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Ch2: Definitions (Part) (PHC) 06.05.15 

PHC – 06 MAY 2015 

 

  [11.31 am] 

 

SJH:   Good morning again. This has been set down as the pre-hearing for 5 

definitions but I note that earlier we had said that we would defer 

timetabling the introduction proposal to be addressed along with 

definitions and at that stage it was tentatively scheduled for Monday, 

22 June.  So the submitters involved with introductions have been 

notified so we will deal with this because they will clearly be combined 10 

hearings.  Ms Mehlhopt, who are you appearing for? 

 

MS MEHLHOPT:   The Canterbury Regional Council, sir. 

 

SJH:   Ms Nickel? 15 

 

MS NICKEL:   Christchurch International Airport, Lyttelton Port Company, 

Waterloo Park, Gelita and Orion. 

 

SJH:   Ms Walsh, Ngāi Tahu? 20 

 

MS WALSH:   Ngāi Tahu, yes, Property and Te Rūnanga and also Progressive 

Enterprises, sir. 

 

SJH:   Any people appearing in a representative capacity at the back? 25 

 

MS ROBINSON:  Ms Robinson for Slava Meyn. 

 

SJH:   For? 

 30 

MS ROBINSON:   Slave Meyn, submitter No 733. 

 

SJH:   Thank you. 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:  Laura Buttimore for the University of Canterbury and 35 

CPIT. 

 

SJH:   Thank you. 

 

MS McLEOD:   Ainsley McLeod for Transpower. 40 

 

SJH:   Anyone else?  Okay, thank you.  People will have seen the circulated 

memorandum from the City, does anyone want to address anything in 

relation to that before we go onto timetabling? 

 45 
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MS SILCOCK:   Sir, the Crown generally agrees with the scope outlined by 

the Council.  What the Crown wants to ensure is that this hearing is 

really a mop up of any definitions that haven’t already been heard as 

part of the hearings for the other stage 1 matters.  So it certainly doesn’t 

want definitions to be re-litigated, the evidence has already been heard 5 

on and decisions have been given by the Panel.  You will understand 

the difficulty with that in that it is quite hard to determine what 

definitions will actually be left over until we get the decisions from the 

Panel on those stage 1 matters so that is the Crown’s position on that. 

 10 

SJH:   Well, presumably the submissions from the Crown will be wide enough 

that the scope will include those? 

 

MS SILCOCK:  Yes, sir, that is my understanding. 

 15 

SJH:   Anyone else?  All right, memorandum of issues, 13 May.  So this is both 

definitions and introduction. Mediation if needed the Secretariat 17 and 

18 June. Council evidence in a red line plus clean version 3 pm 

Tuesday, 9 June.  Submitter evidence 3 pm Tuesday, 23 June.  Rebuttal 

3 pm Thursday, 2 July. Applications to cross-examine, standard 20 

10 minutes, extensions by leave with reasons being given in the leave 

application 3 pm Thursday, 9 July. 

 

  [11.35 am] 

 25 

 And a hearing set down for 14, 15, 16 July.  We will deal with legal 

openings and closing in the normal way.  Closings to be filed with the 

Secretariat by 3 pm the night prior to presentation. Any problems with 

that timetable from anyone? 

 30 

MS WALSH:   Sir, I didn’t hear you say Council’s evidence, would there be? 

 

SJH:   Council evidence was 9 June. 

 

MS WALSH:   Sorry, thank you. 35 

 

SJH:   The same day as the red line version. Any other queries? Panel members 

any questions? 

 

DR MITCHELL:   No, sir. 40 

 

MS DAWSON:   Just in relation to the Crown’s comment about not wanting to 

re-litigate stuff that we have already heard, I notice in the Council’s 

memorandum there is the question of potential inconsistencies or 

overlaps from one topic to another.  So I mean I guess that is a potential 45 
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matter we will need to be alert to and if there is any such potential then 

there may need to be evidence on that I guess I imagine. 

 

MS SILCOCK:   Yes, ma’am, my understanding is the way that the Crown 

understands that the Panel will be making decisions is that they will be 5 

made incrementally on each proposal.  So while there may be some 

opportunity for inconsistencies we thought that that would be unlikely 

but certainly if that situation was to arise and we were aware of any 

inconsistencies that would be addressed through evidence. 

 10 

MS DAWSON:  Yes, all right, thank you. 

 

SJH:   Ms Scott, I think given the pace of this we could not say with certainty 

that all our decisions will be out by the date of this hearing.  So I think 

it would be useful if you, in collaboration with the other parties, 15 

indicated potential areas of overlap, conflict, inconsistency et cetera 

from the chapters that are not decided. 

 

MS SCOTT:   At the time of the - - - 

 20 

SJH:   At the time of the hearing. 

 

MS SCOTT:   Yes, sir, I am just thinking through how we will do that when 

we don’t know which decisions will have been released by the 

Hearing’s Panel at that time with this timetable obviously being in 25 

advance. 

 

SJH:   Well, we are giving you to the date of the hearing, you will know by a 

couple of days beforehand what has been handed down and what hasn’t 

been. 30 

 

MS SCOTT:  Yes, sir.  If I can add to that, I think there would – it would assist 

if the Council was to understand from submitters, obviously a lot of 

parties have been invited to this pre-hearing meeting and not many are 

here, whether submitters are intending to produce evidence and appear 35 

at this hearing or if their lack of appearance today is potentially because 

they are not interested. 

 

SJH:  Well, I am not sure that we can do that, can we?  They have indicated 

already whether they wish to appear or not at the substantive hearing.  40 

We have given an order the date by which they must file evidence if 

they choose to do so but I am not sure it is the Secretariat’s job to go 

around all of those submitters and say, “Is what you have already told 

us correct or not correct?”   

 45 
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MS SCOTT:   Yes, sir, and in terms of the Council’s position through its 

evidence is it has already called evidence on the merits of these 

submissions and it doesn’t intend to re-file that evidence again but seek 

to rely on it.   

 5 

SJH:   Well, I would have thought that gets covered off by your rebuttal 

doesn’t it, if they file evidence fine.  If it is simply a statement it is 

simply a statement. 

 

  [11.40 am] 10 

 

MS SCOTT:   Okay, and it can be covered. 

 

SJH:   You can also file a general document referring back to the other 

evidence you rely on for your position as we discussed at the earlier 15 

hearing. 

 

MS SCOTT:   That sounds sensible and in terms of responding in rebuttal if 

required. 

 20 

SJH:   Yes. 

 

MS SCOTT:   Thank you, sir. 

 

SJH:   Okay.  Is there anything else anyone wants to raise?  All right, thank you 25 

we will adjourn until 10 am on Monday morning. 

 

ADJOURNED [11.40 am] 


