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BEFORE THE CHRISTCHURCH REPLACEMENT DISTRICT PLAN  
INDEPENDENT HEARINGS PANEL 
 
 

IN THE MATTER OF  the Resource Management Act 1991 and the 
Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement 
District Plan) Order 2014 

 
AND 
 
IN THE MATTER OF the Natural and Cultural Heritage Proposal (Stage 

3), and Tree T954, 277 Montreal Street 
 
 
 
 
RECONVENED HEARING: TOPIC 9.4 SIGNIFICANT TREES, 10 AUGUST 2016 
 
Supplementary Written Statement of Murray Brass, Resource Planner / Policy Advisor, 
Property Services Division, University of Otago 
 
For the University of Otago (submitter number 39) 
 
 
Introduction 
 
1. This written statement is supplementary to my Written Statement dated 3 August 2016. 
 
2. It is in response to the rebuttal evidence for the Civic Trust and Others of Ms Helen Lowe, Mr 

Bradley Cadwallader and Ms Diane Lucas. That rebuttal evidence introduced new material 
regarding tree T954. 

 
3. It is also in response to the Memorandum of Counsel for Christchurch City Council dated 9 

August 2016, which changed the position of the Council regarding criteria for scheduling. 
 

4. Given that the new material contained in rebuttal evidence was only provided on the weekend 
before the hearing, and the Council’s Memorandum on the day before the hearing, it would 
entail significant cost and inconvenience for the University to now arrange an appearance at the 
hearing. Therefore I request that this statement be tabled at the hearing. 

 
5. In terms of the material provided in rebuttal evidence, there are a number of areas of concern, 

which are outlined below. 
 

6. Despite the fact that the mediated agreement was reached in December 2015, the Civic Trust and 
Others did not specifically assess this tree until last Friday (5 August). As noted in my original 
written statement, there was no reference to any values of this tree in any of the evidence those 
submitters provided prior to then. The claims provided in rebuttal evidence are new material, so 
have not been able to be tested. 
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7. Mr Cadwallader states in his rebuttal evidence that “The tree is a very large specimen in my view 

and so I consulted with Mr Colin Meurk (Research Associate at Landcare Research) to obtain his 
expert opinion. He agreed that it was a significant specimen in his opinion and that it must be in 
the order of a century old. He also observed that while there are many lancewoods in Christchurch, 
there are very few of this vintage. I therefore support the retention of this tree on the schedule of 
significant trees.” 

 
8. Other than stating that the tree is very large, Mr Cadwallader relies on the expert opinion of Mr 

Meurk as his reason for supporting scheduling of the tree. Mr Meurk’s comments are only 
reported so are not able to be tested. 

 
9. Ms Lucas states that “this is a very substantial and old lancewood tree” as part of her assessment 

of landscape values. 
 

10. However, I refer to the Assessment Report attached to my original written statement, describing 
the tree as being 11m tall with a trunk diameter of 10cm. On the Department of Conservation’s 
website section on native plants it states that “Lancewood can grow up to 15 metres high, with a 
trunk 50 centimetres in diameter”.  (http://www.doc.govt.nz/nature/native-plants/lancewood-
horoeka/). It is therefore arguable whether this particular tree is so large and old that is has 
significance warranting protection, as claimed by Mr Cadwallader and Ms Lucas. 

 
11. Ms Lowe relies on the rebuttal evidence of Ms Lucas and Mr Cadwallader so does not introduce 

any new significant values, other than noting that there is no pressing need to deschedule the tree 
(which is not in itself any justification in favour of scheduling). 

 
12. In terms of the change of position by the Council, given the extremely late notice it is not possible 

to adequately respond other than to refer to the concerns raised in my original written statement 
regarding the lack of justification for the ‘50/50/30’ criteria for significance which the Council now 
returns to. However, I note their statement that “The Council respectfully submits that the Panel is 

entitled to err in the landowner's favour in these circumstances”. 
 

13. In summary, given that the Replacement Plan was notified with this tree not scheduled, and given 
the issues around the material which has been presented and the inability to now properly test 
that material, I consider that there is not a robust basis to justify adding the tree to the schedule, 
and it should remain unscheduled. 

 
 
 
 

9 August 2016 
 
 
Murray Brass      Date 
Resource Planner / Policy Advisor 
 


