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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
1.1 My full name is Alan Ross Matheson. My experience and qualifications are set 

out in my evidence in chief for Priority Matter 2 (Temporary Activities) dated 18 

December 2014. 

 

1.2 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses 

contained in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014 and that I agree to 

comply with it. I confirm that I have considered all the material facts that I 

am aware of that might alter or detract from the opinions that I express, 

and that this evidence is within my area of expertise except where I state 

that I am relying on the evidence of another person.  The Council has 

agreed to me giving expert evidence on its behalf in accordance with my 

duties under the Code of Conduct. 

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 I have read the submitter evidence in chief dated 29 July 2016 and 3 

August 2016 relevant to my area of expertise. My rebuttal evidence is 

provided in response to the evidence in chief filed by the following 

submitters: 

 

(a) Helen Lowe for the Christchurch Civic Trust and Others (#3700, 

#3618, #3566, #3233, #3287, #3278 and #3270). 

 

3. ISSUE – UNDERTAKING FURTHER EXCEPTIONAL HERITAGE AND LANDSCAPE 

ASSESSMENTS. 

 

3.1 Ms Lowe at paragraphs 27 and 28 of her evidence in chief raises the concern 

that “This [raising the thresholds] appears to have been done in the face of 

clear evidence that shows that the higher thresholds will result in a significant 

number of trees that are significant or exceptional no longer being protected, 

with attendant significant adverse effects on the city’s landscape, amenity, 

historic and cultural heritage values.” 

 

3.2 Set out in this evidence is information to identify whether a significant number 

of trees not included in the proposed Option 5 would potentially have 

exceptional values and hence be considered as significant.  First, I provide 
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some background context to the manner in which the “exceptional” aspect of 

the tree assessments have been carried out. 

 

Operative Christchurch City District Plan 

 

3.3 The assessments undertaken by arborists in 1994 included an evaluation 

record template of factors and scoring.    The assessment of the weeping elm 

at 300 Stanmore Road  and its listing within the Category 1 – Heritage Trees 

list are included (as an example) as Attachment A.  Fifteen trees are included 

in “Category 1 – Heritage Trees”, with seven in the public realm (Cathedral 

Square and Botanic Gardens) and eight on private property.  The balance of 

the trees are classified as “Category 2 – Notable Trees”.  In the absence of 

any landscape or heritage evidence setting out an assessment of the merits of 

these trees, I consider the Council’s evaluation record approach with respect 

to these two factors, to provide an informative overview, rather than a detailed 

and professionally robust analysis, to qualify them as either heritage or notable 

trees.   

 

Proposed Replacement District Plan (‘pRDP) 

 

3.4 The assessments of the trees for consideration to be included in the pRDP 

were undertaken by arborists.  As part of their assessments, the arborists 

noted whether exceptional botanical, landscape or heritage factors were 

evident or applied.  Apart from the botanical factor, the other two factors were 

outside the competency of the arborists to assess.  Accordingly, any reference 

to these two factors are in the form of an “alert”, to signal that more detailed 

landscape and heritage investigation and analysis was required.  This work 

has not been carried out for the majority of trees due to time constraints, as 

outlined in my evidence in chief
1
. 

 

3.5 With respect to the heritage/cultural significance factor, the information the 

arborists identified were the potential age of the tree (ie over 100 years old) or 

if the tree was known to be within a heritage setting or if the tree was a taonga 

plant species for Ngāi Tahu.  Accordingly, the extent of this assessment is 

more in line with an identification of potential historic or cultural values, which 

has the effect of including trees on the schedule on an interim basis that may 

subsequently be removed once the detailed analysis and assessment has 

                                                   
1
Alan Matheson e Evidence in chief, 29 July 2016, paragraph 1.4 
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been undertaken.  Consistent with the notified proposal, where a tree has 

been identified as being over 100 years old, it has been included in the 

schedule as a significant tree. 

 

Mediated Agreement and Option 5 

 

3.6 Council’s position has always been that trees identified as having exceptional 

values are not to be removed on the sole basis that they do not meet 

“structure/health/shape” factors.  I note that 161 ‘exceptional’ individual trees 

are included in the revised proposal in addition to those that met the mediated 

agreement scoring of ‘fair/fair/poor’, and that those 161 trees continue to be 

proposed for scheduling in addition to the trees that meet the Option 5 scoring 

of ‘fair/good/fair’. 

 

3.7 In response to the concerns expressed by Ms Lowe, that adjusting the health 

and shape thresholds would result in the exclusion of known exceptional trees, 

I have reviewed the list of exceptional trees to ensure that any listed 

exceptional trees between the mediated agreement and Option 5 have not be 

accidentally omitted.  I can confirm that there are no omissions. 

 

3.8 In order to test whether there is potential for a tree having exceptional heritage 

values being excluded by the proposed Option 5 approach, I also undertook 

the exercise of identifying trees within a heritage setting (as contained in the 

revised proposal attached to Council’s closing legal submissions for Topic 9.3 

– Historic Heritage)
2
 that had not already been identified by the arborists as 

potentially having exceptional values.  That exercise produced the following 

information: 

 

Number of additional trees in mediated agreement 

within a heritage setting 

317 

Number of additional trees in mediated agreement 

within a heritage setting already identified with 

exceptional values 

53 

Number of additional trees in mediated agreement 

within a heritage setting with no identified 

exceptional values 

263 

Number of additional trees which are not included 198 

                                                   
2
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in Option 5 (ie do not meet the ‘fair/good/fair’ 

criteria) that are within a heritage setting 

(ie 68 are included 

within Option 5) 

Number of additional trees which are not included 

in Option 5 and have submissions in opposition  

48 

 

3.9 I note that none of the trees within the 161 exceptional trees already on the 

schedule are listed solely on the basis that they are within a heritage setting.  I 

am not surprised by that information, as the focus of Topic 9.3 – Historic 

Heritage has been on the heritage item and its context within its heritage 

setting.  The proposed rules and matters of discretion for Topic 9.3 – Historic 

Heritage are focused around extensions/alterations to existing buildings and 

the construction of new buildings.  There are no rules that relate to protection 

of trees or gardens within the heritage setting.   

 

3.10 In response to Ms Lowe’s contention at paragraph 24.1 of her evidence, I do 

not consider it appropriate to schedule a tree on an interim basis, just because 

of it being within a heritage setting or on a property that has a heritage 

building, purely to enable an assessment of its historic heritage to be 

undertaken.  I have addressed this matter at paragraph 7.8 of my evidence in 

chief.  I appreciate that the age of the tree being more than 100 years has 

been used as an interim measure by Council to identify trees that potentially 

because of their age (and for many the age is in combination with substantial 

size) should be scheduled to enable a landscape assessment to be 

undertaken.  However, the age of the tree does not equate with historic 

heritage. 

 

3.11 For clarity, when I use the term ‘historic heritage’ I am using the definition of 

‘historic heritage’ under s2 of the RMA and its use in s6(f) of the RMA.  In the 

same manner as any other site, structure, place or area is analysed for its 

historic heritage values, a consistent and robust method of information 

gathering and assessment would be required to be undertaken for a tree to 

meet the historic heritage test.  There would need to be clear evidence linking 

the tree to an important historical figure(s) who planted it, or showing that the 

planting was associated with an important historic event or is commemorative 

of an important historic event.  An example of a tree on private land that 

illustrates aspects of provenance is the “Shackleton Oak” on the Christchurch 

Polytechnic site on the corner of Ensors Road and Sullivan Avenue, as it was 
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planted by Ernest Shackleton while in New Zealand during his second voyage 

to the Antarctic. 

 

3.12 I note that in some of the Statements of Significance for Topic 9.3 – Historic 

Heritage, there is mention of trees or gardens in the setting description.  

However, there are no trees identified in these assessments that would 

constitute them being considered as historic heritage trees.  Given the level of 

investigation undertaken as part of the pRDP process and the knowledge of 

the Council’s Heritage Team, I consider it unlikely that amongst the trees 

excluded by Option 5, there are trees that would meet the criteria to be an 

historic heritage tree.  These trees are listed in Attachment B.   

 

Conclusion 

 

3.13 I can therefore confirm that I do not share Ms Lowe’s concern that a 

“significant” number of trees would be removed through the Council’s revised 

proposed Option 5 approach.  As noted above in paragraph 3.6, 161 trees 

have been included in the schedule on the basis of having identified 

exceptional values in addition to the trees that have been included because 

they meet either the mediated agreement threshold or Option 5 threshold. 

 

4. REVISED PROPOSAL 

 

4.1 An updated revised proposal (schedule only) following consideration of 

submitter evidence is provided as Attachment C to my rebuttal evidence.  No 

further changes have been made to the provisions of Topic 9.4 but some 

further adjustments have been made to the schedule of significant trees in 

reliance on the evidence of the Council's witnesses.  These adjustments are: 

 

(a) 116 trees that scored fair/good/fair on their assessments were 

inadvertently omitted from the schedule attached to my evidence-in-

chief due to an administrative error. None of these trees were the 

subject of comments opposing their inclusion. They have been added 

back into the schedule in Attachment C in light blue text because 

they meet the amended criteria.  

 

(b) The following changes based on rebuttal evidence from Mr Moohan 

and Ms Moore: 
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Tree Address Change Reference 

T407 22 Albert Terrace Change from remove 
to retain 

Moohan 21.4(a) 

T482 151 Cashmere 
Road 

Change from remove 
to retain 

Moohan 8.5 

T585 7 Daresbury Lane Change from retain to 
remove 

Moohan 21.4(c) 

T777 416 Ilam Road Change from remove 
to retain 

Moohan 3.4 

T890 32 Linwood Avenue Change from retain to 
remove 

Moohan 21.4(e) 

T936 387 Manchester 
Street 

Change from retain to 
remove 

Moohan 21.4(f) 

T937 387 Manchester 
Street 

Change from retain to 
remove 

Moohan 21.4(f) 

T1022 90 Park Terrace Change from remove 
to retain 

Moohan 21.4(g) 

T1025 
and 
T1026 

6 Peartree Lane Change from remove 
to retain 

Moohan 21.2 

TG6 46 Balrudry Street Change from retain to 
remove 

Moohan 21.4(b) 

T431 83 Bealey Ave Change from remove 
to retain 

Moore 6.4 

T820 39 Kahu Road Change from remove 
to retain 

Moore 6.4 

 

4.2 I also note that the schedules now differentiate (using coloured shading) 

between trees that have been the subject of landowner comments in 

opposition, and trees that have either had landowner support or no landowner 

comments in opposition.  The purpose of this differentiation is to enable the 

Panel to either apply an adjustment across all trees (whether or not they are 

opposed) or only in relation to trees whose scheduling is opposed.  My 

preference is the former, in the interests of applying a consistent approach, but 

I appreciate that this is a matter for the Panel.  

 

4.3 At paragraph 7.4 of my evidence in chief, I provided a table setting out the 

number of trees for each option and in comparison with the mediated 

agreement (Option 2).  As set out in paragraph 4.1 above, I have subsequently 

been advised that the numbers I was relying on related only to individual trees 

and did not include trees within groups.  This does not alter the numbers in 

paragraph 3.8 of this rebuttal evidence, but does alter the numbers in the table 

of my evidence in chief.  A corrected version of that table is provided below 

with the previous numbers shown in brackets for comparison: 

 

3723 CCC - Rebuttal evidence of Alan Matheson (redacted)
Page 8 of 9



 

28233981_1.docx                 7 

 

 Structure Health Shape Total No of 

Trees 

Scheduled 

per Option 

No of Trees 

Removed / 

Added cf 

Option 2 

Option 1 –  

Notified 

Proposal 

Good Good Good 404 -910 

(-792) 

Option 2 –  

Mediated 

Agreement 

Fair Fair Poor 404 + 910 = 

1,314 

(1,196) 

0 

Option 3 – 

Revised 

Proposal 22 

July 2016 

Fair Fair Fair 404 + 758 

=  1,162 

(1,060) 

-36 

(-136) 

Option 4 – 

Good 

Structure 

Good Fair Fair 404 + 510 = 

914 

(864) 

-284 

(-333) 

Option 5 – 

Good Health 

Fair Good Fair 404 + 445 = 

849 

(737) 

- 349 

(-459) 

Option 6 –  

Good 

Structure and 

Health 

Good Good Poor 404 + 320 = 

724 

(649) 

- 474 

(-547) 

 

 

 

 

 

Alan Ross Matheson 

5 August 2016 
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