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MEDIATION REPORT 
 
Specific Purpose Zones (Part) (Stage 2) of the Proposed Christchurch Replacement District 
Plan 

 
To: Independent Hearings Panel – Christchurch Replacement Plan 

 
From:  John Mills, Environment Commissioner – Mediator 

 
This is a record of mediation outcome held for this topic. It is prepared in accordance with Clause 
10(4)) of Schedule 3 to the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 
2014. 
 
This report covers mediation sessions on the following Stage 2 Specific Purpose Zone topics: 
 
Specific Purpose (School) Zone and Specific Purpose (Tertiary Education) zone  
 

(i) Wording of Objectives and Policies;  
(ii) Yard Setbacks for the School Zone and Tertiary Zone;  

 
Specific Purpose (School) Zone 
 

(iii) Assessment Matters, including transport matters  
(iv) Provision for churches in the Specific Purpose zone compared with churches in the 

Residential Zone. 
 

Specific Purpose (Tertiary Education) Zone  
 

(v) Stepped building heights for the University of Canterbury sites.  
(vi) Sale of alcohol in the Specific Purpose (tertiary education) zone for the Dovedale site  

 
Specific Purpose (Hospital) Zone  
 

(vii) The boundaries of the Specific Purpose (Hospital) Zone (in particular St Margaret’s 
Hospital, Hillmorton Hospital, and Wesley Hospital) 

(viii) The built form standards package (balancing the needs of intensification, height, 
amenity, and public safety and interfaces of Hospital sites)  

(ix) Relationship with the Specific Purpose (Hospital) Zone with underlying zone (in 
particular St Margaret’s Hospital 

(x) The formatting of Standards 
(xi) Vehicle Access Provisions 
(xii) Appropriateness and Application of assessment matters for restricted discretionary 

activities.  
 

Specific Purpose Zone – General (ie applies to more than 1 zone) 
 
(xiii)  Setbacks from Orion Lines  

 
Specific Purpose (Defence Wigram), Specific Purpose (Cemetery), and Specific Purpose (Styx Mill 
Transfer Station) 
 

(xiv) Specific Purpose Cemetery Zone – Comprehensive Consent issue  
   

Summary of Matters the Panel will be required to determine as identified at the Mediation: 
 
- Landscaping requirements in relation to the UoC Dovedale site.  
- The recession plane rule proposed for the SP (Tertiary) Zone on road boundaries  
- The appropriateness of rules relating to the sale of alcohol from the Dovedale site 
- The definition of site (item g) and the apportionment of parking at the UoC between 

the three sites.   
- The rezoning to OMF for Elmwood Park sought by the Elmwood Club in Stage 3, 

insofar as it relates to the Stage 2 alternative zoning for the Heaton Intermediate 
playing fields.  

- Fencing requirements for Hillmorton Hospital  
- Provision for the ‘comprehensive consent approach in the SP (Cemetery) Zone .  
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Session 1: Specific Purpose (School) Zone and Specific Purpose (Tertiary Education) zone 
 
Wording of Objectives and Policies (Issue 20)  

 
 
Attendees: Glenda Dixon and Hamish Anderson (#2123, CCC); Andrew Henderson (Beca/CCC), 

Penny Lemon (#2464 UoC, #2269 CPIT); Matthew McCallum-Clarke and Victor 
Walker (#2387 Crown/MoE); Frances Lojkine (#2387 Crown/CERA); Ainsley McLeod 
(#2387 Crown/NZFS); Bryce Carter (#2211 Toni Carter)  

 
UoC and CPIT are generally happy with the changes promoted by the Council, and request minor 
wording changes to Objective 21.7.1.3 and Policy 21.7.1.1.1 (amended numbering).  Council 
advised it had no issue in principle with the changes and would consider alternative wording.  
 
Bryce Carter noted concerns over the amendments to notified Objective 21.7.1.1(a)(iii) and (iv), 
and Policy 21.7.1.1.2(a), and was concerned that the provisions were watered down when 
compared to the Operative Plan. CCC explained that the changes were in response to the need for 
flexibility for UoC and CPIT, with an emphasis on growth and diversity, while retaining the 
balancing of the needs of the institutions and the community.  The uncertainty comes from the 
community not having information on the scope of developments. Mr Carter noted this was a minor 
concern and would not be taken to the Panel, but he would like further discussions around the 
wording.   
 
The parties discussed Policy 21.7.1.3.1 (and the equivalent 21.6.1.2.1 in the SP (Schools) Zone) 
regarding alternative development provisions that would apply when land was no longer used for 
education purposes,   and whether the policy should allow development compatible with ‘the 
surrounding area’ or whether it should be more specif ic and refer to ‘identified alternative zoning’.  
The parties agreed, after some discussion, that Policy 21.6.1.2.1 should be amended such that it 
referred to ‘identified alternative zoning’ as this provided more specificity and certainty, particularly 
when there may be more than one adjoining zone. There was agreement that the change would 
apply in both the Tertiary and School Zone, although the policy may take slightly different forms as 
they deal with slightly different issues.  (NB Change not made to date as no sub sought this).  
 
MoE noted that the Crown had sought the deletion of Objective 21.6.1.2, and considered that the 
change proposed by Council did not relate to the submission.  Council considered that it was not 
appropriate to delete the provision as it was an overriding objective, and had thought the change 
was in scope.  The parties agreed that the link was appropriate provided the reference to the 
‘surrounding area’ was removed, and the link explained, otherwise an alternative submission 
would be found to rely on. 
 
 
Session 2: Specific Purpose (School) Zone and Specific Purpose (Tertiary Education) zone   
 
Yard Setbacks for the School Zone and Tertiary Zone (Issue 21) 

 
Attendees: Glenda Dixon, Josie Schroder, David Falconer and Hamish Anderson (#2123, CCC); 

Andrew Henderson (Beca/CCC), Ed Jolly (#2464, UoC) Penny Lemon (#2464 UoC, 
#2269 CPIT); Nick Boyes (#2351, Rangi Ruru Girls School); Bob Nixon (#2147, 
Catholic Diocese and others); Matthew McCallum-Clarke and Victor Walker (#2387 
Crown/MoE); Frances Lojkine (#2387 Crown/CERA); Ainsley McLeod (#2387 
Crown/NZFS); Bryce Carter (#2211 Toni Carter)  

 
School Zone  
 
Rangi Ruru Girls School accept the Council’s amendments and will not prepare evidence. 
 
Bob Nixon considered the issue quite narrow. The submitter’s schools were often co -located 
historically with churches, and the proposed setback and site coverage rules create issues.  The 
submitter simply seeks equality in the rules between churches in the Schools zone (not scheduled 
but seeking this) and churches in the Residential zones (currently scheduled) because as drafted 
there are different rules for churches depending on their location, when the effects are the same.  
 
Council is concerned with road setbacks and site coverage in particular.  Glenda Dixon noted that 
the site coverage for a church on a scheduled site was 50%, and 40/45% in a school zone, and 
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that there was a 6mroad boundary setback in the Residential zones for a scheduled activity, and 
10m in the School zone where the alternative zoning is RS. Nick Boyes pointed out that where the 
alternative zoning is RMD as for Rangi Ruru, the road boundary setback would be 4m and so 
Rangi Ruru would not favour scheduling for Rangi Ruru, which is in the School zone.  
 
The parties generally considered the issue relatively vexed, and it was complicated by the fact that 
Scheduling was to be heard as part of the Stage 3 hearings, and the issue would at least partly be 
resolved at that stage.  The parties agreed to request to the Panel that Issue 26, relating 
especially to coverage and road setbacks for schools and churches on the same site, be 
deferred until stage 3. CCC's solicitors subsequently advised that they did not consider this 
issue to be strategically important for the Council, so were not prepared to seek this 
deferral. 

 
Tertiary Zone  
 
UoC and CPIT are generally happy with the proposed road and internal setback rules. However 
they do not agree with the exclusion of car parking within the setback, and in relation to the 
Dovedale site offered a 5m landscape strip along the road boundary.  Jos ie Schroder indicated 
that Council was happy with a 5m strip.  Bryce Carter did not agree, and considered a reduction in 
landscaping (NB this is in fact an increase from the 1.5m standard in the notified chapter) would 
reduce the buffer, and remained of the view that a reasonable strip is required to mitigate effects. 
A 5 m strip is not sufficient, and mitigation should be a package of planting, bulk and design of 
buildings.   The parties agreed that the landscaping requirements, particularly in relation to  
the Dovedale site, would be a matter for the Panel to determine.  

 
 
Session 3:  Specific Purpose (School) Zone  
 
Transport Matters (Issue 28) 
 

Attendees: Glenda Dixon, David Falconer and Hamish Anderson (#2123, CCC); Andrew 
Henderson (Beca/CCC), Neil Gow, Pete Summers and Ainsley McLeod (#2343, The 
Elmwood Club Inc.); Matthew McCallum-Clarke and Victor Walker (#2387 
Crown/MoE); Frances Lojkine (#2387 Crown/CERA); Ainsley McLeod (#2387 
Crown/NZFS);  

 

David Falconer noted that his Stage 1 evidence indicated that Chapter 7 dealt with network issues 
but not amenity issues with respect to schools within residential areas.  MoE accepted this view 
but considered that there was an overlap in the provisions as currently worded with the ITA 
provisions, and queried whether it was helpful to have an ITA assessment as well as further 
assessment at the resource consent stage. The rule is only triggered when there is a front yard 
intrusion, and this could create a permitted baseline argument.  
 
Council and MoE agreed to retain Matter of Discretion 21.7.3.3 (a), and to amend Matter of 
Discretion 21.7.3.3 (b) by prefacing it with “Where an ITA has not been provided, …”.   
 
 
Session 4:  Specific Purpose (School) Zone  
 
Provision for Churches in the Specific Purpose (School) Zone (Issue 26) 

 
Attendees: Glenda Dixon, David Falconer and Hamish Anderson (#2123, CCC); Andrew 

Henderson (Beca/CCC), Neil Gow, Pete Summers and Ainsley McLeod (#2343, The 
Elmwood Club); Matthew McCallum-Clarke and Victor Walker (#2387 Crown/MoE); 
Frances Lojkine (#2387 Crown/CERA); Ainsley McLeod (#2387 Crown/NZFS);  

 
Although this session was organised under the topic of provision for Churches in the School Zone, 
this had been dealt with in Session 2. This session focussed instead on the submission of the 
Elmwood Club and the NZFS (not listed for mediation).  
 
NZFS 
 
Council’s position was that provision for fire fighting  water supply should be in Chapter 6. NZFS 
sought agreement that the built form standard would be included in the revised proposals, with 
their location to be determined in Stage 3. Council queried whether only parts of the provisions 
were relevant, and Ainsley McLeod advised that there were two types of provision, being those for 
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zones with reticulation consistent with the NZFS Code (including the Tertiary zone), and those that 
were not (such as some school zones).  
 
Ainsley McLeod noted that the position had been agreed in Residential Stage 2 and Rural, so 
there was no debate on the form of the rules, just their location, which was a matter left for the 
Stage 3 – General Rules and Procedures hearing 
 
Glenda Dixon indicated she would seek advice on Council’s position and confirm. A rule was 
subsequently included in the proposal as amended by mediation, similar to that in the notified 
Chapter 6. 
 
Elmwood Club 
 
The submitter indicated this was a site specific matter, being the concept of a shared facility for a 
group of sports clubs in Merivale.  The concept involves a shared facility on the Bowling Club site, 
which would be extended to include others such as the Cricket Club.  The facility would extend 
partly onto the Heaton School site, which presents some issues as the zoning of the Bowling Club 
site and the Heaton School site differ.  The submitter seeks that the underlying zoning of the 
Heaton School part of the proposal be amended to Open Space Metropolitan Facilities in order 
that the building does not straddle two zonings. It was stated that the Club had had discussions 
with MoE and that there was agreement in principle.  
 
Glenda Dixon indicated that this was in part a Stage 3 issue as the Open Space Zoning is a Stage 
3 matter, and noted she had received no advice from the Council’s Parks team on this issue. The 
submitter did not consider this relevant given that the proposal did not require any Council land , 
and if it was a facility built by the school there would be no issue.  The Elmwood Club intend to 
build and own the building, but there would be no land ownership changes.  
 
Council staff considered the matter should be addressed in Stage 3 and were not in a position to 
offer a view at this mediation. The Elmwood Club considered the matter needed to be addressed 
in part at Stage 2 as the panel had indicated that zone change requests need to be advanced in 
hearings for both the zoning as notified and as sought by the submitters. The submitter expressed 
concern that if the matter was not raised in Stage 2, they did not want to  be told in Stage 3 that 
there was a scope issue because they had not raised it in Stage 2.  
 
Mr Walker for the MoE indicated he was unaware of the proposal. It transpired that the submitter 
had liaised with a local representative. The Ministry did want as a general principle to support 
shared community use.  
 
The parties agreed to meet outside the mediation, but evidence would be requi red so that the 
submitter did not run into a scope issue at Stage 3.  The rezoning, insofar as it relates to Stage 
2, will be a matter to be heard by the Panel.  
  
 
Session 5: Specific Purpose (Tertiary Education) Zone 
 
Stepped building heights for the University of Canterbury sites (Issue 22) 

 
Attendees: Glenda Dixon, David Falconer, Josie Schroder and Hamish Anderson (#2123, CCC); 

Andrew Henderson (Beca/CCC); Edward Jolly, Sonia Barker and Penny Lemon 
(#2464, UoC); Bryce Carter (#2211, Toni Carter); Penny Lemon (#2269, CPIT)  

 
Josie Schroder considered that a move away from the stepped building heights to a recession 
plane was a simplification of the rules.  UoC agrees. CPIT considered the rule would be restrictive 
for its Hassals Lane site, but not for current planned developments there and they would not 
pursue it.  
 
Bryce Carter indicated that the form and bulk of buildings for neighbours is an issue. The 
recession plane is a significant difference to the notified stepped heights.  He indicated that the 
Community had expectations based on the stepped height rules that were indicated in the previous 
Master Plan, and now that the rules were going to a recession plane approach NB recession 
planes from road boundaries are not currently proposed for the Dovedale site) there would likely 
be concerns.  The parties agreed that there was not likely to be agreement on this and the 
rules regarding recession planes from road boundaries would be a matter for the panel.  
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Session 6: Specific Purpose (Tertiary Education) Zone 

  
Sale of alcohol in the Specific Purpose (tertiary education) zone for the Dovedale site  (Issue 
25) 

 
Attendees: Glenda Dixon, David Falconer, Ruth Littlewood, Josie Schroder and Hamish 

Anderson (#2123, CCC); Andrew Henderson (Beca/CCC); Sonia Barker and Penny 
Lemon (#2464, UoC); Bryce Carter (#2211, Toni Carter); Peter Harding (#2180, Ilam 
& Upper Riccarton Residents Association)  

 
Ruth Littlewood explained the Councils Local Alcohol Policy and its relationship with the District 
Plan. The District Plan provides broad parameters and the LAP guides individual licencing 
applications. It is a provisional Policy at the moment and a hearing is likely in late 2016.  Licences 
are notified so the Community can have input.  The Policy cannot be inconsistent with the District 
plan, and appropriate zoning or resource consent is needed before a licence can be sought.  The 
only locational restriction in the provisional LAP is that no new off licences should be located in 
zones other than Business zones. 
 
Rule 21.7.2.2.4 NC2 states that the sale of alcohol between the hours of 11pm and 7am from any 
part of the Dovedale Campus is a non-complying activity.  The UoC opposes this and seeks to rely 
on the general city rules in Chapter 6, and queried why it was not a restricted discretionary activity 
here, as the matters of discretion were robust. Other parts of the Campus already had outle ts. 
Glenda Dixon noted that the Dovedale Campus is close to residential areas.  
 
The IURRA was concerned with the sale of alcohol from the Dovedale Campus, and considered 
the Licencing Committee had no teeth.  Enabling the sale of alcohol from the Dovedale  Campus 
will transform the amenity of the area by enabling the potential for night time activities.  Bryce 
Carter also opposed the sale of alcohol from the Dovedale site, although noted that he could 
accept the non-complying status between the hours of 11pm – 7am, but greater control was also 
needed during the day. UoC noted the ability to drink on campus already existed; the issue was 
where it was sold from.  
 
The parties could not agree on the appropriateness of rules relating to the sale of alcohol 
from the Dovedale Campus and the matter will therefore need to be determined by the panel.  
 

The University and CPIT have sought an amendment to the definition of ‘site’, because under the 
Stage 2 notified version of the definition of site (item g) this would mean that parking would need 
to be provided on each UC site.  Under the parking rules in Chapter 7, parking must also be 
provided on the same site as the activity. However as a result of this amendment, car parks would 
need to be provided at the Dovedale site for activities on that site whereas, the UC considered that 
for parking purposes as well as for land use activity purposes, the whole of the university campus 
should be considered one site.  
 
The parties acknowledged that the issue is where to apportion parks, and how to manage them, 
which is difficult given that students and courses move between campuses.  Penny Lemon noted 
that land uses at the University are quite fluid in location and the nature of the activities meant that 
parking should be interchangeable between sites. Implementing the parking rule would be difficult, 
as it is based on FTEs, and students can be based across various areas. Penny Lemon noted the 
Plan treats the University as one site, and the problem is that the parks don’t serve buildings but 
the campus as a whole. Council and the residents considered that parking shou ld still be 
apportioned, but the UoC did not agree with the Councils approach. The issues around the 
definition of site for parking purposes and apportionment of parking at the UoC will be a 
matter for the Panel.   
 

 
Sessions 7 – 12: Specific Purpose (Hospital) Zone  
 

Sessions 7 – 12 were combined given the same parties were present for each.  The topics 
included were:  
 
7. The boundaries of the Specific Purpose (Hospital) Zone (in particular St Margaret’s 

Hospital, Hillmorton Hospital, and Wesley Hospital)  (Issue 13) 
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8. The built form standards package (balancing the needs of intensification, height, 
amenity, and public safety and interfaces of Hospital sites)  (Issue 14 

9. Relationship with the Specific Purpose (Hospital) Zone with underlying zone (in 
particular St Margaret’s Hospital (Issue 16) 

10. The formatting of Standards (Issue 17) 
11. Vehicle Access Provisions (Issue 18) 
12. Appropriateness and Application of assessment matters for restricted discretionary 

activities (Issue 19).  

 
Attendees:  Scott Blair, Josie Schroder and David Falconer (#2123, CCC); Andrew Henderson 

(Beca/CCC); Jane Anderson (#2082, Christchurch Central Methodist Mission); 
Jonathan Clease (#2280, Nurse Maude); Sam Flewellen (#2085, Pegasus Health); 
Kim McCracken (#2296, St Georges Hospital); Jane Murray, Brad Cabell and Andrew 
Willis (#2360, CDHB); Claire Kelly (#2387, Crown/MoH); Frances Lojkine (#2387 
Crown/CERA).   

 

Scott Blair indicated that he accepted the SPZ Hospital zoning sought by the Methodist Mission.  
 
Jonathan Clease confirmed that Nurse Maude agreed with Scott Blair’s evidence on the rezoning, 
and indicated that no evidence would be prepared. There would be legal submissions to address a 
scope issue.  There were four areas that required some clarification, as fo llows:  
 

 Check the definition of ‘ancillary’ to make sure any changes agreed in other Proposals did 
not have an impact on this Proposal.  

 Car parking Buildings are permitted under Rule P10 but appear to also be caught by RD6 
in relation to Urban Design Matters.  

 A new assessment matters relating to traffic had been included with that relating to 
storage, and given they addressed different matters, should the assessment matter be 
split? Josie Schroder confirmed the Assessment Matter will be split.  

 Rule RD9 relating  to the redevelopment of Nurse Maude Hospital should have the same 
note as the other RD rules such that any application arising from noncompliance with the 
rule will not require written approvals and shall not be limited or publicly notified .  

 

Scott Blair agreed that these points would be addressed in the new red line version to be 
circulated.  
 
Pegasus Health and St Georges Hospital both accept Council’s evidence and would not call 
planning evidence. There would be similar legal submissions on the same scope issue.  
 
CDHB questioned the scope of the Nurse Maude site, and noted it had servicing issues. While it 
was satisfactory from a planning perspective, CDHB queried whether it could be rezoned, and 
servicing issues addressed at the consent stage.  
 
Rule RD7 and the 15m setback from residential boundaries was discussed, as there was also a 
built form standard requiring a 20metre setback for suburban sites, creating an inconsistency.  
Council is to confirm this matter. There was a double up between RD2 and RD3, as both referred 
to a breach of Rule 21.5.2.3.1.1. 
 
The parties discussed the fencing requirements.  CDHB is required by statute to have fences in 
some areas. The parties did not agree on the fencing provisions and the matter will require 
determination by the panel.   

 
Claire Kelly raised the following issues on behalf of MoH:  
 

 MoH would prefer a larger threshold than the present 1,000m2 as the trigger for consent 
as a RD activity. Perhaps buildings between 1,000 – 2,000m2 could be controlled, and RD 
over 2,000m2.  The matters of discretion could be reworded as matters of control.  

 The 20m road setback is too wide and should be 10m. 

 The 10m landscaping strips are too wide, and should be 5m to facilitate intensification.  

 Outdoor storage should be allowed in the landscape setback.  Council indicated that they 
would be happy to amend the provision such that it required screening when visible from a 
public place.  

 How would Assessment Matter 21.5.4 be applied, and who determines what a ‘character 
building’ is given it is not defined? Josie Schroder explained that this is intended to be a 
matter of discussion between parties and requires a balancing to be undertaken the 
landscape qualities of the site and surrounding areas.  
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Jane Murray indicated that there was duplication between Assessment Matter 21.5.4.2(a)( iv) and 
(vii). Council agreed to review this.  
 
Council officers considered the points raised and reported back as follows:  
 

 Council, MOH and CDHB are still in discussion in regard to activity status in respect to 
floor area, but may have a resolution.  

 The fencing issue is parked and there will be further discussions, noting that the issue 
only relates to part of the Hillmorton site.  

 Council continues to hold concerns over the road boundary setbacks and do not see them 
as overly restrictive given that a greater height is enabled.   

 There is potential for a 10m landscaping strip with appropriate planting, and an alternate 
approach to the setback was proposed that had the support of the parties, as follows:  

 
External Boundaries:  
 
- A 10 m setback comprising the 10m landscaping strip, with buildings up to 14 metres high 

provided for as controlled activity between the landscaping strip and up to 20m from the 
road boundary, and permitted thereafter up to 20 in height.  

 
Internal Boundaries: 
 
-   A 10 m setback comprising the 10m landscaping strip, with buildings up to 8 metres high 

provided for as permitted activity between the landscaping strip and up to 20m from the 
road boundary, and permitted thereafter up to 20 in height (as opposed to the 30m 
setback in the current proposal).  

 
Session 13: Specific Purpose Zone – General (ie applies to more than 1 zone) 

 
Setbacks from Orion Lines  

 
This session did not proceed as Orion and the MoE indicated they had reached agreement.  
 
Session 14:  Specific Purpose (Defence Wigram), Specific Purpose (Cemetery), and 

Specific Purpose (Styx Mill Transfer Station) 

 
Specific Purpose Cemetery Zone – Comprehensive Consent issue  

 
Attendees:  Peter Eman (#2123, CCC); Andrew Henderson (Beca/CCC); Viv Smith and Wendy 

Hickey(#2387 Crown/CERA).   
 
Peter Eman indicated that the issue related to the Crown’s submission seeking that a Policy be 
added to the SP (Cemetery) Zone relating to the comprehensive consent approach as opposed to 
the rule that addressed it in the notified Proposal.  
 
The Crown proposed the Policy as it was concerned that the “comprehensive consent approach” 
should be followed.  It was better as a policy than a note as now proposed by the Council, and 
aligns with Strategic Directions relating to the need to inc lude clear directions.  
 
Peter Eman explained that the comprehensive consent approach contained in the pRDP required 
all works likely to be required over the next 10 years for a cemetery requiring multiple consents to 
be applied for all at once. He considered such a requirement to be unreasonable, particularly for 
the Cemeteries zone. He did consider that integrated planning and joint applications is good 
planning practice.  
 
No rule is now proposed, and the concern is that a policy seeking to ‘ensure’ a co mprehensive 
approach would lead to an assumption that there would be a requirement in the rules to give effect 
to the policy, which the parties have already agreed there wouldn’t be.  
 
He was also concerned that including a policy in the Cemeteries chapter , but not elsewhere in the 
RDP, could lead to interpretations that this was a particularly important issue in the Cemeteries 
zone and, importantly, that it is not so important in the other zones in the RDP where multiple 
consents are more likely to be required. 
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Peter Eman indicated policy wording that ‘encouraged’ a comprehensive consent approach would 
improve the wording, but still left the issue of how such a policy in this zone, and not others, would 
be interpreted. The Crown considered that watering down the wording did not provide the clarity 
required. The parties could not agree on this issue and it is therefore a matter for the panel 
to determine.  
 
 

 
 
 
 

John Mills 
Environment Court Commissioner - Mediator 
15 October 2015 
 


