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AND  
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Date:  31 May 2017 

 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

 

MINUTE 

regarding memoranda filed by Mr Lawry (2514) and others relating to Minor 

Corrections to Decision 57 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

Background 

[1] The Hearings Panel (‘the Panel’) issued its decision on Chapter 6 General Rules and 

Procedures (part) – Noise, Airport matters and Hagley Park on 10 November 2016.1  An 

element of Decision 57 that related to the Specific Purpose (Tertiary Education) Zone was then 

subject to an appeal to the High Court (‘the Appeal’) by Christchurch International Airport 

Limited (‘CIAL’).  Following discussion the parties to the Appeal made an application to the 

Panel for a minor correction to Objective 3.3.12, which we granted (‘Minor Corrections 

Decision’).2 

                                                 
1  Decision 57 Chapter 6 General Rules and Procedures (part) – Noise, Airport matters and Hagley Park 10 

November 2016.  The Panel issued a supplementary decision – Decision 59 on 2 December 2016 to 

amend Strategic Objective 3.3.12 to address certain exceptions to the objective for reasons of clarity. 
2  Decision to make Minor Corrections to Decision 57 Chapter 6 General Rules and Procedures (part) – 

Noise, Airport matters and Hagley Park, 28 April 2017. 
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[2] Mr David Lawry, a submitter in relation to airport noise related matters, has now filed a 

memorandum on behalf of himself and a group of submitters known as the ‘submitter group’.3 

Mr Lawry wishes to make submissions to the Hearings Panel on the Minor Corrections 

Decision and in relation to his further request for minor corrections to Strategic Direction 

Objective 3.3.12. 

[3] Mr Lawry does not oppose the outcome of the Minor Corrections Decision as it relates 

to the University of Canterbury.  However, he is concerned that correction made may have 

unintended consequences and rather than clarify the Panel’s intended meaning, it “alters and 

in this case masks its real meaning”.  He is also concerned that the Minor Corrections Decision 

raises natural justice issues. 

[4] Christchurch International Airport Limited (‘CIAL’), the University of Canterbury 

(‘University’) and the Christchurch City Council (‘The Council’) all oppose the relief that Mr 

Lawry seeks.4 

[5] CIAL submits that we have no jurisdiction to consider Mr Lawry’s application because 

Mr Lawry was not a submitter on the issues that are the subject of the Minor Corrections 

Decision, nor to the provisions that he seeks further minor corrections to.  Further, CIAL 

submits that in substance Mr Lawry does not oppose the outcome of the Minor Corrections 

Decision. Rather, he seeks to add to or supplement the reasoning of the Strategic Directions 

Chapter and/or the Minor Corrections Decision.  Therefore, CIAL submits that the request is 

not a minor correction. 

[6] The University wishes to ensure that the outcome of the Minor Corrections Decision is 

not affected by the request.  While not seeking to involve itself in the issues further, the 

University makes a number of observations about the effect of the Minor Corrections Decision 

                                                 
3  Submitter Group Request for leave to make submissions to the Panel relating to the Decision to Make 

Minor Corrections to Decision 57: seeking further minor corrections to that Decision, 23 May 2017. 
4  Response by Christchurch International Airport Limited to submitter group request for leave to make 

submissions seeking further minor corrections, 22 May 2017; Response by the University of Canterbury 

to Submitter Group Request for leave to make submissions seeking further minor corrections, 29 May 

2017 and Memorandum of Counsel on behalf of Christchurch City Council in Response to submitter 

Group Request for Further Minor Corrections, 29 May 2017. 



 

 
 

Minute in relation to Decision 57 Chapter 6 General Rules and Procedures 
(part) – Noise, Airport Matters and Hagley Park, 

 

 

3 

 

 

and submits that Mr Lawry’s request seems to be aimed at the ‘trigger point’ for assessing 

incompatible activities affecting the airport, which it considers to be a separate issue. 

[7] The Council also highlights the substantive nature of Mr Lawry’s request which goes 

beyond the Panel’s jurisdiction to make minor corrections. 

[8] Neither CIAL, the University nor the Council considers there to be any issues of natural 

justice arising from the Minor Corrections Decision given its limited scope and the fact the 

submitter group were not submitters on the matter it addressed. 

[9] Mr Lawry also filed a reply to CIAL’s memorandum clarifying his request and 

responding to the issues raised by CIAL.5 In essence, as we understand it, Mr Lawry requests 

that further amendments are made to Strategic Objective 3.3.12 to reference and define 

‘incompatible activities’ for the purposes of objective.  That is because he is concerned that the 

Minor Corrections Decision does not fully reflect his interpretation of the findings made by the 

Panel in Decision 57.  He argues that the Panel’s reasoning in the Minor Corrections Decision 

also supports the amendments that he and the submitter group seek.  

Outcome 

[10] We have previously outlined our jurisdiction to make minor corrections.6 

[11] There are no natural justice issues that arise out of the Minor Corrections Decision.  Mr 

Lawry and the submitter group were not submitters on the issues then before us, nor were they 

party to the CIAL High Court Appeal.  Further, Mr Lawry and the submitter group are not 

opposed to the amendments made in the Minor Corrections Decision. The Panel decision to 

make minor corrections to Decision 57 stands. 

                                                 
5  Submitter Group Request for leave to make submissions to the panel relating to the above decision to 

make Minor Corrections to Decision 57:  Responding to CIAL and adding clarity with regards to what 

is being sought, 29 May 2017. 
6  Minor Corrections Decision at [7] - [8]. 




