
 Before the Independent Hearings Panel Christchurch 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

IN THE MATTER OF     the Resource Management Act 1991 and the Canterbury  

                                        Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 

                                        2014 

AND 

 

IN THE MATTER OF      Chapter 6:  General Rules and Procedures Stages 2 and 3 

 

AND                               Decision 57, the Chapter 6: General Rules and Procedures   

                                        (Part) Noise, Airport matters and Hagley Park …  

From                               David LAWRY Submitter 2514 and submitters Bruce    

                                        CAMPBELL (2489); Mike MARRA (2054); Vanessa PAYNE 

                                        (2191); John SUGRUE (2567) Gerrit VENEMA (2091) 

 

___________________________________________________________________ 

Minor Corrections to Decision 57 

Dated 25 November 2016 

 

 

 



MAY IT PLEASE THE PANEL 

The panel undertook to answer all the points raised by the above submitters with 

regards to matters raised by them in these proceedings. 

The panel has forefilled this undertaking, explaining their reasoning for their 

decisions and outlining the actual decision in every matter raised, with the 

notable exception of one matter that is significant to the submitters.  

This is the matter of the Agreement relating to the settlement of an Environment 

Court Proceeding that has been referred to as the “Noise Experts Agreement”. 

Professor CLARKE gave evidence to the panel of chairing this group of experts that 

were parties to that final agreement. The actual agreement was produced in 

evidence by Mr. LAWRY on behalf of the submitter group. This agreement relates 

to the undertaking to re-evaluate the existing operational air noise contours every 

ten years. As explained in our submissions, at the time of that agreement, dated 

17 July 2006, the contemplated contour re-evaluation every ten years provided a 

means of fairness and rebalancing of adjacent land owners land use rights against 

airport reverse noise sensitivity activity exclusions, and associated curfew and 

other risk projections.  

Both Decisions 56 and 57 appear to be totally silent on this topic.   

This silence on this important issue raised by our submitter group is in direct 

contrast to how all the other matters we have raised have been addressed by the 

panel.  

We also stand to be corrected if in fact this matter is included in the decision but 

not recognised by us.  

During the hearing there was comment from opposing parties that this matter 

was essentially a Regional Council Matter and not one for the Replacement 

District Plan.  We note that the panel has addressed the 50dBA rule issue that we 

indicated should also be viewed as being essentially a Regional Council issue if 

that argument was to be accepted as the contours and any associated rules 

impact regionally. Therefore we doubt that acceptance that the re-evaluation 



matter is a Regional Council issues could be the reason for the decision being 

silent on the re-evaluation agreement, as this would be an inconsistent approach. 

We also doubt that the panel has purposely ignored the undertaking to address 

all the points we raised, and which it has carried out so thoroughly, throughout 

the process. 

Therefore we are concerned that somehow this matter has simply been 

overlooked given the many issues before the Panel.  

The unfortunate consequence of the matter being inadvertently overlooked is 

that it actually decides the matter by not including it into the Replacement District 

Plan and in doing so provides no transparency of the existence of this re-

evaluation agreement, nor reasoning from the panel for or against our 

submissions in the decision documentation. 

The minor alteration we therefore respectfully seek is the panel’s confirmation 

that this re-evaluation matter did or did not come under consideration. If it did 

then we request comment in the decision as to why the decision has been to 

exclude the re-evaluation from the replacement plan. If it has not been 

considered then we respectfully request that it be so, and defer to our existing 

submissions in support of this agreed re-evaluation issue. 

   

D.M LAWRY for submitter group members identified.  


