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OPENING LEGAL SUBMISSIONS ON BEHALF OF CHRISTCHURCH 

INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT LIMITED 

INTRODUCTION 

1 These legal submissions are provided on behalf of Christchurch 

International Airport Limited (CIAL). 

2 CIAL is a submitter (2348) and further submitter (F-2817) on the 

Residential New Neighbourhood provisions as part of Stage 1 and 

Stage 2 of the proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan 

(proposed District Plan).   

3 CIAL is calling evidence from Mr Matt Bonis in relation to planning.  

4 CIAL’s involvement in the Residential New Neighbourhood (RNN) 

proposal simply relates to ensuring no new residential 

neighbourhood (RNN) zones (and more particularly ‘noise sensitive 

activities’) form within the 50dBA Ldn Airport Noise Boundary 

Contour (50 dBA air noise contour). 

5 Mr Bonis has also raised an issue of consistency between 

residential and RNN zone rules.   

RE-ZONING REQUESTS WITHIN NOISE CONTOURS SHOULD 

BE DECLINED 

6 As set out in evidence, a number of submitters have requested that 

their land be re-zoned to RNN despite that land lying within the 

50dBA air noise contour. 

7 CIAL submits that the combined effect of the Canterbury Regional 

Policy Statement (CRPS) and the Panel’s Strategic Directions and 

Strategic Outcomes decision (Strategic Directions decision) is that 

the Christchurch Replacement District Plan should “avoid” RNN 

zones (as a noise sensitive activity) within the 50dBA air noise 

contour. 

8 In particular (and as expanded on in more detail in Mr Bonis’ 

evidence), CIAL relies on inter alia: 

8.1 CRPS Objectives 5.2.1(2)(f) and (i) and 6.2.1(10), along with 

their supporting policies (including not allowing development 

that might adversely affect the efficient operation, use, 

development, appropriate upgrade, and future planning of 

strategic infrastructure including Christchurch International 

Airport);  
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8.2 Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.7(c) in terms of avoiding  

unconsolidated urban growth that is not within existing urban 

areas or those Greenfield Priority Areas in the Chapter 6, Map 

A, of the CRPS; and 

8.3 Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.12(b)(iii) in terms of 

avoiding reverse sensitivity effects to arise by allowing for 

new noise sensitive activities within the 50dBA air noise 

contours. 

9 CIAL therefore submits that the Panel should decline those 

requests that relate to rezoning within the 50 dBA air noise contour.   

10 Both Mr Bonis and Ms Sarah-Jane Oliver (for Christchurch City 

Council) appear to support this approach. 

DOCUMENT FILED BY MR LAWRY 

11 These submissions briefly touch on a further potentially relevant 

matter – being the document labelled “Submission re 

Neighbourhood Zones Proposal” that was filed by Mr David Lawry 

and is dated 10 November 2015. 

12 It is not clear whether the document filed by Mr David Lawry is 

intended as evidence or submissions in relation to the RNN zone. 

13 Notwithstanding, while the document refers to the inappropriateness 

of certain planning controls in areas near Christchurch International 

Airport generally, the document: 

13.1 is premised on the appropriateness and validity of the 50dBA 

air noise contour, a matter irrelevant to setting RNN zone 

rules; and 

13.2 raises a number of other matters that are not relevant to the 

RNN zone. 

14 CIAL simply submits that the document is: 

14.1 not relevant to this RNN hearing; and  

14.2 is more appropriately dealt with in the forthcoming hearing on 

Chapter 6 – General Rules and Procedures, and elsewhere. 

15 CIAL reserves its position to call evidence and make submissions in 

relation to any similar subject matter raised in the Chapter 6 or 

other replacement district plan hearings. 
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ALIGNMENT WITH RESIDENTIAL STAGE 1 DECISION  

16 Mr Bonis has also identified a potential “alignment issue” between 

the RNN proposal and residential rules given the recent Residential 

Decision.   

17 In particular, he has pointed to an example whereby the RNN 

proposal does not contain an equivalent of 14.2.2.3 (RD33).   If an 

equivalent was left out of the RNN proposal, he considers that the 

outcome would be that certain noise sensitive activities1 would be 

limited under the 50dBA air noise contour in residential zones, but 

not in RNN zones. 

18 While the core of these submissions is that noise sensitive activities 

should be “avoided” within RNN zones, if an equivalent to 14.2.2.3 

(RD33) is desired it should only be applied in the narrow context set 

out in Mr Bonis’ evidence.  This approach appears to be supported 

by Mr Andrew Collins (for Christchurch City Council) in his rebuttal 

evidence dated 5 January 2016. 

CONCLUSION 

19 The relief sought by CIAL (i.e. avoiding further rezoning to RNN 

within the 50dBA air noise contour) is consistent with the CRPS and 

the Hearing Panel’s own Strategic Objectives.  

20 CIAL again reiterates that that the focus – given the higher order 

documents - should be the “avoidance” of noise sensitive activities 

within the 50 dBA air noise contour. 

21 CIAL submits that the Panel should decline requests seeking 

rezoning in a manner that is inconsistent with the position as set 

out. 

Dated:  11 January 2016 

 
_______________________________ 

BG Williams  

Counsel for Christchurch International Airport Limited 

  

 

                                            
1  Including education, pre-schools, health care, multi residential and residential 
activities that are not permitted or controlled.  See page 151 of the Residential 
Decision. 


