
 

    

KENSINGTON SWAN  
 

 89 The Terrace Ph  +64 4 472 7877   Counsel:  James Gardner-Hopkins 
     PO Box 10246 Fax +64 4 472 2291 Email:    james@jghbarrister.com 
     Wellington 6143 DX  SP26517 Ph: 04 889 2776   
    
 Solicitor:  N McIndoe/E J Hudspith  
 nicky.mcindoe@kensingtonswan.com/ezekiel.hudspith@kensingtonswan.com  
 
5806625.3 

Before the Independent Hearings Panel 
at Christchurch 

 

Under the Resource Management Act 1991 and the Canterbury 

Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 

2014 

In the matter of the Christchurch Replacement District Plan 

and the Chapter 6: General Rules and Procedures Stage 2 and 3 

Proposal 

and Air New Zealand Limited  

Submitter 2255 
 

 

Memorandum of Counsel for Air New Zealand Limited seeking 
teleconference to clarify aspects of the Hearing Panel’s directions 

Dated 15 April 2016 



 

 1 
5806625.3 

MAY IT PLEASE THE HEARINGS PANEL 
 
 
1 I respectfully request an urgent teleconference be convened with the Panel (or its 

Chair, as appropriate) and Counsel to clarify a key aspect of the Panel’s 

directions contained in its Minute of 18 March 2016.   

2 The request arises as a consequence of the report back to Air New Zealand from 

the conferencing that occurred on 11 April 2016 (and expert witnessing 

conferencing statement that has been produced, and was received by Air New 

Zealand on 13 April 2016).    

3 The Panel’s Minute of 18 March 2016 directed at paragraph [2] that the acoustic 

experts consider (as relevant for the purposes of this request): 

(b) …what residential receiving environment noise standard should 

be specified in any rule to avoid significant night time sleep disturbance 

issues for residents (acknowledging that this should sensibly be set at 

a level that protects the typical receiving environment population 

overall, rather than to try to cater for the atypical)? 

(c) By that measure, what receiving environment noise standard 

should be specified in any rule to ensure noise experienced by 

existing noise sensitive activities in the receiving environment is 

not “unreasonable”? 

(d) Is the package of measures reported in the evidence of Mr Morgan 

and Mr Boswell and underpinning the revised contours the best 

practicable option (BPO) to ensure that the emission of engine testing 

noise from the Airport does not exceed a reasonable level for existing 

residents and other noise sensitive activities in the relevant 

receiving environment?” 

[Emphasis added] 

4 The experts appear to have interpreted the directions differently.   

5 Air New Zealand considers there to be an urgent need to clarify what the Panel 

intended when it directed the experts to consider, and base their opinions 

against, the following phrases: 

a “residential receiving environment”; 

b ”typical receiving environment population”; and 
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c “receiving environment” and “relevant receiving environment”. 

6 Understanding what the Panel intended the experts to consider when considering 

the “typical receiving environment population overall” and not catering “for the 

atypical” has significant consequences for how matters proceed.   

7 I have conferred with Counsel for Christchurch International Airport Limited and 

Christchurch City Council (separately), and understand that they support my 

request for a teleconference to clarify matters.  

 

Dated   15 April 2016 
 

 

James Gardner-Hopkins 

Counsel for Air New Zealand Limited 
 


