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MAY IT PLEASE THE PANEL: 

1 This Memorandum is filed in accordance with the Panel’s Minute of 16 

July 2015 and in response to the Council’s Memorandum of 11 

August 2015 setting out a proposed process to advance the New 

Neighbourhood Zone (NNZ) provisions. 

2 Oakvale Farm Limited (Oakvale) filed submissions on Stage 1 and 

Stage 2.  Ilam Park Limited (Ilam Park) filed submissions on Stage 2.  

CDL Land New Zealand Limited (CDL) was a submitter in Stage 1 but 

was directed to refile its submission in Stage 2 when its land was 

included. 

3 Oakvale, Ilam Park and CDL (the submitters) agree with the Council’s 

position (paragraph 19) that the most appropriate option is to pursue 

a further hearing with clause 13(4) directions as necessary.  The 

submitters consider this option allows adequate involvement by 

Stage 2 submitters, whilst recognising the extensive work already 

undertaken by submitters during the course of the Stage 1 hearings. 

4 With specific reference to the process towards such a rehearing 

however, it is noted that the submitters have some reservations.  

5 As the Panel is aware, Carter related interests have taken an active 

role in hearings before this Panel. 

6 As part of the Stage 1 Residential hearing Mr Phillips presented 

evidence on the NNZ provisions, participated in formal and informal 

mediation and provided suggested amendments to the provisions to 

correct identified deficiencies.  

7 While CDL has been unable to participate until now it has retained a 

watching brief and ensured it tracked, as best it was able, the 

progress of the NNZ provisions. 

8 The submitters are concerned that participation in a further round of 

collaboration and drafting will be time-consuming and expensive.   

9 Importantly, based on the progress of the NNZ provisions to date, 

and particularly the position taken by the Council at the hearing of 

the Subdivision proposal in Stage 1, the submitters are concerned 
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that the output of the collaboration process proposed at paragraphs 

20(a)–(c) of the Council’s Memorandum may not be reflected in the 

provisions produced in accordance with paragraph 20(d). 

10 The submitters are also mindful, as the Panel has expressed at 

paragraph 49 of the Minute, that it is for the Council to bear 

responsibility for initiating proposals. 

11 As such, it is submitted that the onus should be on the Council in the 

first instance to prepare a revised draft of the NNZ provisions prior to 

embarking on further collaborative involvement with submitters.  

This would: 

(a) Allow Stage 2 submitters the opportunity to enter the process 

with the same level of understanding of the “current” position 

of the Council as Stage 1 submitters who have already been 

extensively involved; 

(b) Allow submitters to gauge the extent or otherwise of 

differences between their respective positions and that of the 

Council and make a sensible assessment as to the value of 

informal mediation or collaboration; and 

(c) Allow a more expeditious path to hearing by removing the 

consultation from the first phase of the process and allowing 

the Council to confirm NNZ provisions it supports and notify 

those provisions that require notification on an earlier date. 

12 It is further submitted that given the clear differences in expert 

opinion between Mr Long and Mr McLeod, it will be important that the 

Council make clear at an early stage in the process, what planning 

witness or witnesses it proposes to call.  Put simply, there is little 

merit in the submitters experts engaging in dialogue and 

collaboration with one expert if that person’s opinion is not influential 

in determining the Council’s ultimate position. 
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13 Counsel has had the benefit of discussing this approach with Ms 

Seaton on behalf of K Bush Road Limited and Brian Gillman Limited 

(submitter 2093) (K Bush Road) and can confirm that K Bush Road is 

also supportive of the approach suggested. 

 

DATED this 14th day of August 2015 

 

       

L J Semple 

Counsel for Oakvale Farm Limited, Ilam Park Limited and CDL Land New 

Zealand Limited 


