


From: Sandra Johnson <sandra.johnson@medbury.school.nz>
Sent: Monday, 12 September 2016 11:19 a.m.
To: Chch Plan - Info
Subject: Fwd: 92 Opawa Road, Camperdown Elm - Facts incorrect and wrong tree in solar study
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To whom it may concern,

I have a number of concerns  re Mr Matheson’s evidence and Mr Moohan’s evidence and the solar study conducted on the Elm tree at 92 Opawa Rd.

Please see email below which I sent to Shane Moonhan, Richard Ball, Alan Matheson, Mr Conway and others this morning. Mr Ball suggested I contact you as soon
as possible outlining the inaccuracies in the evidence presented at the hearing.

We seek leave to submit the corrected information. I realise it is very late in the process to be challenging the information provided by the Council
but I have sent a lot of information to a variety of people but it obviously has not gotten through to the right channels.

I was unable to attend the hearings as I work full time and have been using all my leave to nurse my mother who was terminally ill with Motor Neuron
Disease. She passed away on the 17th August.
As you can imagine it has been a very stressful time for the family.

Mr Moohan insists he and Mr Matheson have not made a mistake but if you look at the emails and photos below you will see a very different version.

Begin forwarded message:

Dear Shane,
Thank you for replying.

With regards to your email dated 9/9/2016, I will go through the points you have mentioned. Overall a number of inaccuracies have created
a very misleading impression and evidential basis for the council’s position and the sworn evidence presented to the hearing panel …..

1. Confusion  (over position of tree relative to the house and the boundary)
Regretfully I must strongly disagree, there certainly was confusion in Mr Matheson’s evidence as to the location of the Elm.
It was stated the tree was on the boundary. Either it is or it isn’t. Evidence must be accurate.
You replied Mr Matheson  "could have been clearer in stating "The tree is located to the front of the property…” It would have been
far more accurate to say the tree is set back towards the house as it is  twice as close to house as it is to the boundary. The tree branches
are only 5oo mm from the house and it is 4.7 metres from the trunk to the house. However, it is 10.7 metres from the tree trunk to the
boundary. Please see photo below
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