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To the Independent Hearings Panel:- 

I wish to seek leave to table before the Hearings Panel the attached site specific 

list of spiritual facilities, confined to those sites (or parts of sites) where 

scheduling has been sought by the submitters and where the Council has 

recommended that those requests be rejected, or only accepted in part. 

I am appearing as the planning witness for the submitters, who are not 

represented by legal counsel, with the exception of submissions seeking the 

scheduling of Christ Church Cathedral (Church Property Trustees – Submission 

#3610) and the Cathedral of the Blessed Sacrament (the Catholic Bishop of 

Christchurch – Submission #3692). 

For this purpose I have adopted the proposed list of scheduled sites attached 

to Ms McLaughlin’s evidence. The list below only includes those sites or parts of 

church sites where the submitters still disagree with the Council.  

Explanation 

1. I received a copy of the supplementary evidence of Ms McLaughlin on 

Wednesday 16 March. This contains an extensive list of spiritual facilities 

which the Council seeks to have scheduled in the plan, a course of action 

which I strongly support in principle.  

2. However it became apparent to me having perused the list and Ms 

McLaughlin’s analysis, that while I agree that some sites or parts of sites 

containing spiritual facilities should not be scheduled, there are others 

where I consider scheduling, as sought by the submitters would still be 

appropriate. 

3. There is a significant practical difficulty in that while I can provide a 

verbal summary of the main points of my evidence at the hearing 

(currently scheduled for Tuesday 22 March), it is very difficult in 

practical terms to provide a site specific list, and certainly within the 10 

minute allocation provided for in my verbal summary of the evidence.  

4. I am also concerned that any points of remaining disagreement on site-

specific scheduling need to be accurately identified. This can only be 

done in writing, as having only received the evidence in the last few 

days there is otherwise no further opportunity for me to present 

evidence in writing.  

5. I have contacted Ms McLaughlin by email on 17 March, and she is 

supportive of the approach that I have suggested, and I have also 

provided a copy of this request to the Council’s legal Counsel.  

6. I reiterate that the list below only identifies those where there is 

remaining disagreement. The Hearings Panel can take it that in other 

respects I am in agreement with the Council’s schedule.  
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The submitters seek the following waiver: 

The tabling of the list attached to this request to clarify those proposed spiritual 

facilities which are proposed to be rejected or only accepted in part by the 

Council, and for which scheduling is still sought by the submitters.  

 

 

 

Robert Charles Nixon 

Planz Consultants 

Planning Consultant for the submitters 

 

Date: 17 March 2016 


