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MAY IT PLEASE THE PANEL 

 Our submitter group has received by way of filing a memorandum from 

Counsel for Christchurch City Council, from D J S LAING and H P HARWOOD 

dated 29 June. It proposes amongst other matters that there be an 

extension of the timeframes for filing closing submissions for airport noise 

only while remaining with the current closing timeframes for other aspects 

of General Rules Proposal. 

 We would oppose the further compartmentalization of closing submissions 

and have advocated for all of the airport matters to be heard as one on 

numerous occasions to no avail.  The difficulty with the proposed further 

stalling is that CIAL in yet another version of its approach has included at 

6.1.1.1.5 Policy: Airport Noise:  specifically at 6.1.1.1.5  b. ii, a totally new 

rule seeking avoiding new sensitive activities, sensitive to airport noise, 

within the 50 Ldn Air Noise Contour and the 50 Ldn Engine testing contour 

with the exclusions they submit. 

 The major problem with this is that the exclusions do not include rural 

urban fringe nor other rural zones and therefore if accepted would 

generate a totally new avoidance rule on land owners under the 50Ldn 

operational contours not covered by their exception wish list.  

 The Operational contours as opposed to proposed engine testing contours 

form part of the wider Chapter 6 issues. If the proposal to 

compartmentalize the closing timelines  is accepted and further debate 

takes place then the impact of differing closing timelines could adversely 

affect the ability of submitters to make informed closing submissions on 

what is an operational contour major rule change being proposed under 

the guise of engine testing.  

 Additionally this proposed new rule has never been notified to rural zoned 

persons living as neighbours to CIAL. I suspect it is a reaction by CIAL 

realizing that no such rule existed under the 50Ldn contour even though it 

and Council have acted as if one did exist for many years.  

 Further points as to the absurdity of this new rule will be reserved for 

closing. 



 At point 4 it is indicated that Council would be happy to compile a 

composite document showing the latest alterative wordings of all parties. It 

is presumed, as we are parties that this includes the submitter’s position. 

 As you will know submitters have compiled their position in the same 

format, as directed by the mediator at the 15 June mediation session 

between all parties, which will be altered to incorporate CIALs and CCC 

latest changes and will be provided to the panel. We do not feel the need 

for Councils assistance in this matter and can comply with the current 

timelines for closing.  

 It seems Air New Zealand now intends to provide an entirely new 

document which is a new development. We question if this is appropriate 

at this late stage and believe such a document is for closing submissions. 

 The submitters believe that ample opportunity has been given to all to try 

and mediate the matters, and respectfully believe that the time has come 

for the Independent Panel decisions without further delay or change of 

directed timelines. Let the matters be decided on the current evidence. 

While the legal fraternity prospers from the continuation of the 

engagement, public submitters rarely do.  

 

D.M. LAWRY for submitter group 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



D.M LAWRY for submitter group members identified.  


