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  [2.42 pm] 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  I think most submitters are recognisable and have been here 

before but those who haven’t this is a pre-hearing so we are not dealing 

with merits today, it is to deal with the process around various 5 

procedural matters we need to attend to make sure the hearing process 

is as efficient as possible.  

 

 So we will go through representation from lawyers and then the 

submitters at the back.  We have read the memorandum and statement 10 

of issues only very briefly because we only got it at lunch time, I am 

not sure when it was filed.  It has got 3 August on it I see but for some 

reason we only got it at lunchtime.   

 

MS SCOTT:   Our apologies for that, sir, it was filed on the 3rd. 15 

 

SJH:   No, if it was filed on the 3rd that is fine.  So you are for the Council.  

Mr Carranceja, you and Ms Silcock for the Crown? 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:  Yes, thank you, sir. 20 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Ms Mehlhopt? 

 

MS MEHLHOPT:  Ms Mehlhopt, yes, for the Regional Council and also the 

joint submission of the Regional Council, Waimakariri and Selwyn 25 

District Councils and Ngāi Tahu. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Ms Marks? 

 

MS MARKS:   Sir, I am appearing for Maurice R Carter Limited. 30 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Ms Walsh? 

 

MS WALSH:  Sir, Ms Walsh for TRONT, CB Norwood Limited, Paul 

Bridgeman and another party Paul Bridgeman and Robbie and Denise 35 

Rowland. 

 

SJH:   Mr Hutchings? 

 

MR HUTCHINGS: Thank you, sir, Mr Hutchings for the Equus Trust, 40 

No 2183, and the Banks Peninsula Conservation Trust, No 2188. 

 

SJH:   Ms Limmer? 
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MS LIMMER: Sir, thank you, for Fulton Hogan Limited, the Isaac 

Conservation and Wildlife Trust, Isaac Asphalt and Canterbury 

Aggregate Producers Group. 

 

  [2.45 pm] 5 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Mr Schulte? 

 

MR SCHULTE:   Yes, for Mr Falvey, 2250, and Mr Mahoney, 2239. 

 10 

SJH:   Thank you.  Ms Nicol? 

 

MS NICOL:   Christchurch International Airport, Waterloo, Orion and Radio 

New Zealand. 

 15 

SJH:   Mr Mora? 

 

MR MORA:   Thank you, support our community board submission, 2363, and 

also our community board’s cross-submission in support of the 

Yaldhurst Rural Residents Association, 2206, sir. 20 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Mr Lewis? 

 

MR LEWIS:   Thank you, I am here on submission No 2148.  The only thing is 

for this 17.3 seems to be missed out on the Council’s list of items. 25 

 

SJH:   So we need to add that in? 

 

MR LEWIS:   Yes. 

 30 

SJH:   Thank you.  Professor Bagchi? 

 

PROFESSOR BAGCHI.   Avonhead Community Group. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Ms Harnett? 35 

 

MS HARNETT:   Submission 2162. 

 

SJH:   That is a personal submission? 

 40 

MS HARNETT:   Yes, it is. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Mr Cross? 

 

MR CROSS:   I am here to support the Yaldhurst Rural Residents Association, 45 

2206. 
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SJH:   Thank you.  Ms Robinson? 

 

MS ROBINSON:   Thank you, sir, for Canterbury Sports Limited. 

 5 

SJH:   Thank you.   If you go round the back there.   Ms McLeod? 

 

MS McLEOD:   Representing Transpower, sir. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Mr Hodgson? 10 

 

MR HODGSON:   Vance Hodgson, Horticulture New Zealand. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Mr Pinnell? 

 15 

MR PINNELL:   Bevan Pinnell, 2150, and opposing 225, sir. 

 

SJH:   Ms Cook? 

 

MS COOK:   Thank you, submission 2068. 20 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Ms Aston?  Just in the front row again. 

 

MS ASTON:   Cathedral City Developments, 2129, and Survus, 2231. 

 25 

SJH:  And, you are not, okay, back row.  Ms McGuigan? 

 

MS McGUIGAN:   Private submitter 2535. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Ms Janssen? 30 

 

MS JANSSEN:   Private submitter 2483. 

 

SJH:  Thank you. If you would come back to the front row over here.  

Mr Cook? 35 

 

MR COOK:   Good afternoon, representing four submitters 2061 Christoph and 

Wendy Schacherer. 2228 Mason Family Holdings Limited, 2461 Purau 

Properties Limited and, finally, 2468 Christopher Gardiner. 

 40 

SJH:   So what is your capacity? 

 

MR COOK:  Yes, I am an agent on behalf of those four parties, I am a 

planning consultant. 

 45 

SJH:   Okay, so you are acting as their planning advisor? 
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MR COOK:   That is correct, yes. 

 

SJH:   All right, thank you. 

 5 

MR COOK:   Thank you. 

 

SJH:   Mr Sulzberger? 

 

MR SULZBERGER:   Afternoon, private submission supporting. 10 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  The ladies at the other end of the row, you are just with the 

Council, right.  Mr Nixon? 

 

MR NIXON:   Yes, sir, I am representing 2328 JDH Holdings Limited, 2088 15 

BDF Family Trust and further submitter 2836 Kennedy’s Bush Road 

Neighbourhood Association. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Mr Turpin? 

 20 

MR TURPIN:   Good afternoon, representing the Taylors Mistake Association 

Land Company.  Yes, the other part of the thing that we didn’t deal 

with this morning, sir. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Mr Piercey? 25 

 

MR PIERCEY:  Yes, Mark Piercey, private submitter 2420. 

 

SJH:   Okay, thank you.  Ms Kelly, is it? 

 30 

MS ANDREW:  Yes, I am representing Tegel Foods Limited, submission 

2460. 

 

SJH:   Is there is a Mr or Ms Andrew? 

 35 

MS ANDREW:  The name is Ms Kelly Andrew. 

 

SJH:   Okay, thank you. 

 

MS ANDREW:   Thank you, sir. 40 

 

  [2.50 pm] 

 

SJH:   Ms Treleaven 

 45 

MS TRELEAVEN:   Private submission 2286 
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SJH:   Thank you.  Mr Lee? 

 

MR LEE:   I am representing myself for Sparks Road Garden, the Lee family. 

 5 

SJH:   Thank you.  Mr Armstrong. 

 

MR ARMSTRONG:  Harvey Armstrong representing the Armstrong Family 

Trust, a private submitter. 

 10 

SJH:   Thank you, Mr Armstrong.  I think, did we miss someone out over on 

this side? 

 

MR ..........:  Yes. 

 15 

MR SHIELD:   Thank you sir, John Shield representing Tui Campers Limited, 

submitter 2779. 

 

SJH:   Thank you. We will go through now the statement of issues that has 

been filed by the Council.  It has been available as I understand it on 20 

the website for some time and just see if there is any additions 

submitters are seeking. So starting with you, Ms Scott, have you got 

any comments or anything to add to it? 

 

MS SCOTT:   Thank you, sir.  3 matters that I would like to address you on.  25 

The first relates to the issue of airport noise.  There are two issues in 

the statement of issues that refer to the 50 dB airport noise contour.  

What I suggest is that as part of an updated statement of issues the 

Council clearly identifies which provisions fall more appropriately 

within the or with the airport noise issue as we discussed with you this 30 

morning, but we would like to clearly identify that to the Panel so that 

it can be grouped together appropriately. 

 

SJH:   And those will go to stage 3? 

 35 

MS SCOTT:   That is correct sir, and it is, just to be clear it is issue 11F - - - 

 

SJH:   Yes. 

 

MS SCOTT:   - - - on page 5 and issue 17 and we will be doing a more detailed 40 

check as well. 

 

SJH:   Thank you. 

 

MS SCOTT:   The second issue, issue 36 on page 9 is to do with the rezonings.  45 

I am not going to pursue that with you but it outlines the Council’s 
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position about the rezonings but the Panel has been quite clear about 

when it wants to hear evidence on rezoning so just to draw that to your 

attention. 

 

SJH:   Yes, thank you. 5 

 

MS SCOTT:  And finally, one definition, rural activity, is missing from the 

definitions list.  That is all I have, sir. 

 

SJH:   So you will add those in to an amended document which we will come 10 

back to in a moment.  Thank you.   

 

MS SCOTT:   Thank you. 

 

SJH:   Mr Carranceja for the Crown? 15 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:  Yes, sir, thank you.  The addition of rural activity is fine 

sir to the list of definitions.  Sir, in terms of scope I was wondering if, I 

really just wanted to have a chat to you about paragraph 2.2, sir, of the 

memorandum. 20 

 

SJH:   Well I am certainly prepared to discuss it but I am not here to have a 

chat about it, Mr Carranceja. 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:  To discuss it, sir.  It refers there to submissions about 25 

indigenous by diversity of landscape and the coastal environment.  It 

seems to be being heard as part of stage 3.  Sir, I was just querying 

about, we have (INDISTINCT 3.22) identified and clarified is between 

the Council and submitters, certainly I would like that clarified too, sir. 

 30 

SJH:   Well I think in the, Ms Scott, in the amended document, those 

submitters should be identified so we can advise them that it more 

properly belongs at stage 3 subject to the memorandum which I think is 

being filed by Monday, is that part of that? 

 35 

MR CARRANCEJA:  Yes, sir, and that’s the thing, it is a duplicate process 

going on here.  The Council is signalling that on the 3rd of August it 

wished to have submissions deferred and our list, which we are 

working on sir, is essentially those matters which the Crown have 

submitted on which deals with these issues and with the provision 40 

numbers and I am sure my learned friend for the Te Runanga will say 

the same thing.  And it is really just, I am not sure how you wish to 

place this sir, whether it is going to be part of the statement of issues 

amended by the Council or whether we are dealing with this up by 

memorandum and application. 45 
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SJH:   Well I think firstly the submission needs to identify the submitters.   

 

MR CARRANCEJA:  Yes sir. 

 

SJH:   So we know who they are, and I think then if it is agreed by the Crown, 5 

Council and Ms Walsh that it should properly belong in stage 3, a very 

short one paragraph memo should be filed or added in to the one you 

are filing on Monday. 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:  Yes sir.  Because I am just keep to avoid duplication, 10 

sir. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:  I have to say I am a bit confused by this now too.  Is this 

paragraph 2.2 Ms Scott a paraphrasing of what we were talking about 

yesterday more or less or is it?  It seems to - - - 15 

 

  [2.55 pm] 

 

MS SCOTT:  No, it is a slightly different issue, sir.  Submissions have been 

made on the stage 2 provisions which are outside of the scope of what 20 

has been notified. There are also – and that is what the Council’s 

position is outlining there.  I am more than happy to provide a list of 

those submissions for you. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   So we are not dealing with provisions that have been 25 

notified that pertain to these topics that simply seeking be deferred to 

another stage.  It is actually things that were notified. 

 

MS SCOTT:  That is correct. There is a little bit of crossover because my 

understanding of those submissions is that they seek to add into this 30 

chapter further detail about iwi interests which come later. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Yes, okay. 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:  Sir, if I could speak to this, I will tell you the difficulty 35 

that the Crown has had in respect of this, sir.  You see when stage 2 

was notified including this Rural proposal, the Crown was concerned 

when it read the Rural proposal, of course it had no idea what the stage 

3 matters were going to look like. The Crown was essentially 

concerned that the Rural proposal as notified did not provide sufficient 40 

consideration for natural and cultural values, sir.   

 

 Certainly what the Crown is concerned about is you need to consider 

those things to be consisted with the Coastal Policy Statement, the RPS 

higher order document. So we made a submission seeking to if you like 45 

alter quite a few objectives, policies and provisions to ensure that these 
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important values are dealt with.  And of course what has happened is 

that stage 3 was notified in think within the last couple of weeks so we 

are playing catch up, sir, and so there is an indication in the Council’s 

memorandum or there are submissions seeking to beef up that which 

did not exist because stage 3 was only recently notified.  And my 5 

thought is sir, that is not a scope issue, this was a deficiency issue at the 

time this proposal was notified. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:  So what you are saying is that in terms of satisfying the 

extra requirements in terms of sign up of this provision there was a gap.   10 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Certainly, sir. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   This proposal had a gap and didn’t deal with these matters 

in part two. 15 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   That is right and so the difficulty we are dealing with is 

we are playing catch up because stage 3 was notified within the last 

couple of weeks.  The Crown is trying to figure out what is captured 

there which might deal with what is in the Rural chapter and this 20 

overlap. And it is for the Hearings Panel to figure out, well to deal with 

natural and cultural heritage should those provisions be in the Natural 

Cultural Heritage proposal or should some of that be within the Rural 

proposal and a similar thing occurs with subdivision and open space, 

sir.  This is the difficulty we are having.  We are dealing with stage 2 25 

matters where the Crown is saying, “It was deficient”, dealing with 

section 6 matters and the Coastal Policy Statement and the RPS. 

 

SJH:   What was the Minister’s response to this when they responded? 

 30 

MR CARRANCEJA:  In stage 2?  Similar thing, sir.  We had no - - - 

 

SJH:   Did they identify this deficiency? 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:  It identified the need for a coastal natural heritage 35 

matters to be dealt with. 

 

SJH:  All of the things you are talking about now were identified in the 

Ministerial response. 

 40 

MR CARRANCEJA: In the Minister’s comments. But, sir, the Council’s 

intention was to deal with that as part of stage 3 but what we wanted to 

do is make sure in stage 2 we lodged a submission to make sure there is 

a protection mechanism there.  So we are in this difficulty, sir, and this 

is why I am concerned about the efficiency of this process.  Do we, the 45 

Crown, call the ecological and the landscape and the rural character 
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evidence for stage 2 knowing that stage 3 is going to cover it now 

because it has been notified the, or do we - - - 

 

SJH:   Well one of the questions would be is it adequately covered by the 

operative plan if we put it off until stage 3? 5 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Yes, sir, and look a problem - - - 

 

SJH:   And again that was one of the comments we made about your joint 

memorandum yesterday - - - 10 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Yes, I appreciate - - - 

 

SJH:   - - - because it did not really assist us on that point. 

 15 

MR CARRANCEJA:   And, sir, I totally apologise for that and I do not want to 

revisit the reasons why it was timed at that point other than just to say 

that there is a comparison required regarding what was notified in 

stage 2 which as you have noted, sir, a few months ago, and that which 

was notified in stage 3 which happened within the last couple of weeks.  20 

And we are still trying to figure out the correlation, the dynamics, the 

integration, and, sir, I honestly believe that if we were to call evidence 

as early as subdivision without knowing what he Natural Cultural 

Heritage stuff is doing, we will have problems in our evidence because 

we will be telling you, sir, that some of these Natural Cultural Heritage 25 

matters that we were seeking to deal with in the subdivision chapter 

could well be dealt with in that which is notified. 

 

SJH:   Well the process by its nature of doing chapters and part chapters is 

inefficient and fraught with difficulties which we have got to try and do 30 

our best to get through, Mr Carranceja.  What are you actually asking 

for? 

 

  [3.00 pm] 

 35 

MR CARRANCEJA:  Sir, essentially what I want today is clarification from 

the Council regarding what it means by 2.2 because I suspect, sir, that 

if the Council is wanting to defer the Crown’s submission potentially 

Ngāi Tahu’s, and may be others seeking to beef up and they’re just 

biodiversity landscaping coastal environment deficiencies, I will call it, 40 

in the rural proposal then my client would be all for it because that 

would be dealt with as statutory which is our preference because that 

would be provided for in integration. 

 

 Now, in terms of the memorandum we are preparing, as I understand it 45 

my colleagues are content to discuss with the Council as to whether 
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they will do this or not and we are getting inconsistent signals.  This 

memorandum suggests they do want things deferred and yet we are 

getting inconsistent signals at this point in time as to whether the 

Council would want to defer it so I am in bit of limbo.   

 5 

 I am conscious, sir, that to fulfil the evidential requirements that your 

Honour has asked for from us, we do need the Council assistance to 

identify potential prejudiced submitters. We do not have access to 

which submitters have lodged which submissions on natural and 

cultural heritage matters. You have also asked us to provide an analysis 10 

regarding the operative plans, what they cover; we did part of that 

already as part of the first deferral memorandum for the subdivision of 

stage 1 but we need to have a closer look regarding these other matters 

that are captured including coastal environment matters.   

 15 

SJH:   Well one would have thought the Crown were on top of the existing 

plans, Mr Carranceja.  You would have provided – I accept what you 

are saying but it is to the Council really to put this forward. 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Yes, sir. 20 

 

SJH:   And I accept that, but one would have expected the Crown to be on top 

of it.  Ms Scott, what is your reaction? 

 

MS SCOTT:  Sir, in terms of the conversations that have been going on this 25 

morning between my friends at the Crown and with Ms Walsh, my 

understanding from that was that the application was going to be pulled 

back somewhat significantly including leaving all of the rural 

provisions within the rural zone.  Those conversations are ongoing. 

 30 

 In terms of the mixed messages coming from the Council, this 

memorandum was filed before yesterday’s one so that might explain 

the concern about the mixed messages.  Council is more than happy to 

provide a list of the submissions that it’s referring to in 2.2 and we can 

do that next week.  35 

 

 In terms of the pulling out of provisions and pushing it into stage 3, the 

Council has concerns about pushing more and more work back into 

stage three given the timing that we are working under. They are 

always – if evidence is called at the earlier hearing, the later hearing 40 

can always rely on the evidence that comes first so I don’t think it’s an 

absolute loss in time if the matter gets pushed back. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN: Ms Scott, just thinking about what we haven’t heard 

evidence on yet which is clearly the Crown’s case on these matters in 45 

light of its submission, thinking about the part two obligations we will 
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have, section 32, as well.  If we are looking at this plan, is there review 

from the Council for instance as to the timing of when a decision 

should issue on this hearing vis-a-vie stage 3, should it be held over 

until stage 3 is heard and determined in order to cover those basis off if 

they are in fact gaps as the Crown is maintaining they are? 5 

 

MS SCOTT: That would be the absolute sensible approach, that is the 

Council’s position that - - - 

 

SJH:   Well accepted means delaying a decision. 10 

 

MR SCOTT:   It does, sir. 

 

SJH:   We’ve delayed numbers of decisions because of holes, Ms Scott and 

difficulties so, no, I don’t want to enumerate them all but you are well 15 

aware of it. 

 

MR SCOTT:   Yes, sir, but in terms of extracting what are listed as extremely 

significant parts of the objective and policy framework from this 

hearing and pushing it back, when I compare the objectives and 20 

policies that were listed, it really leaves very little - - - 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   No, I am not actually referring to that but referring to the 

Crown’s position which I think is additional provisions needed to be 

added into this proposal and in response to the Council’s view that in 25 

regard to those submissions at 2.2, those are matters for later, not now.  

Now, whereas the Crown I understand will be making the case that 

they have to be part of the mix of provisions that go through with this 

proposal, and I wondered whether the answer to that is that the Council 

is asking for this decision to be effectively not determined, this 30 

proposal not to be determined until the latter stage, otherwise we are in 

a position, aren’t we, of having to receive evidence to test these issues 

at this early stage. 

 

  [3.05 pm] 35 

 

MS SCOTT:   Yes, I think that is a sensible suggestion. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   It is a question of which of those options is better, whether 

a deferral of the decision or actually to get the Crown call of his 40 

evidence now. 

 

MS SCOTT:   Well we do - - -  

 

SJH:   We cannot say yes to both, Ms Scott. 45 

 



 Page 12 

  

PHC:  CH17 Rural (Part) 07.08.15 

MS SCOTT:   We do have stage 3 notified now, so all parties are aware of 

what it says, and as the Council officers have been looking at the 

submissions, they have been comparing them with what has been 

notified in stage 3 as well. 

 5 

 And as the Crown looks at the relief it is seeking it will of course be 

comparing it to stage – what has been notified in stage 3 as well. 

 

 So the Council’s preference and position, is that we go ahead and hear 

the provisions now. 10 

 

SJH:   Mr Carranceja, in terms of efficiency and we went over this again 

yesterday, there is the potential that you might have to call a witness 

twice. 

 15 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Yes, sir, that is exactly what - - -  

 

SJH:   But equally, second time around in stage 3, it is likely to be no more 

than a reconfirmation of the evidence given in at stage 2, isn’t it? 

 20 

MR CARRANCEJA:   In some circumstances, sir, so if the subdivision - - -  

 

SJH:   What are the exceptions to it then? 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Subdivision is first off the blocks, sir, and so our 25 

evidence – again, to maintain a sufficient hearing, is to deal with 

ecological matters, landscape matters, rural character and amenity 

matters, et cetera, but with a view to subdivision.  And then later on we 

are going to have another hearing dealing again with those issues with 

rural, so we expand that evidence to cover rural.  We also then have 30 

open space and expanded evidence again for open space, and then 

when we have the stage 3, “Natural, Cultural and Heritage provisions”, 

that applies across the board beyond just what I have named, sir. 

 

 And so – I mean - - -  35 

 

SJH:   How difficult would it be to file a brief across all of these and refer to 

the same brief in each chapter? 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Well, certainly we will cross-reference to that - - -  40 

 

SJH:   I mean you might want to supplement it at the last minute - - -  

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Yes. 

 45 

SJH:   - - - before it changes, but how difficult would that be? 
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MR CARRANCEJA:   It is entirely - - -  

 

SJH:   It does not strike me as very difficult, but may be it is, maybe I am 

oversimplifying it. 5 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   I can imagine there will be some – I mean, we are not 

intending to duplicate as we are keen to – a process, but I can just see 

that, we will need to supplement everything that we have done 

beforehand because of the structure of the hearing. 10 

 

 So, yes we can provide you with evidence on subdivision, but we are 

supplemented for dealing with the rural issues later, supplemented them 

to deal with - - -  

 15 

SJH:   But the trade-off is we push it all out to 3 and we cannot make final 

decisions on these part chapters. 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   That is acknowledge, sir, and - - -  

 20 

SJH:   And isn’t – which is the greatest in efficiency, I would have thought, 

having to delay the chapters completely is a greater inefficiency, isn’t 

it, Mr Carranceja, I mean it is an unfortunate process but we are all 

stuck with it. 

 25 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Sir, and that is why we have been trying to figure out 

which would be the most efficient as well, sir. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   But if you follow that lead though, you would then leave 

the Panel with the option of going whichever way the Panel thought 30 

was most prudent, wouldn’t you?  So you’ll have the evidence in - - -  

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Yes, sir. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   - - - you will have the provisions in front of us, equip us to 35 

be able to make that judgement. 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   That is right, sir, and I think the difficulty with this – if 

we go with the Chair’s suggestion, which is we provide evidence and 

supplementaries as we go with the hearings.  The difficulty that you 40 

will still face as a Panel, sir, is the integration of it all. 

 

SJH:   Well, we have got that problem with absolutely everything because of 

the way this is done. 

 45 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Yes, sir.  
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SJH:   Chapters, part chapters, part chapters, stage 3 when there was never 

going to be a stage 3, which is now getting more and more jammed up 

with stuff, there has not – it is the lack of strategic thinking from the 

beginning that is creating all of these things, and unfortunately we have 5 

got to live with them.  Otherwise we are going be here for two or three 

years, which is a bit difficult given our lifespan. 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Yes, sir, sir that is - - -  

 10 

SJH:   And I did not mean my natural lifespan by that, I meant the Panel’s 

lifespan. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   You did not mean now. 

 15 

SJH:   Although if it goes on much longer it may be both. 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Yes, sir, let us hope not, sir. 

 

 Yes, look, unfortunately there is - - -  20 

 

SJH:   Well, do you want to think about it? 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Yes, please, it is no - - -  

 25 

SJH:   Complete your discussions and I do not think you can just say “it is a 

matter between yourself, Council and Ngāi Tahu”, some of these issues 

are of a concern to other submitters, and you have got to bring them in 

to this fold as well. 

 30 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Yes, sir. 

 

SJH:   And we are quite happy to accommodate as far as we are able the most 

efficient way of dealing with this but my own reaction at the moment, 

and subject to anything you might say - - -  35 

 

  [3.10 pm] 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Yes, sir. 

 40 

SJH:   - - - that having to delay chapter decisions or only being able to give part 

chapter decisions and rolling things over to stage 3 is probably more 

inefficient than the double up of evidence when a lot of it is simply 

going to be confirming with a short supplement.  Now, I am not saying 

it is necessarily the case, that is my initial reaction but as we said about 45 
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your joint memorandum yesterday we simply do not feel, well I am 

speaking for myself now - - - 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Yes sir . 

 5 

SJH:   - - - the other Panel members will speak if they disagree with me, but we 

do not feel we have enough information to make any final decisions 

around this. 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   No, sir, and I think part of the difficulty that my team is 10 

facing, sir, is that all I have alerted you to as well as my learned friend, 

are the provisions where Ngai Tahu and the Crown have submitted on 

what we say are objectives, policies and provisions that inadequately 

provide for these natural and cultural heritage provisions.  And of 

course those submissions were made before stage 3 existed.  That is our 15 

difficulty, now we - - -  

 

SJH:   But you have had the opportunity to consider whether the stage 3 as 

notified adequately covers off these things. 

 20 

MR CARRANCEJA:  We are still in a process sir because we are still in the 

process of making submissions on it sir. 

 

SJH:   Right. 

 25 

MR CARRANCEJA:   We are still in the submission period, and so we are still 

going through quite a few hoops within the Crown to figure out what 

our joint position is on - - - 

 

SJH:   Look, if we make directions to file evidence along the lines we talked 30 

about, and it turns out when you finalise your submissions and 

considerations of stage 3 that you are in a bind, and you have got to 

bear in mind it is not just the three big players here that matter - - -  

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Yes sir. 35 

 

SJH:   - - - there are a whole lot of submitters, including lay submitters, whose 

interest is just as important, and to them just as great, if not greater.  

You can always come back with a memorandum and seek some relief. 

 40 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Yes, sir, look that is entirely accepted.  What I wanted 

to point out sir, is that the memorandum that was jointly filed yesterday 

I think it was, only pointed out to the Panel members the submissions 

of the Crown and Te Runanga on the proposal chapters, stage 2, where 

inadequacies have been raised regarding these natural cultural heritage 45 

matters, and as you have rightly pointed out there will be no doubt 
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other submitters that have similar issues.  And the Crown and Ngai 

Tahu have not gone through those other submissions to figure out are 

there any others, and I think it is - - -  

 

SJH:   No, but I would still sooner have an adequate chapter than roll it over to 5 

stage 3. 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Yes sir. 

 

SJH:   That seems to me to be more efficient, and you call your evidence in this 10 

chapter.  If between now and the filing of evidence you find there is 

some reason why that is no longer an appropriate course you can file a 

memorandum surely. 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Okay, sir. 15 

 

SJH:   What is your issue with that Mr Carranceja?  I have got to be honest, I 

am having a little difficulty understanding what the problem is for you.  

I know the inadequacies and I know you probably have not had 

adequate chance yet to consider the stage 3 matters, but dealing with it 20 

with the way that the Panel has been suggesting to you, what is the 

problem with that? 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Well, sir, I am just thinking ahead.  With the first one 

off the blocks being subdivision the evidence the Crown would have to 25 

file would be to discuss - - -  

 

SJH:  The first one off the block is going to be residential on 7 - - - 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   But sir, I do not think there is any natural cultural 30 

heritage overlap from the Crown’s perspective there.  There first one, 

sorry, with the overlap is subdivision, and in fact the Panel has already 

deferred some stage 1 objectives, polices and provisions which touched 

on natural cultural heritage matters to stage 3.  So if we were to bring it 

all together and have a subdivision hearing our evidence would have to 35 

address the Panel on the deficiencies of the chapter as at the time, 

which may or may not - - -  

 

SJH:   And call the evidence so that those inadequacies can be addressed. 

 40 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Yes sir, but then - - -  

 

SJH:   Your evidence does not have to be filed until 14 October on subdivision. 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Correct sir. 45 
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SJH:   So what is the issue in committing to it now, but subject to your right to 

come back and say you cannot possibly address it by then? 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   I guess our concern is the integration of our evidence. 

 5 

SJH:   Do you not have the resource to do it? 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   It is not a resourcing issue, sir.  This is about what we 

will sensibly be presenting to the Panel knowing that stage 3 is 

covering, if you like, the natural cultural heritage structure plan-wide, 10 

and yet we are doing it in a piecemeal approach until we get there.  And 

that is the difficulty, the evidence we are going to give to you will 

necessarily, I am standing on my feet telling you that we will 

necessarily have to refer you to that which is not yet to be heard to 

provide an appreciation of what you need to consider in subdivision. 15 

 

  [3.15 pm] 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   All right, but just take any one of your relevant experts in 

this area, presumably on the basis that the Crown has raised these 20 

issues in its submission - - - 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Yes, sir. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   - - - they are sufficiently briefed of the Crown’s concerns 25 

and can give the Crown their opinions on their technical issues, how 

they ought to be addressed in the Plan and how they might be 

addressed. 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Yes, sir.   30 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Now, couldn’t they do that on the basis of also being 

informed of the stage 3 provisions, if that is part of the mix of things 

that is relevant to know about, they could be briefed to give us evidence 

on that, leaving us the ability to determine when those matters should 35 

be decided? 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Certainly, sir.  Just a question, how do stage 3 

submitters get involved in discussions relevant to that which they are 

concerned about in stage 3 natural, cultural, heritage?  That is what 40 

puzzling me, sir.  Because by necessity our evidence would have to talk 

about that which is coming in stage 3, and yet stage 3 people will not 

have an opportunity to talk about that, which I am going to be 

presenting before you in the stage 2 subdivision hearing. 

 45 
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SJH:   But it is no different than anything else.  When stage 2 came out it 

impacted on stage 1 - - - 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Yes, sir. 

 5 

SJH:   - - - and we realised we are going to have to have a wash-up phase at the 

end where we try to integrate and bring everything together.  There has 

been specific power given under the Order in Council for that.  Isn’t 

that the place for it? 

 10 

MR CARRANCEJA:   The reconsideration power, sir, or the - - - 

 

SJH:   Well, no, even the direction for re-notification and such like, if it goes 

that far.   

 15 

MR CARRANCEJA:   That was something we were hoping to avoid, the need 

for re-notification of anything. 

 

SJH:   Well, we were all hoping to avoid it, but I rather suspect that because of 

the way this has unfolded, if we had just been dealing with chapters it 20 

might have been better, but all the chapters we are getting are just part 

chapters. 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Sir, I am wondering if this is a point in time where I 

may be able to speak to some of the Crown representatives in the back 25 

as the Panel perhaps can listen to views of other parties.  Perhaps I 

might be more able to address this point after just having a chat. 

 

SJH:   Well, you go and have a chat and we will go around the rest of them and 

come back to it, Mr Carranceja. 30 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Thank you, sir.   

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Just one thing before you go, you mentioned “how are 

people in stage 3 going to be involved in discussing these matters?”  35 

Obviously mediation is separate from expert witness conferencing in 

terms of those different categories of discussion - - -  

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Yes, sir. 

 40 

JUDGE HASSAN:   - - - the first is a matter for the Crown to determine its 

position on mediation, the second a matter for experts. 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Yes. 

 45 

JUDGE HASSAN:   But I do not know if that helps you or not.   
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MR CARRANCEJA:   Yes, sir.  Thank you. 

 

SJH:   You may. 

 5 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Thank you, sir.   

 

SJH:   Ms Mehlhopt? 

 

MS MEHLHOPT:   Sir, in relation to the Statement of Issues, we are 10 

supportive of this statement, subject to the changes in relation to the 

airport noise contour that Ms Scott has commented on.  

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Ms Marks? 

 15 

MS MARKS:   No problems, no issues, thank you.   

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Ms Walsh? 

 

MS WALSH:   Just two issues to add for Bridgeman, which was one which 20 

could fall after issue 24, and we suggest a further issue, “does the real 

proposal sufficiently deal with effects of recreational activities?”  And 

another issue after issue 28 is the public notification exemptions for 

non-compliance with built-form standards appropriate.  And I am 

happy to put that into him. 25 

 

SJH:   Thank you. 

 

MS WALSH:   Thank you. 

 30 

SJH:   Mr Hutchings? 

 

MR HUTCHINGS:   Sir, yes, just in respect of the Banks Peninsula 

Conservation Trust, that client is potentially affected by paragraph 2.2 

that we have been talking about, in that they are technically submitting 35 

on biodiversity but their submission goes further than biodiversity into 

the policies of the Rural Chapter. 

 

 And if Council could identify them as to be put into stage 3, that we 

would actually prefer to be on stage 2 and be involved in those policy 40 

discussions.  So I am just wondering if there was any - - - 

 

SJH:   Somewhat more discrete than some of the matters that Mr Carranceja 

was talking about, so it may be possible, but you can talk to Ms Scott 

about that. 45 
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MR HUTCHINGS:   Yes.   

 

SJH:   Okay, Ms Limmer? 

 

MS LIMMER:   Yes, sir, just two matters arising from the same issues.  The 5 

first one is in regards to the Fulton Hogan submission, it is sought to re-

zoning that is not mentioned in the table, so I will speak to Ms Scott 

about that. 

 

SJH:   All right, thank you. 10 

 

MS LIMMER:   And the other issue, which was set out in the memo for the 

Isaac Conservation Wildlife Trust under issue, section 5 

(INDISTINCT 4.53) and additional issue about the level of protection 

for rural activities, mainly conservation activities and I have set some 15 

wording out in the memo but I will speak with the Council about that as 

well. 

 

  [3.20 pm] 

 20 

SJH:   All right, thank you, Ms Limmer. 

 

MR SCHULTE:   No issues, sir. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Ms Nicol? 25 

 

MS NICOL:   No issues and happy with the move of issue 11F and 17 into the 

stage 3. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Ms Robinson? 30 

 

MS ROBINSON:   No issues, thank you, sir. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Mr Cross? 

 35 

MR CROSS:   No issues at this stage. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Ms Harnett? (ph 3.20.35) 

 

MS HARNETT:   No issues at this stage, thanks. 40 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Professor Bagchi? 

 

PROFESSOR BAGCHI:   No problem with the issues, sir. 

 45 

SJH:   Thank you.  Mr Lewis? 
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MR LEWIS:   No issues, sir. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Mr Mora? 

 5 

MR MORA:   No issues, sir. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Mr Sulzberger? 

 

MR SULZBERGER:   No issues, sir. 10 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Mr Cook? 

 

MR COOK:   No issues, sir. 

 15 

SJH:   Thank you.  Ms Aston? 

 

MS ASTON:   No issues. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Ms McLeod? 20 

 

MS McLEOD:   No issues, sir. 

 

SJH:   Mr Scheele? 

 25 

MR SCHEELE:  Just one minor issue, sir, in terms of issue No 36 and 

reference to attachment D.  I do notice that there a couple of 

submissions that have been left off from that table.  That is specifically 

submission No 2567 of Mr Sugrue and 2779 Tui Campers Limited.  I 

would request if the table is being amended for those two submissions 30 

to be added. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Mr Hodgson? 

 

MR HODGSON:   No issues, sir. 35 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Mr Pinnell? 

 

MR PINNELL:   No issues. 

 40 

SJH:   Thank you.  Ms Cook? 

 

MS COOK:   No issues, sir. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Ms Treleaven?  45 
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MS TRELEAVEN:   No issues, sir. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Mr Piercey? 

 

MR PIERCEY:   No issues, sir. 5 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Mr Turpin? 

 

MR TURPIN:   No, good, thank you. 

 10 

SJH:   Mr Nixon? 

 

MR NIXON:   No issues, sir. 

 

SJH:   Ms Andrew? 15 

 

MS ANDREW:   No issues, sir. 

 

SJH:   Mr Lee? 

 20 

MR LEE:   I am not sure what to say.  Yes, I am too new to this I am sorry but 

I am not (INDISTINCT 2.39) what you are saying to be frank. 

 

SJH:   There is an issue document online, it is a question of whether those 

issues are adequate. Various people have asked for additions, 25 

amendments which will be incorporated into the document if the 

Council agrees so have you got any changes or additions you are 

requesting to that document? 

 

MR LEE:   I can’t say, sorry. 30 

 

SJH:   Do you have any concerns you have been missed out on anything that is 

in this document? 

 

MR LEE:   What you said today? 35 

 

SJH:   In this document, the statement of issues which has been online since 

3 August, have you read it? 

 

MR LEE:   No, sorry. 40 

 

SJH:   Well, look I think you need to read it and if you do have any issues with 

it you will need to notify us and the Council by close of business on 

Monday please. 

 45 

MR LEE:   This Monday? 
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SJH:   Yes. 

 

MR LEE:   Okay, thanks. 

 5 

SJH:   But speak to the Friend of Submitter before you go.  He has put his hand 

up so you know where he is.  I think you know that from the last time 

you were here, you are not as inexperienced as some in the room, 

Mr Lee, and he will help you out with that, thank you.  Mr Armstrong? 

 10 

MR ARMSTRONG:   No issues, sir. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Ms Janssen? 

 

MS JANSSEN:   No issues, thank you. 15 

 

SJH:   Ms McGuigan? 

 

MS McGUIGAN:   No issues. 

 20 

SJH:   Thank you.  Is there anyone we have missed?  All right, thank you.  

Mr Carranceja, did you make any progress? 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Yes, sir, I have sought instructions, sir.  The Crown’s 

position is that it appreciates where the Panel is coming from and the 25 

desire to make sure that decisions are being able to be issued and notes 

that, as you have pointed out, the Panel’s ability to do a wrap up plus 

reconsideration plus renotification should that become necessary.  So 

on that basis the Crown would be happy to take the approach of dealing 

with natural, cultural and heritage matters as part of the subdivision etc 30 

proposals.   

 

  [3.25 pm] 

 

 In terms of ramifications for that, that would require the Council to 35 

withdraw 2.2 of its memorandum.  In other words submissions about 

indigenous biodiversity, landscaping, coastal which they say is outside 

of scope is brought back in scope because from our perspective, sir, it 

was in scope because there was nothing else covering it.  So we would 

address you on that in the subdivision proposal, ditto with open space 40 

and we will undertake, sir, to make sure that we make it as efficient as 

possible, we will cross refer to that which occurred before, but my 

anticipation, sir, is that the evidence will still need to be quite tailored 

to each proposal and it will not necessarily, it will reduce duplication 

but we still need to assist you as best as we can to appreciate the natural 45 

cultural heritage provisions of this proposal. 
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SJH:   Can we just explore this, I do not want to be difficult about it, because 

we have discussed it at some length, but just let us explore it a bit 

further.  If you are addressing evidence around those matters from your 

experts on, say, subdivision, the Council surely is not, how do I put 5 

this, how is that going to be different from what comes up in the stage 3 

matters?  Because if we decide on your evidence on a certain set of 

objectives, policies and rules, it is unlikely that we are in the stage 3 

matter, reach a completely different conclusion. 

 10 

MR CARRANCEJA:   I would like to think so, sir. 

 

SJH:   It is possible of course. 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   I would like to think so but I mean I am making big 15 

presumptions as to what the stage 3 submitters, well we do not have 

stage 3 submitters yet, they have yet to put in submissions. 

 

SJH:   No. 

 20 

MR CARRANCEJA:   What they may or may not say at stage 3.  But what we 

will do is undertake to, I mean we will do the best we can to provide 

you with the information you need to make sensible section 6 and 7 

decisions on each proposal leading up to the natural cultural heritage.  

We can do that sir, and we will try to - - - 25 

 

SJH:  Off the top of your head can you tell me the close of date for submissions 

on stage 3? 

 

MS WALSH:   4 September. 30 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   4 September. 

 

SJH:  So it is before you need to file evidence?  On this chapter on 

subdivision? 35 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   So we will know what our submission will say, and 

then we will have to go through what the other submissions say, and 

then further submissions et cetera.  But we, yes, the further submissions 

open on 18 September. 40 

 

SJH:   Well, look, I mean I am happy to make as part of the orders for this that 

leave remains open right up to the hearing for you to make application, 

Mr Carranceja, to amend this.  But I think to cover this off at this stage 

we really do need to make an order that the evidence is filed. 45 
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MR CARRANCEJA:   Yes sir. 

 

SJH:   And I think the Council needs to work with you around this because this 

clumsiness, if I can put it that way, has come about by stage 3 as 

suddenly appearing and all these matters being stuck into stage 3.  It is 5 

not the responsibility of the Crown, I accept that, but we  have all got to 

try to do our best around it, so I will reserve that leave, but noting what 

I have said that I expect some conversations to take place very urgently 

around these matters. 

 10 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Sir, and does that mean for the immediate future we 

will not be lodging a memorandum on Monday, because at this point in 

time - - - 

 

SJH:   Well, you possibly will need more time, can I come back to that, and we 15 

will extend time if that is necessary, but there is a red line version not 

due until Thursday 15 October.  An answer may be is that the relevant 

bits of stage 3 that have now been notified should find their way into 

subdivision for example, in an objective, policy and rule so that it is 

adequate. 20 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Yes sir. 

 

SJH:   Because each chapter on its own should be adequate as well as, in my 

view, and I think Judge, do I speak for you, and you Mr Neill, it should 25 

be adequate on its own, but also the overarching thing should be 

consistent with it and also adequate with it. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Yes, and I think that is right, and the concern I have got is 

that we have to sign off on the requirements of the Act for each 30 

decision we make, and we have got to be careful making comparisons 

to the subdivision hearing we have just had, bearing in mind the 

relatively confined set of provisions that ended up being supported by 

parties at the stage, and the assurances given that subdivision control in 

a pragmatic sense would still be there for the relevant issues that we 35 

were asked to defer.  So obviously we have got to be careful about 

these things in terms of requirements of the Act. 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Yes sir, I mean something that I think the Council and 

the other parties, including us, will have to think about is there is 40 

already a deferral decision from this Panel for some of those objectives 

and policies in stage 1 subdivision to be deferred to stage 3. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Yes, the implication being accepted of the parties on the 

basis of vested (ph 4.47) - - -  45 
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MR CARRANCEJA:   Correct sir, we may have to rethink that depending on 

how we want to approach it.  For example if we were to do what the 

Chair has suggested to me earlier, which is to have evidence called on 

these important section 6 issues in the subdivision hearing, we might 

want to bring that stage 1 stuff into that hearing rather than continue to 5 

- - -  

 

  [3.30 pm] 

 

SJH:   Yes, but my understanding – I wasn’t on that Panel – but my 10 

understanding was that was with the agreement of all parties, number 

and number two.  There was an assurance given by the Council to the 

Panel that the existing plan had sufficient safeguards in the meantime.  

Now we simply, as of this moment time, do not have that. 

 15 

MR CARRANCEJA:   That’s appreciated, sir, and part of the difficulty I am 

working to and again there’s a timeframe, we just don’t know what the 

other submitters views are - - - 

 

SJH:   In stage three? 20 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Not just in stage three but in terms of all the 

submissions on all the proposals on stage two which have natural and 

cultural heritage ramifications, sir. 

 25 

JUDGE HASSAN:   And Mr Carranceja, going back to that suggestion you just 

made about the possibilities around the few the matters we’ve just 

heard, be very mindful that those matters have been heard and as 

matters stand, the Panel understands itself under an obligation to try to 

issue a decision. 30 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Yes, sir. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Now if you are intending to revisit and I am not 

encouraging to do that but if you are wanting to, you need to think 35 

about all that and put your application in for whatever you are asking 

for very quickly. 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Yes, sir. 

 40 

SJH:   All right, we will just see what Ms Scott responds to this. 

 

MS SCOTT:   Sir, I don’t have anything to add to that discussion and I think 

what you have suggested is sensible. 

 45 

SJH:   I expect you will cooperate to solve the problem. 
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MS SCOTT:   Absolutely, yes, and those discussions are already underway and 

have been underway this morning as well. 

 

SJH:   All right, Mr Hutchings, you will have to stay in touch with all of this 5 

stuff as it goes on, we have got to leave that to you. 

 

MR HUTCHINGS:   Yes, sir. 

 

SJH:   If we extend the time until close of business next Friday and close of 10 

business Monday, is that sufficient time for parties to get together and 

consider this matter? 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   I would like the Council to respond, sir, because my 

own personal view is if we are going to file a memorandum, a planner a 15 

lot of the information is actually held by Council regarding who are the 

submitters that - - - 

 

SJH:   But I think we envisaged yesterday that the Council would become a 

party to this memorandum. 20 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   That is the case, sir, but at this stage I have not heard 

from the Council as to whether they are on board with seeking any 

deferral. 

 25 

SJH:   Well I am not sure if Ms Scott is in a position to say yay or nay to that. 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   That is part of the difficulty, sir. 

 

SJH:   Well that is why I am suggesting we give you an extension until at least 30 

Friday and if that is a problem you can always apply to extend it further 

if there are grounds made out. 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Thank you, sir. 

 35 

SJH:   All right, so as to the Order made yesterday regarding the filing of that 

memorandum, that will now be extended until 5.00 pm next Friday.  

When can you file the – excluding this matter which we have given you 

until next Friday on – when can you file the updated statement of issues 

covering the other matters we have gone through today?  I presume 40 

they are all acceptable to go on the statement of issues. 

 

MS SCOTT:   Yes, sir, they are, so we can do that Thursday next week. 

 

SJH:   All right, thank you. 45 
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MS SCOTT:   Thank you. 

 

SJH:   Medication is set down for 21-22 October, Mr Mills is the facilitator.  

Does any party or submitter have an issue with that date?  Thank you.  

Expert conferencing, again with Mr Mills as facilitator, is Thursday 5 

24 September, do any Council or submitters have issue with that date?  

Thank you.  You agree with the red line version by Thursday 

15 October, Ms Scott? 

 

MS SCOTT:   Yes, sir, I was just going to suggest a week prior to that filing 10 

that, thank you. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  You are suggesting a week prior, so the 8th? 

 

MS SCOTT:   A week prior to the 24th. 15 

 

SJH:   Of September? 

 

MS SCOTT:   Yes, or a week prior to the conference. 

 20 

SJH:   All right, so that is 17 September? 

 

MS SCOTT:   Thank you, sir. 

 

SJH:   All right, thank you.  Your evidence by Thursday 15 October?  We will 25 

come back to the witnesses at the moment.  Submitter evidence - does 

anyone take issue with 29 October?  And rebuttal evidence by 

5 November, anyone take issue with that?  And that is on the basis at 

the moment and subject to any Orders made on this memorandum we 

have referred to that will cover off the inadequacies noted in the, in 30 

particular the Crown submission but any other submissions relating to 

cultural heritage matters. 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Thank you, sir. 

 35 

  [3.35 pm] 

 

SJH:   All right.  The Evidence-in-Chief, Ms Scott, is to include the schedule 

recommending whether to accept, accept in part or reject submissions 

and a 32 assessment of the preferred version? 40 

 

MS SCOTT:   Yes sir. 

 

SJH:   Just repeat what we repeated at every one of these pre-hearings that if 

evidence is given that is to be given that has already been given by a 45 

party’s witness or a substitute for an earlier witness it should not be 
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repetitive.  If it has already been given it should be cross referenced.  

We do not need the full discussion of the superior documents, only 

where relevant.  They can be listed but only if someone takes issue 

should they be specifically mentioned.  

 5 

 The application for cross-examination, because you need leave to 

cross-examine and that includes submitters, is to be filed by Monday 9 

November by 3.00 pm and leave is required if you, the standard under 

the procedural document online is 10 minutes for cross-examination.  If 

any party or submitter seeks longer than that they should apply to us 10 

and give reasons why. 

 

 Evidence to be pre-circulated if you wish to serve by way of the 

website it is to be lodged at the Secretariat by 3.00 pm on the due date.  

If it is after 3.00 pm the submitter’s parties must serve directly.  The 15 

onus of the obligation remains on parties, not on the Secretariat. 

 

 If for some reason parties or submitters seek to file documents late they 

should file an application for leave giving the reasons as to the delay.  

Again, as we have said previously all of the evidence will be pre-read.  20 

The witnesses will be given the opportunity for a 10 minute highlights 

package, that is not a reading of the executive summary, it is a true 

highlights of what remains an issue.  If any party or submitter wishes a 

witness to have a longer timeframe than that they should apply. 

 25 

 Legal submissions will be brief legal opening.  There will be leave 

granted if parties wish to rely on written submissions to so do.  The 

closing submissions, they should be filed three working days prior.  

The closing submissions are more fulsome, again leave will be granted 

for parties if they wish to do so by notifying the Secretariat that they 30 

can rely on the written submission.  Parties addressing them they need 

to file them by 3.00 pm the day prior. 

 

 The hearing dates set down at the moment are Monday, Tuesday, 16/17 

November, Friday 20 November, Monday 23 to 27 November, Monday 35 

30 November and Tuesday 1 December, in other words 10 hearing 

dates.   

 

 I have already indicated the friend of submitters, any lay parties here 

who wish any assistance they should speak to the friend of the 40 

submitter before they leave today.  He can help you with any matters of 

procedure and process with what you should say or do.   

 

 Now what I now need to do is run through and just get an indication of 

the list of witnesses on the basis it will be full evidence at the moment 45 

Mr Carranceja - - - 
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MR CARRANCEJA:   Thank you sir. 

 

SJH:   - - - but that may change.  So Ms Scott. 

 5 

MS SCOTT:   Sir, as outlined at paragraph 3 of the Council’s memorandum, 

we have four definites and four maybes depending on how mediations 

progress. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Mr Carranceja? 10 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Sir, we would have, in terms of the Natural and Cultural 

Values, we would have a terrestrial ecologist, a freshwater ecologist, an 

expert on rural character and amenity, a landscape architect and a 

planner with an emphasis on those issues.  We will also have a witness 15 

dealing with the recovery needs, particularly with an emphasis on 

aggregate.  We will have a planner dealing with Fire Service and 

NZTA issues, and a planner wrapping up everything else sir. 

 

SJH:   Thank you. 20 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Thank you sir. 

 

SJH:   Regional Council going to call evidence? 

 25 

MS MEHLHOPT:   No sir, with the removal of the airport noise contour 

matters. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Ms Marks? 

 30 

MS MARKS:   I am advised my party will call a planner and a quarry 

operations witness. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Ms Walsh? 

 35 

MS WALSH:   Bridgeman Bridgeman & Rowland will be calling a planner.  

CB Norwood will be calling a planner and Te Runanga o Ngai Tahu 

will be calling a planner, cultural expert, an ecologist and a landscape 

architect.   

 40 

 Just a slight query about the hearing timetable sir, the second week of 

the Rural hearing will be going into the Papakainga chapter and most of 

those witnesses will be common witnesses for TRONT, so as a solution 

- -  - 

 45 

  [3.40 pm] 



 Page 31 

  

PHC:  CH17 Rural (Part) 07.08.15 

 

MS WALSH:   Yes, thank you, sir. 

 

SJH:   Mr Hutchings? 

 5 

MR HUTCHINGS:   Sir, for the Banks Peninsula Conservation Trust I’ll just 

be calling representative and for the Equis Trust, we’re also involved in 

the Industrial hearing, yesterday I indicated that we’re just calling 

traffic but upon reflection we’re actually going to cal traffic and 

planning and that will be the same for this too, yes. 10 

 

SJH:   Thank you. Ms Limmer. 

 

MS LIMMER:   Yes, sir, I have filed a memoranda setting out the witnesses - - 

-  15 

 

SJH:   Yes. 

 

MS LIMMER: - - - you just need to read them out for each of the submitters? 

 20 

SJH:   Just to put it on the record. 

 

MS LIMMER:   Yes, sir. For Fulton Hogan they will be calling a Fulton Hogan 

representative, an economic expert, a recreation expert, groundwater 

treatment expert, air quality expert, noise expert, landscape expert, 25 

traffic expert, probably two to three ecologists and a planning witness. 

 

 The Isaac Conservation and Wildlife Trust will be calling a 

representative from the Trust, a witness from the Department of 

Conservation, potentially a landscape witness, potentially a hydrologist 30 

and an ecological expert and a planning witness, that same planner will 

cover the submission on Isaac Asphalt as well. 

 

 And the CAPG will be calling a quarry industry consultant, and most 

likely, sir, that will be the same witness that Council calls, an economic 35 

expert, a landscape expert, an air quality expert potentially depending 

on mediation, three industry representatives from amongst the members 

of the CAPG, traffic expert and acoustic expert and a planning witness. 

 

SJH:   Thank you. Mr Schulte. 40 

 

MR SCHULTE:  Sir, for (INDISTINCT 2.00) the witnesses are the same as 

from this morning, a planner and the submitter himself. 

 

 For Mr Maloney at this stage, if evidence is to be called it’ll probably 45 

the same from the submitter. 



 Page 32 

  

PHC:  CH17 Rural (Part) 07.08.15 

 

SJH:   Thank you. Ms Nicol. 

 

MS NICOL:  The Airport will be calling planning, noise and company experts, 

a water planning evidence, Orion planning and company evidence and 5 

Radio New Zealand company witness. 

 

SJH:   Thank you. Ms Robinson. 

 

MS ROBINSON:  Thank you, sir, Canterbury Sports Limited will be calling 10 

planning evidence and the submitter will speak to the submission as 

well. 

 

SJH:   Thank you. Mr Cross, are you going to call evidence or speak to a 

submission or what? 15 

 

MR CROSS:  Given what CAPG are planning, we would like the option to 

keep a couple of potential witnesses open. 

 

SJH:   All right, so we’ll note you could call two witnesses. 20 

 

MR CROSS:   Thank you. 

 

SJH:   Thank you. Are they expert witnesses or lay witnesses? 

 25 

MR CROSS:   One of them might be an expert, the other one would be a lay. 

 

SJH:   Thank you. Ms Arnott. 

 

MS ARNOTT:   Yes, we’ll be calling an ecologist and a lay witness. 30 

 

SJH:   Thank you. 

 

MS ARNOTT:   Thank you, sir. 

 35 

SJH:   Professor Bagchi. 

 

PROFESSOR BAGCHI:   Sir, we will be speaking to our submission only, no 

witness. 

 40 

SJH:   Thank you. Mr Lewis? 

 

MR LEWIS:   No witnesses, sir. 

 

SJH:   Thank you. Mr Mora? 45 
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MR MORA:   Just myself as a lay person and may be two expert witnesses, sir. 

 

SJH:   Thank you, Mr Mora. Mr Sulzberger? 

 

MR SULZBERGER:   Yes, sir, I will be speaking to myself, thanks. 5 

 

SJH:   Thank you. Mr Cook? 

 

MR COOK:   Yes, sir, as a planner I’ll be speaking to submission 2061, 2228, 

2461 and 2468, and it’ll just be myself. 10 

 

SJH:   Thank you, if you just pop back to the second row – Mr Nixon? 

 

MR NIXON:   Each of the three parties I enumerated before will be calling a 

planning witness. 15 

 

SJH:   Thank you, Mr Nixon. Mr Turpin? 

 

MR TURPIN:   Thank you. Thank you for your considerations this morning, if 

I hope we’ll solve our things in mediation, if we don’t, I’ll expect one, 20 

maybe two lots of evidence. 

 

SJH:   Thank you. Ms Trelewen? 

 

MS TRELEWEN:   No witnesses, sir. 25 

 

SJH:   Thank you. Ms Andrew? 

 

MS ANDREW:   Thank you, sir, we have mediation for I think next week, so 

depending on the outcome of that we may be speaking to the 30 

submission. 

 

SJH:   Thank you. 

 

MS ANDREW:   And maybe the submitter as well – sorry, I’m a representing a 35 

colleague of mine, so I’m not entirely sure but it’ll be either - - -  

 

SJH:   So if mediation is not successful you wish to call in evidence or just a 

witness or just submit? 

 40 

MS ANDREW:   It would be planning evidence and - - -  

 

SJH:   Okay. 

 

MS ANDREW:   - - - if the submitter may - - -  45 
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SJH:   All right, well we’re note - - -  

 

MS ANDREW:   - - - just as well 

 

  [3.45 pm] 5 

 

SJH:   If the mediation is successful in any of these cases, if you notify the 

Secretariat as quickly as possible so we can know who will be calling 

witnesses or not.  Now, who is next, Mr Lee, is it? 

 10 

MR LEE:   No, no witness, thank you. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Mr Armstrong? 

 

MR ARMSTRONG:   No witness, just a submitter. 15 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  If you come over to the second row, Ms Cook. 

 

MS COOK:   I will be speaking to my own submission. 

 20 

SJH:   Thank you.  Mr Pinnell? 

 

MR PINNELL:   Speaking to my own submission and calling a planner. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Mr Hodgeson? 25 

 

MR HODGESON:   Planning witness, sir, and a lay witness from the 

horticultural sector. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Mr Pinnell? 30 

 

MR PINNELL:   Just in reference to issue number 36 with the Council’s 

position is for re-zoning matters to be addressed in the zone chapter 

where it has been proposed.  If that is the case I do not believe we will 

call any witnesses as part of this.  If that is not adopted by the Panel 35 

then we will be calling a planning witness, infrastructure witness, 

landscaping, a client representative, legal counsel and potentially traffic 

and geotechnical. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  If you just pop into the front row, Ms McLeod. 40 

 

MS McLEOD:   Thank you.  Transpower will be calling a planner and a 

company witness. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Ms Aston? 45 
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MS ASTON:   The Federal City Developments will be calling a planner and 

possibly an agricultural expert amenity to character expert and a 

company representative and Service will possibly be calling a planner. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  At the back row, Ms Janssen? 5 

 

MS JANSSEN:   No witness, sir.  

 

SJH:   But you will be speaking to your submission? 

 10 

MS JANSSEN:   Yes, well my husband will be. 

 

SJH:   Right.  Ms McGuigan? 

 

MS McGUIGAN:   I will be speaking to the submission and no witnesses, sir. 15 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Have we missed anyone out?  Sorry. 

 

MR PIERCEY:   Thank you.  We will be speaking to the submission, thank 

you. 20 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Now is there any other matters anyone wishes to raise?  The 

friend of submitter is here to help those submitters; we’ve identified 

that.  Any council have anything they wish to raise?  All right, do any 

submitters have anything to raise or wish to raise?  All right, well we 25 

look forward to hopefully being able to sort these things out when we 

get the memorandum, Mr Carranceja. 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Yes, sir. 

 30 

SJH:   We understand the difficulties but we are all doing our best to work 

through it. 

 

MR CARRANCEJA:   Absolutely, sir, thank you. 

 35 

SJH:   And we will adjourn until Monday morning at 9.30, thank you. 

 

ADJOURNED [3.49 pm] 


