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MEMORANDUM OF COUNSEL FOR LYTTELTON PORT COMPANY 

LIMITED RELATING TO DEFINTION OF “STRATEGIC 

INFRASTRUCTURE” AND “CRITICAL INFRASTRUCTURE” 

May it please the Panel: 

1 Lyttelton Port Company Limited (LPC) has been a submitter in 

relation to many aspects of the Replacement District Plan. In 

particular it called evidence, gave legal submissions, and appeared 

at the Strategic Directions chapter hearing which was the subject of 

Decision 1. 

2 LPC’s counsel, Ms Appleyard, has also acted for Christchurch 

International Airport Limited (CIAL). 

3 Through Ms Appleyard reviewing legal submissions dated 18 August 

2016 lodged by Mr Lawry and Others entitled “Chapter 6 – General 

Rules & Stages 2 and 3 Definitions” (which appear to be closings in 

relation to Chapter 2 rather than Chapter 6), LPC have been alerted 

to the fact that Mr Lawry and Others have asked the Panel to re-

visit Decision 1 to remove Lyttelton Port Company Limited from the 

list of strategic infrastructure to whom key objectives then relate.   

4 These Objectives and Policies and the definitions of strategic 

infrastructure and strategic transport networks were a particular 

focus for LPC in the Decision 1 hearing. The Strategic Directions 

decision was released on 26 February 2015.  

5 Mr Lawry lodged a submission on 14 June 2015 well after the Panel 

had issued Decision 1.  LPC was not heard in relation to the 

application that Mr Lawry be able to proceed with arguments 

relating to the definition of “airport purposes” which was the subject 

of a minute on 15 December 2015. 

6 LPC has now reviewed Mr Lawry’s submission lodged on 14 June 

2015 and is unable to find anywhere in that document where Mr 

Lawry asks for Decision 1 to be revisited, mentions the Port, or 

indicates that he will be making submissions about the definition of 

“strategic infrastructure” or “ critical infrastructure” at Chapter 2 or 

Chapter 6 hearings.  The document mentions only definitions of 

“airport purposes”, “residential unit”, “short term”, “residential 

activity” and “retail activity”.  

7 There is nothing in the document that alerts the reader to the fact 

that Mr Lawry seeks to retrospectively have Decision 1 revisited, nor 

that he seeks to limit the definition of “strategic infrastructure” or 

“critical infrastructure”.  In particular there is nothing to alert LPC 

that Mr Lawry will be making submissions adverse to the position of 

LPC. 
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8 Therefore, LPC considers that other than those parts of the legal 

submissions which relate to the definition of “airport purposes” in 

respect of which the Panel has made a direction dated 15 December 

2015, that the submissions of Mr Lawry and Others relating to other 

definitions and revisiting of Decision 1 should be struck out on 

grounds of prejudice to LPC.  

Dated:  25 August 2016 

 

 

_______________________________ 

JM Appleyard  

Counsel for Lyttelton Port Company Limited 

 


