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RESPONSE BY CHRISTCHURCH INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT LIMITED 

TO MEMORANDUM OF SUBMITTER GROUP DATED 19 AUGUST 2016 

May it please the Panel: 

1 This memorandum responds to the memorandum received from 

Mr Lawry on 19 August 2016 in accordance with direction 6 of the 

Panel’s minute dated 22 August 2016. 

2 This memorandum is brief as it only responds to matters that have 

not been previously dealt with in other submissions on Chapter 2 or 

Chapter 6. 

3 Just as this response was to be filed we received another document 

dated 29 August on the Definitions Chapter.  This memorandum 

does not respond to that document and we will only do so if directed 

by the Panel. 

Paragraphs 1 & 2 

4 In these paragraphs Mr Lawry raises the fact that no noise 

standards relate to the Special Purpose Airport Zone (SPAZ). 

5 As stated previously, the parties who would be affected by the 

introduction of new rules not previously notified relating to activities 

in the SPAZ are tenants of CIAL who conduct activities other than 

operational aircraft noise or on-wing engine testing.  Those parties 

are not submitters to this current hearing process and CIAL has no 

mandate to agree to the introduction of rules which were not 

included in the notified version of the Plan without the consent of 

those parties. 

6 This matter would need to be dealt with via a plan change process. 

Paragraph 3 

7 Mr Lawry asserts that CIAL “evades rules applying to itself”. 

8 As set out above, the noise rules in the SPAZ would primarily affect 

tenants of the airport who carry out activities other than the landing 

and taking off of aircraft or on-wing engine testing.  An example 

would be the Pratt & Whitney engine testing cell which conducts off-

wing engine testing inside a purpose built cell.   

9 CIAL disputes the assertion that it is evading rules applying to itself.  

As is apparent from the entire chapter 6 hearing, there are a suite 

of compliance rules with respect to operational noise and engine 

testing noise which CIAL will be required to meet.   

10 The bulk of Mr Lawry’s paragraph 3 relates to an assertion that the 

50 dBa Ldn operational contour has been discredited and that no 

restrictions should relate to land within the operational contour.  
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This was a matter determined at a number of other individual 

chapter hearings, and in particular, the rural chapter.   

11 It has been determined in a manner consistent with the higher order 

documents including the Regional Policy statement and key 

Strategic Directions chapter objectives. 

Paragraph 4 

12 Paragraph 4 contains assertions against CIAL that have been 

repeated throughout a number of submissions and documents filed 

by Mr Lawry alleging “dishonesty” on the part of CIAL.   

13 Previously, CIAL has made a deliberate decision not to address the 

assertions on the basis that the Panel is able to hear and assess the 

veracity of witnesses for the airport throughout the hearing process 

and in particular during the testing of evidence.  However, given the 

number of submissions making adverse comments against CIAL and 

specific witnesses (including Mr Boswell and Mr Day being singled 

out for the defamatory comments) CIAL would ask the Panel to 

address in its decision Mr Lawry’s allegations of “dishonesty” and 

other unethical behaviour on part of CIAL and its witnesses. 

Paragraph 5 

14 Paragraph 5 relates to Mr Lawry’s submissions regarding the 

definition of “strategic infrastructure”, CIAL repeats the comments 

that were made by Ms Appleyard as Counsel for Lyttelton Port 

Company Limited in relation to revisiting Decision 1.   

15 In particular, CIAL was a submitter to the Strategic Directions 

chapter and called evidence, gave submissions and appeared at the 

hearing where the Panel decided key objectives relating to strategic 

infrastructure and an associated definition.   

16 Mr Lawry’s submission was not lodged until 14 June 2015 which was 

well after the Panel had released its decision on Strategic Directions.   

17 In addition, the submission filed by Mr Lawry on 14 June 2015 does 

not raise the definition of “strategic infrastructure” or “strategic 

transport networks” or “critical infrastructure”.   

18 CIAL has the same objection as Lyttelton Port Company Limited to 

the submissions with regard to the definition of strategic 

infrastructure and in particular would be prejudiced in the event that 

the Panel decides in respect of a submission lodged some months 

after the hearing and decision on Decision 1 to revisit key 

objectives.  Mr Lawry has called no expert evidence to support his 

submissions. 

19 In addition, in paragraph 5 Mr Lawry appears to imply that the Panel 

is somehow bound by the definition of “strategic transport 
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networks” in PC84 in deciding what is “strategic infrastructure”.  The 

definition of what is included in “strategic infrastructure” was 

determined after the hearing of evidence on strategic directions 

chapter which Mr Lawry did not participate in. 

Dated: 29 August 2016 

 

 

_______________________________ 

JM Appleyard  

Counsel for Christchurch International Airport Limited  

  


