokao Holdings (2221) – rezoning 241 Buchanans Rd;  

 JJT & HJ Glass (579 and 2223) – rezoning 251 and 269 

Buchanans Rd; 

 Harrow (2024) – rezoning 163 Gardners Rd; 

 van Beek (2024) – rezoning 123 Gardners Rd;  

 Smith (2009) – rezoning 477c Yaldhurst Road; 

 Noble Investments Limited (2507) – rezoning of 477a – 

c, and 479 Yaldhurst Road; and 

 Gilberthorpes Estate Residents Association (1023) – 

rezoning of land to RNN west of Kaniere Avenue and north of 

Roberts Road. 

 

 

16 CIAL also lodged further submissions on a number of additional 

residential rezoning requests sought outside of the existing urban 

limit or greenfield priority areas – residential (examples include 

Maurice R Carter (377), Cashmere Fields (783 and 2148) in 

relation to stormwater controls relating to bird strike risk.   

17 That matter is the subject of broader provisions in Chapter 6 to be 

heard in the first quarter of 2016. I do not pursue that matter in this 

evidence.  

18 I have also considered relevant issues stemming from the Panel’s 

recent decision on the Residential Chapter as to the respective 

consequences of: 
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18.1 Objective 14.1.3 ‘Strategic Infrastructure’ and supporting 

Policy 14.1.3.1 ‘Avoidance of adverse effects on strategic 

infrastructure’ which seek to avoid reverse sensitivity effects 

on strategic infrastructure, including Christchurch 

International Airport; and 

18.2 Alignment with rule 14.2.2.3(RD33) for the Residential 

Suburban Zone and Residential Density Transition zone for a 

narrow range of activities in the RNN seeking to establish 

within the 50dBA air noise contour. 

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

19 Section 5 of Ms Oliver’s Evidence outlines the planning constraints 

on rezoning land outside of existing urban areas or greenfield 

priority areas outlined in CRPS Map A.  Ms Oliver identifies that the 

relief sought by the Submitters is precluded by the combined 

operation of the: 

19.1 CRPS Policies; and  

19.2 Strategic Directions 

CRPS 6.3.1(4) and Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.7(c) in 

particular are relevant to Ms Oliver’s analysis. In addition, and as 

conveyed by Ms Oliver when considering specific rezoning relief 

within the 50dBA air noise contour, the CRPS and pCRDP (through 

Strategic Directions 3.3.12(b) seeks to avoid noise sensitive 

activities within the 50dBA air noise contour as applied to the 

rezoning requests. 

20 I agree with Ms Oliver’s analysis for the reasons below. 

21 Separately, I raise possible issues as to alignment between certain 

rules in the Residential Chapter and the RNN Proposal in light of the 

recent Residential Chapter decision.   

 

ANALSYIS 

Requests for Rezoning 

22 I have previously provided evidence to this Hearings Panel on both 

the statutory effect of the CRPS provisions with regard to urban 

growth limitations, and the intensification of noise sensitive 

activities under the 50dBA air noise contours.  That same evidence 



  5 

 

 

100180078/780987.4 

determines my analysis as considered against the rezoning 

requests. 

23 For the sake of brevity I do not repeat that evidence, but summarise 

it below: 

23.1 The CRPS3, LURP4 and Objective 3.3.12(a) recognise and 

provide for the benefits associated with strategic 

infrastructure, which as defined includes Christchurch 

International Airport. 

Refer to my Rural Zone Stage 2 Evidence dated 

29 October 2015 (paragraph 42); Strategic Directions 

Evidence (paragraph 34.1 – 34.4).  

23.2 The CRPS5, the LURP6 and Objective 3.3.12(b)(iii) are 

prescriptive and directive with respect to ‘avoiding’ noise 

sensitive activities within the 50dBA air noise contour. 

Refer to my Rural Zone Stage 2 Evidence dated 

29 October 2015, (paragraph 43); Strategic Directions 

Evidence (paragraph 34.5, 35). 

23.3 In addition, the CRPS7 and Objective 3.3.7(c) are 

prescriptive in terms of avoiding urban activities outside of 

existing urban areas or within identified priority greenfield 

areas. 

24 Throughout its submissions on the pCRDP, CIAL has sought the 

avoidance of noise sensitive activities8 within the 50dBA air noise 

contour. 

                                            
3  CRPS Objective 5.2.1(2)(f) and (i); Objective 6.2.1(10);  

4  Land Use Recovery Plan.  Section 4.4.3. Pages 15 and 32. 

5  CRPS Policy 6.3.5(4) (the exemptions do not apply to these submissions) and (5). 

6  Land Use Recovery Plan. Section 4.4.3. Executive Summary and Page 32.  

7  CRPS Objective 6.2.2, Policy 6.3.1(1) and (4), 6.3.7(1). 

8  The definition of “sensitive activities” (including in relation to noise) is included in 
CCC’s Closing Submissions in the Residential Zones (Part 1) hearings dated 23 
April 2015 at Annexure F,  pp 7 - 8.  

CRPS Definition: Noise Sensitive Activities means: 

“•  Residential activities other than those in conjunction with rural activities that 
comply with the rules in the relevant district plan as at 23 August 2008;  

•  Education activities including pre-school places or premises, but not 
including flight training, trade training or other industry related training 
facilities located within the Special Purpose (Airport) Zone in the 
Christchurch District Plan;  
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25 The higher order provisions provide an avoidance approach to: 

25.1 the establishment of urban activities “outside the existing 

urban areas or greenfield priority areas for development”9; 

and  

25.2 “noise sensitive activities within the 50dBA Ldn airport noise 

contour for Christchurch International Airport, unless the 

activity is within an existing residentially zoned urban area … 

or residential greenfield priority area identified in Map A”10. 

(underlined emphasis). 

26 As outlined in my Rural Stage 2 evidence, the Oxford Dictionary 

defines ‘avoid’ as “keep aware or refrain from – prevent from doing 

or happening”. 11 In a resource management context I understand 

that ‘avoid’ means to not allow a certain activity, or prevent an 

activity from occurring.  

26.1 All of the land referred to by the Submitters (at paragraph 15 

of this evidence) seeking a residential rezoning (to RNN) are 

located outside of the existing residentially zoned urban area; 

and are not notated as residential greenfield priority areas as 

identified in CRPS Map A.  

27 Therefore, rezoning these areas as RNN would be in conflict with 

CRPS Objective 6.2.1 and supporting Policies, as well as Strategic 

Directions Objective 3.3.7(c) in terms of providing for 

consolidated urban growth; as well CRPS Policy 6.3.5(4) and 

Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.12(b)(iii) in terms of new noise 

sensitive activity establishing under the 50dBA air noise contours.  

28 In terms of section 75(3) of the Act, the provisions sought by the 

Submitters would not ‘give effect’ to the relevant CRPS objectives 

and policies identified. 

29 The Residential Chapter sets out the approach to development of 

sensitive activities across the residential zones. Objective 14.1.3 

seeks to ensure that the development of sensitive activities does 

not: 

                                                                                                             
•  Travellers’ accommodation except that which is designed, constructed and 

operated to a standard that mitigates the effects of noise on occupants;  

•  Hospitals, healthcare facilities and any elderly persons housing or complex”. 

(emphasis underlined) 

9 CRPS Objective 6.2.1(3). 

10 CRPS Policy 6.3.5(4) 

11 Refer to my evidence to the Rural Zone (Stage 2) hearing Evidence dated 
29 October 2015 at [29]. 
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“…adversely affect the efficient operation, use and development of 

Christchurch International Airport…” 

and supporting Policy 14.1.4 which seeks to: 

“avoid reverse sensitivity effects on strategic infrastructure including: (i) 

Christchurch International Airport”.    

30 In terms of section 32 of the Resource Management Act 1991 (the 

Act), the provisions sought by the submitters as a rezoning to RNN 

would not efficiently12 or effectively13 achieve Strategic Objectives 

Objective 3.3.7(c) or 3.3.12(b)(iii). Objective 14.1.3 is not 

absolute, in that it seeks to avoid ‘reverse sensitivity effects’, rather 

than an activity itself. However, the rezoning relief sought would be 

less effective, in comparison to an alternative of retaining the rural 

zoning, in achieving this objective.   

31 Accordingly, I agree with Ms Oliver’s conclusions recommending 

rejection for the following submissions: 

31.1 Submissions 2024 (Harrow) and 2099 (van Beek) 123 and 

163 Gardiners Road14. 

31.2 Submissions 2223 (L and S Glass), 2224 (T and H Glass) 

and 2221 (Piikaokao Holdings) at 241, 251 and 269 

Buchanans Road15.   

31.3 Submission 1023 (Gilberthorpes Estates Residents 

Association Inc) for that land area west of current urban 

fringe of Kaniere Avenue. 

31.4 Submission 2009 (Smith) – rezoning 477c Yaldhurst Road16; 

31.5 Submission 2507 (Noble) – rezoning of 477(a) – (c), 479 

Yaldhurst Road17. 

  

                                            
12  Efficiency: Do the benefits of the provision (rezoning to RNN) outweigh the costs 

in achieving the objective, given the higher order documents set out the 
allocation of urban uses (through CRPS Chapter 6 Map A and associated 
provisions). 

13  Effectiveness: How successful would the rezoning be to RNN in achieving the 
objectives 

14  Ms Oliver’s Evidence:  Section 14. Attachment C – Plan Map 18. 

15 Ms Oliver’s Evidence.  Section 17. Attachment C – Plan Map 29. 

16 Ms Oliver’s Evidence.  Section 15. Attachment C – Plan Map 29. 

17  Ms Oliver’s Evidence.  Section 15. Attachment C – Plan Map 29. 
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Consequential consideration of Residential Decision 

32 The following matter is drawn to the Panel’s attention as a 

consequential matter arising from its recent Residential Chapter 

decision.  

33 The Residential Chapter introduces, as a consequence of the CIAL 

relief on the Residential Chapter, 14.2.2.3 (RD33)18.  That rule 

relates to reverse sensitivity matters from a narrow range of 

activities where located under the 50dBA air noise contour.  The 

rule only applies to the Residential Suburban and Residential 

Suburban Density Transition Zone.  

34 The basis of the rule in the Panel Decision was that it responded to 

the Higher Order Documents, and properly gives effect to the CRPS 

(in terms of residential provision and reverse sensitivity effects). 

The proposed rule also ‘did not offend’ Objective 14.1.3.19 

35 It may well be that in terms of consistency across chapters, an 

equivalent rule would also have a place in the Residential New 

Neighbourhood zone.   

36 In making this observation, I acknowledge the Panel’s approach at 

paragraph [235] of its Residential Chapter decision as to the balance 

of evidence regarding risk, having regard to the CPRS policy 

directions.  

37 The application of such a rule would be spatially constrained to 

within limited areas within RNN zones at Belfast (Plan Map 11) and 

Yaldhurst (Plan Map 29).  The former being a greenfield priority area 

– residential within CRPS Chapter 6 Map A, and the latter being 

within the ‘existing urban area’.  The spatial extent of these areas is 

between the 50dBA and 55dBA air noise contours. 

38 Should the Panel be of a mind to insert such a rule I have provided 

a draft below.  The reference to appropriate noise insulation and 

reference to Appendix 14.4.4 has been deleted on the basis of Mr 

Day’s evidence20.  I have also discussed this matter with Ms Sarah 

Oliver at the Christchurch City Council.   

  

                                            
18  Refer also associated Panel Discussion commencing at paragraph [172] of the 

Residential Chapter decision, specifically paragraphs [235]  [239].  

19  See para [241] of the Residential Chapter decision. 

20 EiC Residential Proposal. Day. Paragraph 8.2. 
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Rule 14.6.2.3 Restricted Discretionary Activities 

Activity The Council’s discretion shall be 

limited to the following matters: 

RD25 a. Residential activities which 

are not provided for as a 

permitted or controlled 

activity; 

b. Education activities (P9); 

c. Pre-schools (P6); or 

d. Health care facilities (P7);  

Located within the Air Noise 

Contour (50dBA Ldn) as shown 

on the Planning Maps.  

Any application made in relation 

to this rule shall not be publicly 

notified or limited notified other 

than to Christchurch 

International Airport Limited.  

a. The extent to which 

effects, as a result of the 

sensitivity of activities to 

current and future noise 

generation from aircraft 

are proposed to be 

managed, including 

avoidance of any effect 

that may limit the 

operation, maintenance or 

upgrade of Christchurch 

International Airport; 

b. The extent to which 

appropriate indoor noise 

insulation is provided with 

regard to Appendix 

14.14.4. 

 

Dated:  16 December, 2015 

 

Matthew William Bonis  

 


