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May it please the Panel: 

 

1 This memorandum is filed in accordance with the Panel’s direction of 21 June 

2016, on behalf of the Christchurch Civic Trust and aligned submitters (the 

Submitters), in response to the late submissions received after specific 

notification of property owners deemed to be affected by the mediation 

agreement reached between the Submitters and the Christchurch City 

Council (Council).    

Response to late submissions 

2 Due to the number of late submissions, and the time constraints on this right 

of reply, the Submitters have been unable to assess every submission 

individually. Therefore, a broader approach has been taken to the response.  

3 The Submitters wish to confirm that they still consider the mediated 

agreement reached with the Council to be appropriate.  

4 However, the Submitters understand that the Council is proposing to re-

assess all those trees which late submitters have identified as having a 

change in value since the original assessments were completed (at the start 

of the Christchurch Replacement District Plan process). The Submitters 

support this proposal, as if a tree has had a significant reduction in value (due 

to disease, loss of limbs in high winds etc) then it is appropriate for it to be 

excluded from the list agreed at mediation.  

5 Furthermore, the Submitters consider that where late submitters are able to 

present compelling evidence which shows a tree would no longer meet the 

tests for significance under the objective and policy framework, including 

evaluation against Policy 9.4.2.1.C (ii) and (iii), as supported in the 

Submitters’ closing submissions of 20 April 2016, it can also be removed 

from the list agreed at mediation. These are matters that provide for trees 

that would otherwise be considered significant, nevertheless not to be listed, 

if for non-arboricultural reasons (such as safety and earthquake recovery 

requirements), the listing would be inappropriate.  

The hearing 

6 The Submitters may wish to call arboricultural and planning evidence, the 

necessity and achievability of which will depend on the format the hearing 

takes and related matters.  
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7 In this regard, the Submitters advise the Panel that both Brad Cadwallader 

and Helen Lowe (arboriculture and planning experts respectively, who have 

been involved in the hearing for the Submitters previously) are unavailable on 

the indicated possible hearing date, as Mr Cadwallader has to appear in 

another hearing that was scheduled prior to the Panel’s direction and Ms 

Lowe likewise has commitments predating that minute.  

8 Instructing new experts is not feasible, due to both time and financial 

constraints.  

Dated 19 July 2016 

 

____________________ 

J M van der Wal / J A Robinson 

Counsel for the Christchurch Civic Trust and Aligned Submitters 


