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Evidence of Helen Lowe, Christchurch Civic Trust (3700) and Others, Chapter 9.4; Significant Trees 

Executive Summary 

i. My evidence addresses the importance of trees in the Christchurch context, 

including in the post-earthquake environment, and provision for their 

sustainable management through the proposed Replacement Christchurch 

District Plan (pRDP.) The submissions, and my evidence, centre on inclusion 

of significant trees on the pRDP schedule, where I retain outstanding concern 

about the Council’s proposal to no longer schedule significant trees on public 

land.  

ii. A mediated agreement has been reached with Council in respect to trees on 

private land, and I briefly discuss the reasons that gave rise to the 

Submitters’ concerns. I note that these reasons are addressed more fully in 

the evidence of Mr Cadwallader and Ms Lucas. In relation to the mediation, I 

set out why I believe the agreement the Submitters have reached with 

Council better achieves the purpose of the RMA than the pRDP as notified. I 

will be available to assist the Panel further if required. 

iii. The submitters have requested re-scheduling of a number of site specific 

trees, the majority of which have been agreed to through mediation. I set out 

my understanding of the current status of each request, but overall I support 

their inclusion on the pRDP. 

iv. The focus of my evidence concerns significant trees on public land, namely 

that the provisions of Chapter 9.4 do not appropriately differentiate between 

significant trees and the broad range of public realm trees. In particular, I 

have seen no evidence to demonstrate that the Heritage and Notable trees 

located on public land, which are currently listed under the Operative Plans 

but not proposed for inclusion on the pRDP schedule, do not warrant 

continued scheduling. My view is that scheduling is the most appropriate 

method for recognising and providing for their sustainable management and I 

request that they be included in 9.4.5 Appendices Trees. 

v. Overall, I was supportive of the proposed Objective, Policies, and Rules in 

Chapter 9.4 as notified, in terms of recognising the significance of 

Christchurch’s trees and the needs of the City’s recovery. This view informs 

my evidence on these provisions, but I retain concern that Section 9.4 overall 

does not appropriately differentiate between significant trees and the broad 

range of public realm trees. I have also considered that significant trees are 

particularly vulnerable to urban intensification and the effects of construction. 
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1 Introduction 

 My name is Helen Elizabeth Lowe. I hold the qualifications of Bachelor of Arts 1.1

(Geography) from the University of Waikato and a postgraduate Diploma in 

Social Science (Urban and Regional Planning) from the University of 

Stockholm. My Stockholm qualification was focused in the field of community-

based planning, including community revitalisation, and the assessment of 

effects on social and cultural values. 

 I practiced as a planner for eighteen years and was a full member of the New 1.2

Zealand Planning Institute (NZPI). I was also a member of the New Zealand 

Association for Impact Assessment. I undertook a wide range of planning and 

resource management work within both the public and private sectors, 

including: 

 Working with amenity character and notable tree provisions for 1.2.1

Manukau City Council (1985-7) and the former One Tree Hill 

Borough Council (1987-9); 

 Regional Manager of the NZ Historic Places Trust in Otago and 1.2.2

Southland, 1997-1999; 

 Alexandra flood protection and Greymouth water supply projects, - 1.2.3

2000 – 2001 (MWH Consultants); 

 Regional Manager, Transit New Zealand: Canterbury/West Coast, 1.2.4

2001-2003. 

 I have not practised as a planner for the past twelve years, but have 1.3

undertaken a planner’s role in coordinating submissions and evidence for the 

parties listed below with regards Section 9.4 Significant Trees. This has 

included participation in mediation.  

 I am authorised to give evidence on behalf of the following submitters (the 1.4

Submitters) insofar as their submissions relate to 9.4 Significant Trees: 

 Christchurch Civic Trust (3700);  1.4.1

 NZ Notable Trees Trust (3618); 1.4.2

 NZ Institute of Landscape Architects Canterbury West Coast 1.4.3

(3566); 

 Peterborough Village/Pita Kaik Inc. Society (3233); 1.4.4
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 Royal NZ Institute of Horticulture & Unitec Institute of Technology 1.4.5

(3287); and 

 NZ Arboricultural Association (3278) 1.4.6

 I am also authorised to give evidence on behalf of: 1.5

 Lindsay Carswell (3641) as it relates to a site specific tree, the 1.5.1

“Stanmore (or “Hadfield”) elm” (Ulmus glabra ‘Horizontalis’) on the 

site of the New World supermarket at 300 Stanmore Road;  

 Lady Barbara Stewart (3270), insofar as it relates to her submission 1.5.2

regarding the objectives and policies contained in Section 9.4 and 

site specific trees, specifically the avenue of lime trees (Tilia x 

europaea), hereafter “lime avenue” for brevity, on her property at 60 

Glandovey Road.  

 My evidence will also cover my own submission (3211) as it relates to: 1.6

 Site specific trees, namely: 1.6.1

 the avenue of Bartram’s Oaks (Quercus x heterophylla) (a)

located on Dudley Street (hereafter the “Dudley oaks”) in 

proposed Character Area 11, Dudley; and 

 the “Stanmore (or “Hadfield”) elm” at 300 Stanmore Road. (b)

 The objective, policies and rules contained in Section 9.4. 1.6.2

 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses 1.7

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

comply with it, subject to the clarification below. 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. 

 In accordance with Clause 7.2(b) of the Expert Witness Practice Note, I make 1.8

the following declaration: 

 I have made a submission (3211), and my evidence may result in a 1.8.1

benefit to that.  Nevertheless, I have been careful to endeavour not 

to advocate via this brief of evidence for the relief I seek. I have 

limited any evaluations, opinions I provide, to matters within my 

area of expertise and have provided them only to the extent that I 
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am satisfied they are based on sound planning-technical 

considerations.  

 I also wish to add that I consider that I will gain no direct, personal 1.8.2

benefit should my submission be successful, and that the 

submission was made out of concerns arising from my professional 

experience, and for the wider community and public good. 

 I understand that my over-riding duty in presenting evidence is to impartially 1.9

assist the Panel. I undertake to do so to the best of my ability and to place 

this duty above how this may affect my own submission. 

2 Scope of Evidence: 

 My evidence relates to the following matters with respect to proposed 2.1

Chapter 9.4, Significant Trees and 9.4.5 Appendices – Trees. In particular, I 

shall address: 

 The importance of trees in the Christchurch context, including in the 2.1.1

post-earthquake environment;  

 Listing of Significant and Exceptional Trees on private property and 2.1.2

the outcome of mediation; 

 The Council’s proposal not to list Significant Trees and/or 2.1.3

Significant Trees with Exceptional Values in the public realm, but 

instead to introduce general tree protection rules. I shall also 

address the Council’s new proposal
1
 to exclude State Highway (SH) 

corridors from the general tree protection rules; 

 Site specific trees not otherwise addressed, including the: 2.1.4

 Stanmore Elm (300 Stanmore Road); (a)

 Avenue of lime trees at 60 Glandovey Road;  (b)

 Bunya pine and Norfolk Island pine at Purau Station (c)

Homestead, 16a Camp Bay Road; 

 Group of five lime trees at 373 Manchester Street; and the (d)

 Bartram’s oaks avenue on Dudley Street  (e)

                                                      

1
 18 December 2015, redline version of Section 9.4, pRDP 
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 The objectives, policies and rules contained in Chapter 9.4, either 2.1.5

where changes were sought or as supported through submission, 

the latter including where changes have been made in response to 

other submissions, as shown in the Revised Proposal; and  

 The relief sought by the Submitters.  2.1.6

3 Key Documents 

 The key documents I have used, or referred to, in forming my view while 3.1

preparing this evidence are: 

 Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA); 3.1.1

 Christchurch Earthquake Recovery Act 2011 (CER Act); 3.1.2

 Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch (Recovery Strategy); 3.1.3

 Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013 (CRPS); 3.1.4

 Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) 3.1.5

Order 2014, including Schedule 4, Statement of Expectations; 

 Central City Recovery Plan (CCRP); 3.1.6

 Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP) and Monitoring Report; 3.1.7

 Natural Environment Recovery Programme (NERP); 3.1.8

 Greater Christchurch Transport Statement; 3.1.9

 Christchurch Transport Strategic Plan; 3.1.10

 Decision 1, The Strategic Directions & Strategic Outcomes;  3.1.11

 Decisions 7 and 12, Transport (Part);  3.1.12

 Section 32 Report, Stage 3, including Natural & Cultural Heritage: 3.1.13

 Appendix 6, Significant Trees Technical Report (Technical (a)

Report); 

 Appendix 9, Statement of Significance for Significant Trees (b)

& Groups of Trees; 

 Appendix 10, Economics of Natural and Cultural Heritage (c)

Assets. 
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 Section 32 Report, Stage 2, Residential:  3.2

 Appendix 19, Background Character Areas; 3.2.1

 Appendix 20, Christchurch Suburban Character Area Assessments; 3.2.2

and 

 Appendix 38, Category 1 and Category 2 Character Areas. 3.2.3

 I confirm that I have read the following evidence as it relates to Section 9.4 3.3

Significant Trees: 

 The Submitters: 3.3.1

 Mr Brad Cadwallader (arborist) (a)

 Ms Di Lucas (landscape architect) (b)

 Christchurch City Council (Council): 3.3.2

 Ms Caroline Rachlin (planning evidence-in-chief) (a)

 Mr Robert Graham (arborist, evidence-in-chief and rebuttal) (b)

 Mr Edward Sard (arborist, evidence-in-chief and rebuttal) (c)

 Ms Jennifer Moore (landscape architect) (d)

 Mr Peter Barnes (planning: open space) (e)

 Ms Helen Beaumont (strategic overview) (f)

 Dr Trevor Partridge (ecologist) (g)

 Other Parties, including: 3.3.3

 Mr Simon Miller (arborist; Fulton Hogan) (a)

 Mr Dean Chrystal (planning; Fulton Hogan) (b)

 Mr Andrew Craig (landscape architect; Orion) (c)

 Mr John Thornton (3600; arborist) (d)

 Mr Walter Fielding-Cotterell (3628; arborist) (e)

 Mr Michael Ostash (3661; arborist) (f)

 Mr Errol Hadfield (5076) – evidence of Mr David James (g)

(arborist) 
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 The record of expert conferencing was circulated on the day this 3.3.4

evidence was due. I have therefore only had limited opportunity to 

refer to the experts’ discussion in considering these matters, except 

as relayed verbally by CCC and recorded through the record of 

mediation for 19 November 2015. 

4 Terminology 

 When referring to “trees” I am using the term to encompass both solo and 4.1

groups of trees, of native and exotic species, and in some cases mixed native 

and exotic groups. 

 The pRDP refers to “significant trees” and/or “significant trees with 4.2

exceptional values”. As the difference between the two is not clearly 

distinguished in the pRDP and only a small number of significant trees have 

been assessed for their exceptional values, I will generally refer to “significant 

trees” except when specific discussion requires otherwise. 

 Appendix 4 of the Operative Christchurch District Plan (hereafter OCDP) 4.3

includes Heritage and Notable Trees. Appendix VII of the Operative Banks 

Peninsula District Plan (hereafter OBPDP), contains “Notable” Trees. 

Although the pRDP schedule of significant trees (9.4.5 Appendices – Trees) 

comprises trees from these preceding registers, in specific circumstances I 

will still refer to trees on the Operative Plans as Heritage and Notable Trees. 

This chiefly occurs where I am specifically referring to trees on public land 

that are not proposed for inclusion in the pRDP, particularly in Section 8 

below.  

5 Importance Of Trees To The Character Of Christchurch and 

Significance of the Current Schedules of Heritage and Notable 

(OCDP/OBPDP) Trees 

 There is a considerable body of research on the importance of urban trees, 5.1

both internationally and in the New Zealand and Christchurch contexts. 

Benefits include biodiversity, ecological and scientific benefits, urban design 
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and amenity values, and “the value of societal health outcomes in tree-

dominated urban landscapes is also starting to be recognised.”
 2
  

 Both Ms Lucas (see paragraphs 6-12, pp 3-4) and Mr Cadwallader (see 5.2

Section F, paragraphs 24-28, pp 7-8) have addressed the importance of trees 

to the overall landscape character and amenity of Christchurch. Ms Lucas, 

(para 7, pg 3) observes that “…Solo and grouped trees, exotic and native 

trees, particularly when of considerable presence through age, stature, 

landmark location or association, have been observed to contribute 

substantially to the landscape and amenity of Christchurch.” 

 Their evidence also addresses the OCDP’s current register of Heritage and 5.3

Notable Trees (Chapter 10, Appendix 4) as representing “a significant record, 

and arguably the cream, of Christchurch's notable trees” (Cadwallader, para 

60, pg 14.) Ms Lucas reaches a similar conclusion in paragraph 18, page 5. I 

also note Mr Cadwallader’s view that “many of Christchurch’s large, older 

trees on private land are “irreplaceable”, in the sense that they are unlikely to 

be replaced by new plantings due to higher density development.”
3
 

 I note, too, the evidence of Mr Fielding-Cotterell (3628), which addresses the 5.4

evolution of the Christchurch City register of significant trees over a 30 year 

period, in consultation with the community, and in recognition of 

Christchurch’s urban landscapes.  

 Their evidence accords with my professional experience of the importance of 5.5

significant trees in terms of landscape, cultural, and historic-heritage value, 

as well as the ecological and environmental benefits noted in the Technical 

Report.  

 I also agree that Christchurch’s significant trees are more important in 5.6

Christchurch’s post-earthquake environment, where there has been such a 

significant loss of built environment. From a social assessment perspective, 

their retention is correspondingly more significant in terms of providing 

continuity and strengthening sense of place, or turangawaewae, within the 

community.  

                                                      

2
 Spellberg I.F. and Given D.R., Trees In Urban And City Environments: A Review Of 

The Selection Criteria With Particular Reference To Nature Conservation In New 
Zealand Cities, Landscape Review 12(2), 2008 
3
 Cadwallader, paragraph 27, pg 8 
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 As set out in Ms Lucas’s evidence (paragraphs 9-11, pp 3-4) the pRDP seeks 5.7

to recognise the significance of trees, in terms of the values I noted in 

paragraph 4.6, through Objective 9.4.1. 

6 The Statutory Framework 

 Decision 1 of the Independent Hearings Panel, dated 26 February 2015, sets 6.1

out in full the statutory framework that applies, so I believe there is no need 

for me to repeat that in this evidence. Applying that framework to the matters 

in Chapter 9.4 which I cover in my evidence, I will simply note matters I 

consider of particular relevance, as they apply to those matters. 

 In terms of the Purpose and Principles of the RMA Ms Lucas
4
 has particularly 6.2

referred to the maintenance and enhancement of amenity values, the 

protection of historic heritage, and maintaining and enhancing the quality of 

the environment. I agree with Ms Lucas, but I believe Section 7aa, the ethic 

of stewardship, is also relevant with respect to Christchurch’s Heritage and 

Notable Trees.  

 In the context of the post-earthquake environment, I particularly note the 6.3

community feedback via the “Share an idea” exercise for the Central City. 

This was an extensive consultation process, undertaken for Christchurch’s 

recovery, and an important indicator of community choice, in which the desire 

for a “green city” was among the most consistently recorded outcomes.  

 I also consider it important that the importance of environment and amenity 6.4

are consistently articulated throughout the documents for Christchurch’s 

recovery, particularly giving thought to Christchurch’s recovery as a high 

quality and liveable environment. 

 In this regard, the NERP includes recognition of the natural environment’s 6.5

importance “to both our physical and psychological wellbeing, so actions that 

promote and protect our natural environment help us to flourish in life.”
5
 Areas 

of focus include to “retain and enhance trees for the many values they 

provide.”
6
 The values are recorded on page 29 and accord with those in the 

Technical Report. In addition, assessing, retaining, and enhancing 

biodiversity is identified as being important across Christchurch.
7
 

                                                      

4
 Lucas, paragraph 6, pg 3 

5
 NERP, pp 1-2 

6
 NERP, pg 12 

7
 NERP, pg 16 
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 Chapter 6 of the CRPS addresses the Recovery and Rebuilding of Greater 6.6

Christchurch. I consider Policy 6.3.2 Development Form and Urban Design 

particularly relevant to identifying and scheduling significant trees in that 

development is “to give effect to the principles of good urban design” … 

(albeit) to the extent appropriate.” These principles include (1), 

“Turangawaewae”, which encompasses consideration of elements such as 

“landmarks and features, historic heritage, the character and quality of the 

existing built and natural environment, historic and cultural markers…”  

 I also consider the CRPS’s Chapter 13 Historic Heritage, to be relevant, 6.7

particularly Objective 13.2.1: “Identification and protection of significant 

historic heritage” in terms of its direction to identify heritage items, their value 

and contribution to Canterbury’s character and sense of identity, and to 

protect them from inappropriate subdivision, use and development. The 

RMA’s definition of “historic heritage” includes natural resources, and in my 

experience, trees can be historic heritage items in their own right. For 

example, the Stanmore elm, and also the pre-European cabbage tree, 

located at Burnside High School, which is recorded as a Ngai Tahu route 

marker.
8
 

 Trees can also be of historic heritage significance through their association 6.8

with built heritage, such as the lime avenue at 60 Glandovey Road, planted 

by Robert MacDougall as an integral part of development of the house, a 

Category 2 Historic Place. The trees at Purau Station Homestead enjoy a 

similar heritage association.  

 The matters I have outlined above underline that recovery “is concerned with 6.9

all aspects of the wellbeing of communities”
9
. This is now reflected in 

Decision 1 on Strategic Directions and Strategic Outcomes, which sets out 

the “the importance of recognising, in such an objective, other important 

qualities and values of the City.”
10

 

 I believe Christchurch’s significant trees constitute an important part of those 6.10

“important qualities and values” that contribute to wellbeing, and also to 

creating a “high quality living environment” that ensures Christchurch remains 

“a desirable place to live, work, learn in and visit.”
11

 

                                                      

8
 Evidence of Michael Ostash, page 7 

9
 “What Is Recovery?”, LURP, pg 8 

10
 Decision 1, paragraph 153, page 41 

11
 LURP 4.6.3, pg 39 
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 Particular regard must also be had to the Statement of Expectations (SoE.) I 6.11

shall refer to it in the context of following sections. I shall also address other 

specific provisions, such as Strategic Objective 3.3.12 Infrastructure in 

relation to specific considerations. 

7 Significant and Exceptional Trees on Private Property and the 

Outcome of Mediation 

 The submitters’ concerns with respect to the proposed listing of Significant 7.1

and Exceptional trees are set out in the evidence of Mr Cadwallader and Ms 

Lucas. Mr Cadwallader’s evidence contains a Summary of Concerns in 

Section G (pp 8-9) and Ms Lucas’s paragraphs 13-28 (pp 4-7) are particularly 

relevant. 

 In particular, the Submitters were concerned that the assessment of the 7.2

OCDP and OBPDP schedules, undertaken for trees on private land only, was 

“vastly under-identifying acceptably significant trees”
12

, particularly given that 

the target population assessed was already a group of “elite” trees
13

. In 

addition, a small number of trees on private land that are currently listed were 

not assessed. 

 The schedules contained in Appendix 4 (OCDP) and Appendix VII (OBPDP), 7.3

already accord with the direction given by section 76 of the RMA with respect 

to trees on private land (“urban environment allotment”.) In order to achieve 

the purpose of the RMA it is important that a resource as significant as that 

encompassed by the current schedules must be fairly re-evaluated, in 

accordance with professional best practice, and consistent with nationally 

recognised standards. 

 I believe the outcome reached through mediation, in terms of the adjustment 7.4

to the Council’s new method (CTEM) and to 9.4.5. Appendices – Trees of the 

pRDP, as addressed in the rebuttal evidence of Mr Graham, better achieves 

the purpose of the RMA than the Plan as notified. It also more appropriately 

achieves Objective 9.4.1, and also Strategic Objectives 3.3.1, 3.3.7, 

particularly (b), and 3.3.9. 

 Particular regard must also be had to the statement of expectation (SoE). In 7.5

my view, maintaining a robust and fairly evaluated schedule of significant 

trees reflects the choice expressed by the Christchurch community for a 

                                                      

12
 Cadwallader, paragraph31, pg 9 

13
 Lucas, paragraph 18, pg 5 
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“green city” through the “Share an Idea” consultation. It also clearly 

articulates the values of significant trees and enables them to be recognised 

and appropriately managed in the Christchurch context.  

 With respect to the other SoE expectations, in particular (a) (i)-(iii), I consider 7.6

it relevant that the pRDP has lesser activity status for significant trees, 

compared with those in the OCDP (for Heritage/Notable Trees) and OBPDP 

(Notable Trees).  

Potential Fairness  

 With respect to the outcome of mediation, Ms Rachlin has raised the question 7.7

of potential fairness in Paragraph 26.2 of her evidence, as follows: 

“There, is however the potential issue of fairness of affected owners for new 

listings (where they are not the submitter).” 

 In my view, referring to the affected trees as “new listings” risks creating an 7.8

impression that these trees have not previously been scheduled. The trees 

affected by mediation are all currently scheduled on the OCDP as Heritage or 

Notable specimens, i.e. they are not “new” listings.  

 Owners with currently scheduled trees were sent a letter from Council 7.9

advising that their “tree is not proposed for scheduling in the new plan”. I 

have viewed the letter sent to Foodstuffs (South Island) Properties with 

regard the Stanmore elm. The letter clearly sets out that the proposed de-

scheduling is not certain and the opportunity to make a submission either 

supporting or objecting to the Council proposal is identified within the letter. 

 In fact, Foodstuffs did take the opportunity to make a submission supporting 7.10

the proposed delisting of the elm. Similarly, Lady Barbara Stewart (3270), 

made a submission opposing the proposal to de-schedule the avenue of 

limes on her property. I will address both these examples further under 

Section 9, Site Specific Trees, below.  

 In terms of potential fairness, all owners of currently scheduled trees have 7.11

had the same opportunity to support or oppose the pRDP proposal, and to 

address the relief sought by other submitters through further submission.  

 My observations relate to my understanding of the normal planning process, 7.12

but wider questions of fairness and natural justice will be addressed, as 

required, through legal submission. 
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8 Continued Scheduling of Currently Listed Trees On Public Land 

 The outcome agreed to in mediation related to scheduled trees on private 8.1

property only. It did not address the 724 Heritage/Notable trees currently 

scheduled on the OCDP and OBPDP that are located on public land. One of 

the reasons advanced for this is that there was insufficient time to undertake 

a re-evaluation of the currently scheduled trees using Council’s new 

assessment method (CTEM).  

 Council has also chosen to introduce a general rule to cover all trees in the 8.2

corridors, parks, public open spaces and reserves (the public realm), for the 

reasons set out in Section 7 (pp 11-13) of Mr Graham’s evidence; and 

paragraph 21.6 (pp 91-92) of Ms Rachlin’s evidence-in-chief. The evidence of 

Mr Barnes is also relevant. 

 None of the Submitters have opposed the general rule in terms of the wider 8.3

public realm concerns that the Council is seeking to manage. Their concern is 

with the appropriate recognition and management of Christchurch’s 

significant trees, including those on public land. The submitters seek that all 

significant trees on public land that are currently scheduled in Appendix 4, 

OCDP, and Appendix VII, OBPDP, continue to be scheduled under the 

pRDP. 

 I also note the outcome of expert conferencing as relayed by CCC at the 8.4

November 19 mediation: 

“CCC noted there was agreement among the tree experts for a two tier 

approach to the protection of trees in the public realm.”
14

 

 Although the nature of the two-tier approach is not recorded in the minutes, 8.5

Ms Moore does refer to the conclusions of expert conferencing.
15

. Her 

evidence suggests that the two-tier approach comprised “accepting a blanket 

approach plus undertake a full assessment (using a revised agreed 

assessment methodology) to identify exceptional trees” in the public realm. In 

this context, I note the problems discussed in relation to Significant as 

opposed to Exceptional Trees in paragraphs 11.9 and 11.10 below. 

 

                                                      

14
 Mediation Meeting Minutes, Topic 3, Protection of trees in the public realm - the approach to 

the protection of trees which are not identified within the schedule of significant trees, pg 9 
15

 Moore, paragraph 10.2, pg 11 
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The Importance Of Scheduling 

 Through my understanding of what has been reported from expert 8.6

conferencing, and consideration of the CCC’s evidence, I appreciate that 

there may be wider matters that the Council wishes to address in managing 

its public tree asset. However, in terms of recognising significance and 

providing for appropriate management of significant items and/or areas, I 

remain of the view, based on my experience with both heritage and 

infrastructure planning, that scheduling is the most appropriate method. 

 With respect to trees in particular, scheduling provides for the “significant 8.7

record” referred to in Mr Cadwallader’s evidence, which enables better 

targeting of non-statutory endeavours such as scientific research, community 

education, and the ongoing management and maintenance that may be 

required to a higher level than for trees generally, to ensure their longevity 

and health.  

 Scheduling also better enables early consideration when projects are 8.8

proposed, and provides for appropriate evaluation in subsequent resource 

management decision making.  

 The risk with relying solely on a general rule is that not only is the record of 8.9

significant items lost, but they are effectively devalued by everything being 

treated as having equal value. This was my experience when with the NZ 

Historic Places Trust in Otago and Southland, particularly in the context of 

unregistered (NZHPT) or unscheduled (DCC) buildings in Dunedin City’s 

extensive heritage and townscape precincts. Even when evidence of genuine 

significance could be presented, the opportunity to do so not only frequently 

occurred late in the decision making process, but was undermined by the 

extent of the precinct area where everything else was purportedly of equal 

value.  

 Scheduling also provides better protection for significant items from “reverse 8.10

sensitivity” effects. In my experience, trees are particularly vulnerable in this 

respect, even where they are well established when people choose to move 

into an area. Identifying those trees on public land that are significant, both 

through identification on maps and in the District Plan schedule, should 

ensure they will appear on LIMs requested for neighbouring properties. It also 

establishes a clearer understanding of the weight to be given their 

management and protection, relative to other public realm trees, which may 

be of lesser or mixed value.  
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 In this respect, I also note Mr Barnes conclusion that “the Tree Protection 8.11

rules at 9.4 of the Natural and Cultural Heritage Proposal are necessary for 

the protection of Significant Trees in public areas (reserves, parks and open 

spaces).” I believe retaining the Operative schedules
16

 of Heritage/Notable 

Trees will greatly assist with this protection and managing the situations Mr 

Barnes describes in paragraphs 6.3 to 6.4, and 6.8 to 6.12, pp 5-6. 

 For these reasons, I do not believe the proposed general rule precludes the 8.12

need to schedule significant trees in the public realm, or renders it 

unnecessary to retain the 724 currently listed in the OCDP and OBPDP, on 

the pRDP schedule.  

Other Considerations  

 Other considerations include that the proposed general rule is only intended 8.13

to apply within urban Christchurch, as defined in Appendix 2.2 of the pRDP.
17

  

 If the current schedule is not retained, there will be no record of significant 8.14

trees on public land outside of urban Christchurch – which excludes the 

Banks Peninsula ward. Yet Appendix VII, Notable Trees, of the OBPDP 

suggests that there are a reasonable number of significant trees on public 

land, including in the road reserve and areas such as the Garden of Tane 

(Akaroa). However, the general rule appears to not apply, except for the road 

corridor on Beach Road, Akaroa, between Bruce Terrace and Rue Jolie. 

 Mr Barnes specifically mentions the Garden of Tane (Akaroa)
18

 when 8.15

explaining the necessity for the proposed general tree rules. It is not clear to 

me, therefore, from paragraphs 21.13 and 21.14 of Ms Rachlin’s evidence, 

how “works to trees to parks, reserves and open space areas outside of 

urban Christchurch”, such as the Garden of Tane, are now intended to be 

provided for in light of the matters raised by Mr Barnes.  

 Other Notable trees affected include the avenue of lime trees at Cooptown on 8.16

SH 75. Planted in 1940 to commemorate the centenary of the Treaty of 

Waitangi, they are a significant landmark on the Christchurch-Akaroa route, 

which is a major route for both local and international tourism. Another 

example is the remnant kowhai (Sophora microphylla) at Ruapuna Park. 

                                                      

16
 Appendix 4, OCDP; Appendix VII, Operative Banks Peninsula District Plan 

17
 Rachlin, paragraph 21.14, pg 94 

18
 Barnes, paragraph 6.13 (a), pg 6 
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 In terms of the SoE (a) (i) – (iii) and the intention to reduce, by implication of 8.17

these provisions read together, compliance costs, I have been advised by 

Council’s Citywide Arborist Unit that: 

 The total number of currently recorded Council-owned trees in streets 8.17.1

and parks is approximately 108,369 (although there are more 

unrecorded trees); 

 Currently, 724 of listed Heritage/Notable Trees are located on public 8.17.2

land.  

 Although some of these 724 trees will be located on land owned by agencies 8.18

other than Council, e.g. NZTA, the number of scheduled, public realm trees is 

still only 0.67%: less than 1% of Council’s recorded public asset. In context, 

therefore, the number of public realm trees recognised as having Heritage or 

Notable status is relatively small. 

 In addition, in light of the pRDP’s public realm trees protected by Permitted 8.19

Activity Rule 9.4.3.2.1 P2 c., and that the Restricted Discretionary Activity 

rules for those trees and scheduled Significant trees are the same, it is 

difficult to see that the relief sought would result in a significant difference in 

consents generated. The main difference seems likely to arise for trees in 

Banks Peninsula ward, which currently appear to be unprotected. Yet the 

OBPDP’s Appendix VII is correspondingly smaller than the OCDP schedule, 

so I would not expect any increase in consents to be large. The benefits of 

scheduling would also still apply.  

Significant Trees In The State Highway Corridors  

 Under Paragraphs 21.15 to 21.20 of her evidence-in-chief, Ms Rachlin 8.20

proposes that the general rule not apply to trees in the SH network. I believe 

this underlines paragraphs 7.4 to 7.8 re the importance of scheduling 

significant trees, since this proposal will leave some highly significant trees in 

the SH network both unrecorded and unprotected.  

 These trees include: 8.21

 the Cooptown lime avenue discussed in paragraph 7.12;  (a)

 the “Yaldhurst gum” outside 314 Yaldhurst Road, SO 7221. A (b)

Tasmanian blue gum (Eucalyptus globulus), it is one of only 15 

Category 1 Heritage Trees identified on the OCDP schedule. I also 

refer to Mr Cadwallader: “Having recently measured and recorded 
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this tree I would agree with its heritage tree status (Appendix A, 

image 8).” 
19

 

 Ms Rachlin does not address the effects on these trees of her 8.22

recommendation with respect to the SH corridor. Nor is it addressed in the 

evidence of Mr Graham.  

 In total, I believe there are approximately 130 currently scheduled 8.23

Heritage/Notable trees within the SH network. The Cooptown limes (SH 75) 

encompass approximately 120 of these trees. The remaining trees that I have 

been able to identify from the Operative Plans comprise: 

 SH 75: Two Lombardy poplars (Populus nigra ‘Italica’) on Woodills (a)

Road, entering Akaroa; 

 SH 73: the Yaldhurst gum (Eucalyptus globulus)  (b)

 SH 1 (Main North Road/Motorway): 3 x Tasmanian blue gums (c)

(Eucalyptus globulus), a Monterey cypress (Cupressus macrocarpa), a 

manna gum (Eucalyptus viminalis), and a Wellingtonia 

(Sequoiadendron giganteum). 

 Given Ms Rachlin’s view that the general rule approach, in terms of the SH 8.24

corridor, is not consistent with Strategic Objective 3.3.12 Infrastructure
20

, I 

have given the objective particular consideration with respect to continued 

scheduling of the currently listed trees.  

 Particular considerations include that under section 176 of the RMA, NZTA is 8.25

only required to gain resource consent for activities outside its designation. 

The trees have also been present in the SH corridor for a considerable period 

(including the past five years of earthquake recovery). In addition, the 

Operative Plans’ schedules of Heritage and Notable trees are a “significant 

record”, which assists the NZTA, as requiring authority, to fulfil its 

responsibilities under Part 2.  

 I also note, with respect to the significant number of these trees that occur on 8.26

SH 75, that the Christchurch-Akaroa Highway is an important tourist route 

and that significant trees make an important contribution to the route’s 

amenity. A similar consideration is relevant for other significant trees, such as 

the Yaldhurst Gum, which is in a prominent “entry” location, given the SH 

system provides many visitors’ first experience of Christchurch. 

                                                      

19
 Cadwallader, paragraph 96, pp 21-22 

20
 Rachlin, paragraph 21.15, pg 94 
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 For these reasons, I do not believe continued scheduling would compromise 8.27

or undermine the role and function of the SH network as strategic 

infrastructure. It also provides for an appropriate balance, given the purpose 

of the RMA and the wider strategic overview, including Strategic Objective 

3.3.12 (c), in managing important resources and providing for the 

community’s wellbeing. 

 Overall, therefore, I believe retaining the scheduled status of the Operative 8.28

Plan’s Heritage and Notable trees in the SH network better achieves the 

purpose of the RMA and meets the statutory framework than not doing so.  

Significant Trees (Street) In Proposed Character Areas 

 Effectively, this is a specific subset of the general case in respect of 8.29

scheduled trees on public land. However, given the revision of proposed 

Character Area boundaries through the pRDP process, the only currently 

listed (OCDP) street trees that remain within a Character Area are the 

avenue of 25 (27 if two replacement trees are included in the group) 

Bartram’s Oaks (Quercus x heterophylla) in Dudley Street (CA 11 Dudley). 

For this reason, I consider the status of these trees, as a specific group, is 

more appropriately addressed under requests for site-specific relief (which 

has also been requested.)  

Ability To Include Currently Scheduled, Public Realm Trees In The pRDP  

 As I have already outlined, in my opinion scheduling is the best means of 8.30

identifying and managing significant trees, regardless of whether they are 

located on private or public land.  

 However, as Mr Graham’s evidence confirms, “Trees … on Council owned 8.31

land were not reviewed and are instead protected under the public realm 

mechanisms.” Yet the discussion above clarifies that this rule does not 

extend to a number of Heritage and Notable trees currently scheduled under 

the OCDP and OBPDP.  

 Ms Rachlin has indicated that she does not consider that the use of a 8.32

“grandfather protection” sought by several submitters is appropriate for trees 

that have been assessed using CTEM”
21

 Given, however, that the scheduled, 

public realm trees have not been re-evaluated, “grandfathering” or “rolling 

                                                      

21
 Rachlin, 19.25, pg 97 
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over” these trees may be the most practical means of providing for the 

continued maintenance and enhancement of their amenity value. 

 I believe this approach is viable if the tree’s original assessment and 8.33

associated Operative Plan scheduling may be relied upon as professional 

and robust. In this respect, I rely upon the evidence of Mr Cadwallader, 

particularly Section H, The Old Method, aka “Walter’s System.”
22

 I am also 

persuaded by the evidence of Mr Fielding-Cotterell on the development and 

application of the Old Method.  

 I have seen no compelling alternative evidence presented in either the 8.34

Technical Report, or in Mr Graham’s evidence, to persuade me that the 

original scheduling of the public realm trees was not justified. In the absence 

of any re-evaluation to the contrary, I have also seen no evidence that 

demonstrates that they do not merit continued recognition and appropriate 

management under the pRDP. 

 Regarding the potential for trees in poor condition to be included on the 8.35

pRDP schedule if rollover occurs, this process will not preclude future re-

evaluation from taking place, perhaps as part of the process mentioned in 

19.6 of Ms Rachlin’s evidence. In my view, for the reasons given in 7.4 to 

7.12 above, it is preferable for already scheduled trees to continue to be 

recorded for their Heritage and/or Notable values, and have issues such as 

poor condition addressed as need arises, rather than losing the record of 

significance altogether. This will ensure that the majority of the trees are 

appropriately provided for while allowing re-evaluation to take place as 

considered necessary. At that time, any trees that no longer merit scheduling 

can then be removed from the Plan. 

 In terms of fairness concerns, I believe these are minimal given the trees are 8.36

already scheduled on the OCDP, are in public ownership, and that the 

impression conveyed in the Technical Report was that significant trees on 

public land would continue to have some level of protection through the 

proposed general rule. Where submissions have been made in respect of 

specific trees, these can be assessed on a site-specific basis. 

Conclusion 

 Overall, I believe that retaining the OCDP and OBPDP’s 724 Heritage and 8.37

Notable trees on public land as scheduled trees better achieves the purpose 

                                                      

22
 Cadwallader, pp 10-11 
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of the RMA than the pRDP as notified. It also more appropriately meets 

Objective 9.4.1 and Strategic Objectives 3.3 1 (particularly (c) ), 3.3.7 

(particularly (b) ), and 3.3.9 (particularly (b)). I do not believe it is inconsistent 

with any of the Strategic Objectives, including 3.3.12 (Infrastructure.) 

 Relief Sought:  8.38

 Include the 724 Heritage and Notable trees on public land, including (a)

the State Highways, that re currently recorded in Appendix 4 of the 

OCDP and Appendix VII of the OBPDP Plan, in Section 9.4.5 

Appendices – Trees of the pRDP; 

 Ensure any exceptional botanical, heritage, and/or landscape values (b)

associated with the trees are recorded, e.g. for the Yaldhurst gum 

and Cooptown limes. 

9 Site Specific Trees On Private Land 

 The retention of the following site specific trees on the pRDP schedule have 9.1

been requested by the submitters through their submissions and during 

mediation: 

 The “Stanmore (Hadfield) elm” at 300 Stanmore Road on the New (a)

World supermarket site; 

 The lime avenue at 60 Glandovey Road; (b)

 16a Camp Bay Rd, Purau Station Homestead: Bunya pine and Norfolk (c)

Island pine 

 the group of five lime trees at 373 Manchester Street (d)

 the Dudley Street oak avenue (Character Area 11) (e)

The Stanmore (Hadfield) Elm (Hadfield, 5076; Carswell, 3641; Lowe, 3211; 

Foodstuffs, 3695) 

 The Stanmore elm is currently recorded as a Heritage tree on the OCDP. It 9.2

was initially excluded from the pRDP but has been reassessed by Mr 

Graham
23

 with a recommendation to reinstate it on the schedule for its 

                                                      

23
 Graham, evidence-in-chief, paragraphs 10.34 to 3.38, pp 25-26 
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exceptional heritage value. Mr Graham confirms this opinion in his rebuttal 

evidence: paragraphs 6.2 to 6.3, pp 7 - 8.  

 The elm has also been addressed in the arboricultural evidence of Mr James 9.3

(for Mr Errol Hadfield) and referred to in the evidence of Mr Cadwallader: 

paragraphs 74.1 (pg 16), 82 (pp 18-19), and 90 (pg 20.) A photo of the tree is 

included as Image 3 in Appendix A (pg 2.) The tree is also featured in 

Appendix A, pp 6 – 7 of Ms Lucas’s evidence-in-chief. 

 In his rebuttal evidence, paragraph 9, Mr Cadwallader supports the 9.4

assessment and conclusions of David James.  

 In addition, I note the following communication from Mark Christensen of 9.5

Anderson Lloyd, for Foodstuffs, made to the Friend of the Submitter, Richard 

Ball, on 15 December: 

“Yesterday I let the Council know that Foodstuffs has reviewed its position 

and considers that it is not able to further assist the Panel with evidence. 

Accordingly Foodstuffs will not be filing evidence after all, or appearing at the 

hearing.” 

 Relief Sought: That the Stanmore (Hadfield) Elm be confirmed on the 9.6

pRDP’s Appendix 9.4.5.1.1 -Schedule of Individual Trees with its exceptional 

heritage value recorded. 

The Avenue of Lime Trees at 60 Glandovey Road 

 Lady Barbara Stewart (3270) seeks that the avenue of lime trees remain 9.7

scheduled. In her written statement, she has provided more information on 

their heritage significance, including close association with a registered 

Category 2, Historic Place and Robert MacDougall. Mr Cadwallader also 

addresses the lime avenue in paragraph 91 (page 20) and includes a photo 

as Image 4, Appendix A. 

 In paragraph 6.4, page 8 of his rebuttal evidence Mr Graham recommends 9.8

that the lime avenue be reinstated on the schedule, recognising its 

exceptional landscape value. I also consider its exceptional heritage value, 

for the reasons included in Lady Barbara Stewart’s statement, should be 

recognised. 
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 Relief Sought: That the avenue of lime trees be confirmed on the pRDP’s 9.9

Appendix 9.4.5.1.2 -Schedule of Groups of Trees with both its exceptional 

landscape and exceptional heritage values recorded. 

16a Camp Bay Rd, Purau Station Homestead: Bunya pine and Norfolk Island 

pine 

 The trees are also addressed by Mr Cadwallader in paragraphs 92 to 93 (pp 9.10

20-21) and photos included as Images 5 and 5a, Appendix A (pg 3.) Although 

currently scheduled on the OBPDP, these trees were not assessed for 

exceptional (Heritage and Landscape) values during the pRDP CTEM re-

evaluation process. 

 The mediation record for 9 December records that both trees could be added 9.11

to Appendix 9.4.5 for their exceptional heritage value. They are included in 

Attachment A to Mr Graham’s rebuttal evidence.  

 Relief Sought: That the 16a Camp Bay Rd, Purau Station Homestead: 9.12

Bunya pine and Norfolk Island pine be confirmed on the pRDP’s Appendix 

9.4.5.1.1 -Schedule of Individual Trees with their exceptional landscape and 

heritage values recorded. 

Group of Five Lime Trees at 373 Manchester Street 

 The five lime trees were assessed individually through the pRDP re-9.13

evaluation, with three trees remaining scheduled and two proposed to be 

excluded. Peterborough Village/Pita Kaik (3233) identified that the trees form 

a group and requested that they be re-evaluated as such. Ms Lucas has 

included the trees in Appendix A, pp 14-15 of her evidence. 

 Mr Graham’s reassessment, recommending inclusion of all 5 trees as a group 9.14

for their “exceptional heritage value”, is addressed in paragraph 10.19, pg 22, 

of his evidence-in-chief and Ms Rachlin recommends acceptance in her 

Table 2, page 115. I share her understanding that the landowner, who has 

not submitted, supports the group being scheduled and that this has been 

conveyed to Ms Lucas, as representative of Peterborough Village/Pita Kaik. 

 However, I could not find the trees recorded as a group on Attachment A to 9.15

Mr Graham’s rebuttal evidence and the three trees (of the five that form the 
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group) originally proposed for continued scheduling still appear on the 

Attachment’s list of individual trees.  

 Relief Sought: I request that the full group of five trees be recorded on the 9.16

pRDP’s Appendix 9.4.5.1.2 -Schedule of Groups of Trees with its exceptional 

heritage value listed. 

10 Site Specific Trees On Public Land 

Avenue of Twenty Five Oak Trees (Quercus x heterophylla) On Dudley Street, in 

Character Area 11 (Dudley) – the “Dudley Oaks” 

 The Dudley Oaks are currently scheduled as Notable Trees on the OCDP. 10.1

My personal submission seeks their reinstatement on the pRDP. In my view: 

 The trees form a significant tree group in their own right; (a)

 They are a landmark in the area; and  (b)

 Significant in the context of the Character Area (11, Dudley.) (c)

 Ms Moore refers to “Dudley” in the context of a “selection of streets for further 10.2

assessment” (Scope, paragraph 2.3 d, pg 5) but no assessment has been 

presented. 

 Mr Graham addresses the Dudley Oaks in paragraphs 9.6 – 9.7 (pp 18-19, 10.3

evidence-in-chief.) He has not assessed them for their significance, but 

merely observed that: “trees that are in Character Areas will be sufficiently 

protected from felling by the permitted activity P2 in the pRDP.”  

 Mr Cadwallader, however, has considered the Dudley Oaks in paragraphs 10.4

122 to 124 (pg 26) of his evidence-in-chief: “the Dudley Street oak avenue is 

a significant (or notable) group of trees in the streetscape and the wider area 

and merit continued listing.” Ms Lucas includes the trees in her Appendix A, 

pp 20-21. 

 Mr Graham, albeit in another context, has also observed that Bartram’s oaks 10.5

“are not a rare species.”
24

 While this may be true in an international context, a 

Royal NZ Institute of Horticultural publication edited by Ron Flook states: 

                                                      

24
 Graham, Evidence-in-Chief, paragraph 9.5, pg 18 
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“This is a rare tree in New Zealand.”
25

 The particular tree Flook referred to is 

also recorded on the NZ Tree Register
26

 as being “a rare tree in New 

Zealand.” Mr Cadwallader has advised that he can assist the Panel further in 

this respect, if required. 

 I also consider it relevant, in the Character Area 11 (Dudley) context, that 10.6

both the Character Areas’ Section 32 report
27

, as well as Council’s evidence, 

emphasised the importance of street trees in forming the character of the 

area. When describing a survey of residents
28

, Mr Harris noted that street 

trees were “among the three most commonly noted contributors to 

character.”
29

 Figure 5 (pg 18) shows street trees ranked second among the 

aspects residents consider important in making up character. CA 11, Dudley 

also had the second highest rate of survey response.
30

  

 Although no pRDP re-evaluation has been undertaken, I believe expert 10.7

evidence and available information confirm the trees are significant. As set 

out in Section 8, and in particular paragraphs 8.6 to 8.12 above, I believe 

there are sound planning reasons for scheduling significant trees on public 

land. I also believe the Council’s proposal to de-schedule the Dudley oaks, 

which are a genuinely significant tree group, is inconsistent with the pRDP’s 

proposal to increase design control over private property in the same 

Character Area. 

 Since the Dudley oaks are significant in their own right, and the only currently 10.8

scheduled trees to remain within the proposed Character Areas, I believe a 

case can be made for their continued scheduling on a site-specific basis. 

However, I note that the wider public realm case, set out in Section 7 above, 

also applies.  

 Relief Sought: That the avenue of Bartram’s oak trees on Dudley Street be 10.9

scheduled on the pRDP’s Appendix 9.4.5.1.2 -Schedule of Groups of Trees 

and that an assessment for exceptional values, particularly landscape value, 

be undertaken. 

                                                      
25

 Royal NZ Institute of Horticulture 1994, Flook, R. (ed) An Introduction to the Notable Trees of 
New Zealand. Copy Press Nelson, pg 40 
26

 NZTR reference HBR/491 
27

 Stage 2: Appendices 19, Background Report On The Characters Areas; and Appendix 20, 
Christchurch Suburban Character Area Assessments 
28

 Evidence of Simon Harris: Partial Assessment of Benefits and Costs 
29

 Harris, paragraph 3, pg 3; reiterated in paragraph 5.8, page 8 
30

 Harris, 4.3 Response, pg 14 



 

24 

Evidence of Helen Lowe, Christchurch Civic Trust (3700) and Others, Chapter 9.4; Significant Trees 

11 Introduction To The Objective, Policies, Rules, and Assessment 

Matters 

 Overall, I supported the Objectives, Policies, Rules and Assessment Matters 11.1

as notified. I believed they recognised both the needs of the City’s recovery 

and the significance of trees in the Christchurch environment, discussed in 

Section 4, above. However, my involvement in the pRDP process on behalf 

of the submitters has highlighted concerns that the provisions of Section 9.4 

do not appropriately differentiate between significant trees and the broad 

range of public realm trees. I am also mindful that trees are particularly 

vulnerable to urban intensification and the effects of construction. All these 

considerations have informed my evidence on the Objective, Policies, Rules 

and Assessment Matters. 

Chapter Heading 

 Amending the chapter heading to “9.4 Significant and Other Trees” is 11.2

sufficiently broad to imply all trees. I believe simply renaming the chapter 

“Trees” would accurately reflect the matters managed by this chapter in 

establishing a resource management framework for both significant trees and 

the wider range of trees covered by the public realm tree protection rule. 

 Relief Sought: Amend the Chapter 9.4 heading, to read “9.4 Trees.” 11.3

12 Objective and Policies  

Objective 9.4.1 

 I support Objective 9.4.1 as currently worded and agree with Ms Rachlin that 12.1

“significant trees”, in the context of the chapter, encompasses trees 

scheduled under Appendices 9.4.5. I also believe it would encompass 

significant trees on public land, should these be added to the schedule. 

 In mediation on 19 November 2015, Ms Lucas noted that Policy 9.4.2.1 refers 12.2

to trees having significant heritage value and that this should also be 

accommodated in Objective 9.4.1. I agree that trees can have significant 

heritage value
31

, and that it would be appropriate to acknowledge this in the 

Objective. In terms of scope in submission, Mr Belton (3410) sought that “the 

level of protection for notable trees in the city is increased, not reduced.” I 

                                                      

31
 See Sections 4 and 5 of my evidence, and the evidence of Ms Lucas 
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believe this is sufficiently broad to enable heritage to be added to Objective 

9.4.1, by amending Clause a. ii as follows: 

“ii. heritage and cultural values 

 In my personal submission, I sought an additional objective recognising and 12.3

protecting landmark trees in Character Areas. I am now satisfied this is 

sufficiently provided for under Objective 9.4.1.  

Policy 9.4.2.1 

 Policy 9.4.2.1 as notified related to two matters: the protection of significant 12.4

trees and the protection of trees generally in the public realm. I considered 

the policy provided appropriate guidance on the range of matters that might 

affect trees. However, amendments are now proposed, as discussed below. 

 In terms of the proposal to split the original policy into 9.4.2.1 and 9.4.2.2,
32

 I 12.5

agree that it is important to distinguish between significant trees and the 

broader treatments proposed for trees in the public realm, many of which may 

not be particularly significant. 

 I also support the addition of Clause (d), which seeks to ensure that trees 12.6

continue to be assessed for their significant values and where appropriate 

added to the schedule.  

Restricting Assessment, Identification, and Scheduling To Trees On Private Land 

 I disagree, however, that the identification and scheduling of significant trees 12.7

should be limited to those on private land, for the reasons given in Section 8, 

above. I also believe Ms Rachlin, in citing the Christchurch Civic Trust’s 

submission (3700), has misunderstood its intent. While the submission 

sought to amend the original Policy 9.4.2.1 to “include private properties”, I 

think it is clear, from reading the Trust’s submission as a whole, that while 

seeking certainty that trees on private property are included, it does not seek 

to exclude significant trees on public land.  

 This is also true of the similar submissions of NZ Institute of Landscape 12.8

Architects, Canterbury/West Coast (3566) and Barbara Stewart (3270).  

 Relief requested: I therefore seek that the proposed addition of “on private 12.9

land” be deleted from Policy 9.4.2.1. 

                                                      

32
 Redline Chapter 9.4, 18 December 2015 
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Provision for Significant and Exceptional Trees 

 It was unclear, in the 4 November 2015 changes, whether “significant” and 12.10

“exceptional” were intended to operate as a two-tier system in the same way 

as “Heritage” and “Notable” in the OCDP. No clear definition is included in the 

pRDP or explanation provided in the Technical Report.
33

 The 18 December 

2015 amendments suggest that “significance” and “exceptional” assessments 

are intended as a two-tier system. While I support the clarification, I note that 

both Mr Cadwallader
34

 and Ms Lucas
35

 have expressed concern about lack of 

clarity between “significant” and “exceptional” trees and that very few trees 

overall
36

 have been assessed for exceptional values. 

 A further concern is that although trees can be “significant” for “botanical, 12.11

heritage, landscape, cultural, ecological and/or environmental” values, 

“exceptional” status is only determined on “botanical, heritage, and landscape 

values.” This differentiation has not been explained and I question whether 

trees could not equally well be significant for ecological or cultural reasons: 

for example, if they provide habitat for indigenous fauna (a matter of 

importance under NERP), or are significant to Ngai Tahu for cultural reasons 

aside from heritage. I also note that although Objective 9.4.1 references 

“amenity”, and this is an important consideration under section 7 of the RMA, 

it is no addressed in respect of significant trees (policy 9.4.2.1) but only public 

realm trees (Policy 9.4.2.2). I believe this should be remedied, with 

consequential amendments as required. 

 Relief Requested: I believe the following may resolve these concerns and 12.12

therefore request that Policy 9.4.2.1 be amended to read:  

“a. Identify significant trees where they are assessed as having significant 

and/or exceptional botanical, heritage, landscape, cultural, amenity, 

ecological and/or environmental value; and in addition  

b. Assess the significant trees for exceptional botanical, heritage and/or 

landscape values; and  

b. ListSchedule significant trees, including those with exceptional values, in 

the District Plan. 

c. During the life of this District Plan, to continue to identify and assess trees 

in accordance with the values set out in clauses a. and b., and where 

                                                      

33
 Cadwallader, paragraph 71, pg 15; also Section N, pg 20 

34
 Cadwallader, Section N, pg 20 

35
 Lucas, particularly paragraph 60, pp 12-13 

36
 Approximately 17, of the 380 scheduled in the pRDP as notified 
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appropriate, introduce a plan change(s) to list significant trees, including 

those with exceptional values, in the District Plan.” 

 Note: I have amended “List” to “Schedule” for consistency with 9.4.5 12.13

Appendices – Trees, which contains “Schedules”, and will continue to do so 

from now on. 

Policy 9.4.2.2 Tree protection – Listed Trees and Trees in the Public Realm. 

Protect from in appropriate physical works: 

 The concern with respect to “significant” and “exceptional” trees also applies 12.14

to Policy 9.4.2.2, given that the protection is stressed as “particularly” 

applying to exceptional trees. Yet as above, very few trees have actually 

been assessed for exceptional values. As Mr Cadwallader and Ms Lucas 

have also made clear, even the “significant” trees are already an elite 

collection of trees. I believe a broader expression of Policy 9.4.2.2 i. would 

better meet these concerns and implement both Objective 9.4.1 and Strategic 

Objective 3.3.1 (c).  

 Relief Requested: Amend Policy 9.4.2.2 i as follows: 12.15

9.4.2.2 Policy – Tree protection – ListedScheduled Trees and Trees in the 

Public Realm. Protect from in appropriate physical works: 

i. Trees that are listedscheduled in the District Plan, particularly those 

significant trees identified as having significant or exceptional values; and 

 I question the necessity of the proposed redline addition to 9.4.2.2 ii: “Whilst 12.16

recognizing the multiple functions … open space”. This seems to replicate 

Policy 9.4.2.3, which provides for maintenance and management of trees, 

effectively recognising “multiple functions”, among other matters.  

 I also understand that the intention is to reduce repetition by cross-12.17

referencing within the pRDP, rather than replicating concerns across 

chapters. In that sense, the multiple functions of road corridors and open 

space are provided for elsewhere (e.g. Chapter 7, Transport, and Chapter 18, 

Open Space.) As well as consideration within the context of the pRDP as a 

whole, the Strategic Objectives also ensure that the wider resource 

management context the proposed addition seeks to address is already 

provided for. For these reasons, I consider the proposed redline addition 

redundant.  



 

28 

Evidence of Helen Lowe, Christchurch Civic Trust (3700) and Others, Chapter 9.4; Significant Trees 

 Relief Requested: Retain the 4 November 2015 version of Clause ii, Policy 12.18

9.4.2.2, as follows:  

“Trees in road corridors, parks, reserves, and public open space where they 

provide amenity value and/or collectively contribute to the character and 

environmental quality of the district.” 

Policy 9.4.3 – Tree Maintenance 

 For the same reasons outlined in paragraph 9.14 above, I suggest that the 12.19

word “listed” is replaced with “scheduled”. 

 I also question the necessity of adding “including the National Grid” after 12.20

“strategic infrastructure”, since the definition of Strategic Infrastructure
37

 now 

includes “g. the National Grid.”  

 Relief Requested: That Policy 9.4.3 – Tree Maintenance (as proposed on 18 12.21

December 2015) be amended to read: 

“To enable the maintenance and management of significant trees that are 

listedscheduled in the District Plan and trees in the road corridor, parks, 

public open space and reserves in recognition that such works may be 

necessary to:  

i. Ensure the continuing health, structural integrity and amenity value of the 

trees; and  

ii. Minimise the risk from the trees to public safety, property, buildings and 

strategic infrastructure including the National Grid. 

Policy 9.4.2.5 Policy – Felling Of Significant Trees  

 Earlier, I referred to Mr Cadwallader’s evidence that “many of Christchurch’s 12.22

large, older trees on private land are “irreplaceable”, in the sense that they 

are unlikely to be replaced by new plantings due to higher density 

development.”
38

 In the context of the matters I discuss under 12.10 and 12.11 

above (i.e. that even though the scheduled significant trees are an elite 

collection, very few have been assessed for exceptional values), together 

with my evidence on public realm trees (Section 8, above), I retain my 

concern that the policy’s protection for significant trees is insufficient. 

                                                      

37
 Decision 1, Strategic Decisions and Strategic Outcomes; RCDP, Chapter 2 

38
 Cadwallader, paragraph 27, pg 8 
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Adequate Provision For Scheduled, Significant Trees 

 I have reconsidered my submission’s suggested wording of limiting felling of 12.23

significant trees except in “exceptional circumstances”, since I agree with Ms 

Rachlin that it does not provide clear direction. An alternative could be to limit 

the felling of scheduled, significant trees to when there is “no reasonable 

alternative.” I believe this is a lesser test than “avoid”, while recognising the 

significance of the resource and encouraging creative solutions, which in my 

experience of both heritage and infrastructure planning need not be more 

expensive. However, it also recognises that sometimes there are no 

reasonable or practicable alternatives, particularly given the unique 

constraints of the post-earthquake environment. It is also more certain, and I 

believe more restricted in scope, than “exceptional circumstances.”  

 Relief Requested: Using the policy’s current wording, I request that Policy 12.24

9.4.2.5 Clause b. i be amended as follows: 

“Limit the felling of other significant trees that are scheduled on the District 

Plan and identified as not having exceptional values, except where there are 

no reasonable alternatives; and” 

Provision for Significant and/or Exceptional Trees On Public Land 

 I am also concerned that although 9.4.2.5 b. is now separated into two 12.25

categories: (i) covering scheduled significant (but not exceptional) trees; and 

(ii) public realm trees, effectively the policy approach is the same: i.e. “limited” 

opportunity to fell such trees. This approach does not recognise that that the 

significant trees are identified on the schedule and have therefore been 

assessed as an elite subsection of the City’s trees. In contrast, as currently 

proposed, no trees on public land are included on the schedule, and therefore 

there is no differentiation between significant and less significant trees on 

public land. 

 However, limiting the felling of trees on public land on the basis of “size, 12.26

location and species” is also problematic, especially since the Operative Plan 

schedules indicate the presence of at least 724 Notable public trees. At least 

one of these (the Yaldhurst gum) is also a Heritage (i.e. higher tier again) 

tree. Given this, tree felling considerations need to include whether public 

trees have “significant” and “exceptional” qualities.  

 Relief Requested: That Policy 9.4.2.5 Clause b. ii be amended to read as 12.27

follows: 
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“(ii) limit the felling of trees in the road corridor, parks, public open space and 

reserves having regard to size, location, and species;, and whether a tree or 

group of trees has significant botanical, heritage, amenity, and/or 

landscape values” 

Alternatively, the relief sought in my Section 8 above, in terms of rolling over 

the Operative Plans’ schedules of significant (Heritage and Notable) trees on 

public land would also resolve this concern.  

Repetition 

 The reworded policy is very repetitive: “that are listed in the District Plan” 12.28

appears in both a. and b.(i). Similarly, a. has “identified as having exceptional 

values” and b(i) “identified as not having exceptional values.” In particular, I 

question whether the latter is really necessary for b.(i) to be certain. I believe 

the following wording is simpler while achieving the same outcome (and 

retains a similar form to the currently proposed rule). 

 Relief Requested: Amend Policy 9.4.2.5 to read as follows: 12.29

a. For trees scheduled on the District Plan, limit the felling of significant trees 

except where there are no reasonable alternatives, and avoid the felling of 

significant trees that are identified as having exceptional values.  

b. Limit the felling of trees in the road corridor, parks, public open space and 

reserves having regard to size, location, and species, and whether a tree or 

group of trees has significant botanical, heritage, amenity, and/or landscape 

values” 

 Alternative Relief: If the tiered approach of the current version is preferred, a 12.30

definition of “significant tree” and “exceptional tree” (or “significant tree with 

exceptional values”) within Part 2 of the pRDP could help reduce the need for 

repetition in order to achieve certainty. Potential wording could include: 

“Significant Tree:  means a tree or group of trees assessed as having 

significant botanical, heritage, landscape, cultural, ecological, amenity, and/or 

environmental value and that is scheduled on the District Plan” 

“Exceptional Tree:  means a significant tree or group of trees that has 

been assessed as having exceptional botanical, heritage, and/or landscape 

value and that is scheduled on the District Plan” 
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13 9.4.3 Rules - Trees 

Introduction  

 Many of my comments in this section arise from my evidence, contained in 13.1

Section 8 above, regarding the proposal to not schedule significant trees on 

public land. Together with the proposal that the general tree protection 

provisions now not cover trees in the SH corridors, or Council-owned parks, 

reserves, and public open space outside of the Christchurch urban area, I 

believe this leaves significant Heritage and Notable trees
39

 unprotected.  

 If the relief requested under Section 8 is granted, then these Heritage and 13.2

Notable trees would become “significant trees” scheduled in 9.4.5 

Appendices – Trees and much of my requested relief below would not be 

required. If it is not granted, then I oppose many of the proposals contained in 

the redline Chapter 9.4 circulated on 18 December 2015.  

9.4.3.2.1 Permitted Activities – Trees: Rule P2 (Felling of any tree in”) 

 Requested Relief: Retain the version of Rule 9.4.3.2.1, Activity P2 as 13.3

circulated on 4 November 2015, as follows: 

“Felling of any tree in:  

a. parks or public open space  

b. road corridors in Christchurch City (excluding the Central City);  

c. the road corridor on Beach Road Akaroa between Bruce Terrace and Rue 
Jolie; or  

d. the road corridor on the Christchurch – Akaroa Road at Cooptown between 
Puaha Road and Church Road. [#3721.306, Crown]  

Note: For the purposes of this rule, Christchurch City means the area shown 
at Appendix 2.2 of Chapter 2 Definitions.” 

 I do not oppose the proposed 18 December redline changes to Rule P2’s 13.4

Activity Specific Standards a. and b.  

 Having considered the arboricultural evidence of both Mr Graham and Mr 13.5

Cadwallader I do not believe it is necessary to pursue my personal 

submission with respect to Rule P2’s Activity Specific Standard c. iv. 

9.4.3.2.1 Permitted Activities – Trees: P3 (“Any pruning, minor pruning, 

maintenance, or remedial work/treatment to any tree in”) 

                                                      

39
 See Section 7 for a range of specific examples.  
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 Requested Relief: Retain the version of Rule 9.4.3.2.1, Activity P3 as 13.6

notified: 

“Any pruning, minor pruning, maintenance, or remedial work/treatment to any 

tree in parks or public open space in Christchurch City or in Christchurch City 

road corridors (excluding the Central City)” 

 I do not oppose the proposed redline changes to P3’s Activity Specific 13.7

Standards. 

9.4.3.2.1 Permitted Activities – Trees: P4 (“Any pruning, minor pruning, or 

felling of any tree in”)  

 Requested Relief: Retain the version of Rule 9.4.3.2.1, Activity P4 as 13.8

circulated on 4 November 2015, with one 18 December amendment retained, 

as follows: 

“Any pruning, minor pruning or felling of any tree which is not: 

a. a significant tree listedscheduled at Appendix 9.4.5 [#3602.295, Carter 
Group]; or  

b. a tree in parks or public open space or in Christchurch City road corridors 

(excluding the Central City). 

9.4.3.2.1 Permitted Activities – Trees: Proposed New P5 (“Any pruning, minor 

pruning, or remedial work/treatment to any tree required under Clause 14(1) to the 

Electricity (Hazards from Trees) Regulations 2003”) 

 I note that Ms Rachlin’s rationale
40

 for including Rule P5 appears to be based 13.9

on the network utility operator’s need to undertake emergency works “without 

delay.” Yet section 330 of the RMA covers precisely “emergency work or 

power to undertake preventive or remedial action” by parties including 

network utility operators. Section 330A requires resource consent to be 

obtained only “where the adverse effects of the [remedial] activity continue”, 

but those undertaking the work have twenty working days in which to lodge 

such an application. I consider these provisions sufficient to cover the 

rationale discussed by Ms Rachlin. I also note her observation
41

 with respect 

to the provisions for network utility operators under other parts of the 

permitted activity rules, and in the pRDP’s definition of “minor pruning”. For 

these reasons, I do not believe P5 is necessary. 

 Requested Relief: Delete proposed Rule P5. 13.10

                                                      

40
 Rachlin, paragraph 24.3, pp 100-101 

41
 Rachlin, paragraph 24.1, pg 100 
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9.4.3.2.2 Restricted Discretionary Activities – Trees: RD 4 

 I am concerned that the proposed redline addition to Rule RD 4 may, from my 13.11

reading, change the meaning so that the rule now only applies where the 

listed activities “involve disturbance of the ground.” Yet these activities, even 

where they do not disturb the land, may have adverse effects on significant 

trees. For example, compaction of the ground from the storage of vehicles 

and plant (etc), and leakage of chemicals or toxic substances, as set out in 

Mr Graham’s evidence.
42

 

 I understand the intention is to provide clarity with respect to “earthworks” 13.12

now being included in the rule.
43

 I believe there may also be a concern that 

the pRDP’s definition of “earthworks” appears to focus on large-scale works, 

and even smaller scale disturbance can adversely affect trees.  

 Relief Requested: That Rule RD 4 be reworded as follows: 13.13

“Any works or construction that involves disturbance of land (including 

earthworks); vehicular traffic; sealing or paving (excluding earthworks); 

storage of materials, vehicles, plant, equipment, or release, injection or 

placement of chemicals or toxic substances which involves disturbance of 

land within the dripline of a significant tree.” 

14 9.4.4 Matters Of Discretion - Trees 

 In addition to the considerations discussed in Section 11, I believe the 14.1

matters of discretion should be effective in narrowing the Council’s discretion 

when considering applications, while still providing sufficient guidance for 

applicants when making an application. All matters referenced are as shown 

in the redlined version
44

 of the pRDP unless otherwise stated. 

Matter “k” 

 In my personal submission, I sought the deletion of (k) because I felt that the 14.2

“need” it addressed provided little guidance in terms of narrowing the 

Council’s discretion. I also believed that it unnecessarily repeated Objective 

9.4.1 and the purpose of the RMA, which were sufficiently addressed by the 

combination of other assessment matters.  

                                                      

42
 Graham Evidence-in-Chief, paragraph 8.1, pp 16-17 

43
 Rachlin, paragraph 24.31, page 107 

44
 As circulated 18 December 2015 
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 Relief Requested: I am still of this view and so support deletion of “k”. 14.3

Matter “e” and former Matter “m” 

 Relief Requested: I support the inclusion of “structural soundness and 14.4

health” under “e” and the deletion of former Matter “m”. The change improves 

clarity and focus. 

Matter “f” and former Matter “g” 

 Relief Requested: I support the inclusion of “and ecological, cultural, 14.5

heritage, and” in “f” as it better gives effect to Objective 9.4.1 in providing for 

appropriate consideration of significant trees.  

 I support the deletion of “g” as a consequence of including “cultural” and 14.6

“heritage” values in “f”.  

Matter “i”  

 I question the proposed addition of “including the strategic transport network” 14.7

since “i” already covers “the need for the work to … avoid … significant 

impacts on infrastructure.” Since the pRDP’s definition of “infrastructure” 

includes the “strategic road network”, I think the addition is unnecessary.  

 Relief Requested: I request that Matter “i” be retained as notified, as follows: 14.8

“The need for the work to deal with an emergency situation, or to avoid 

significant risk of effects on human health and safety, or significant impacts 

on infrastructure.” 

Proposed Matters “j” and “n” 

 Proposed Matter “j” addresses “the extent of benefits associated with the use 14.9

and development of the site for activities anticipated by the zoning of the 

site.”  

 Proposed Matter “n” addresses: “whether the carrying out of the works on the 14.10

tree, or removal of the tree will result in the better use of a site for residential 

development.”  

 In my view, the broader wording of “j” encompasses the consideration sought 14.11

under “n” so is to be preferred in terms of avoiding duplication. Matter “j” is 

also more appropriate as a Matter of Discretion since it allows for, but does 

not limit the consideration of benefits to residential zones alone.  



 

35 

Evidence of Helen Lowe, Christchurch Civic Trust (3700) and Others, Chapter 9.4; Significant Trees 

 Relief Requested: I request that proposed Matter “j” be retained and 14.12

proposed Matter “n” deleted.  

15 Other Matters Arising From Ms. Rachlin’s Evidence 

 In paragraphs 24.10 to 24.11 of her evidence, Ms Rachlin addresses a 15.1

requested change to Rule P1 relating to “minor pruning” including emergency 

works. In Paragraph 24.13 she refers to Mr Graham’s suggestion that 

“significant trees could be felled as a permitted activity if a qualified arborist 

certifies that the tree is dead or is in a significant state of decline.”  

 Both matters are addressed in paragraphs 8.6 – 8.13 of Mr Graham’s 15.2

evidence, which Mr Cadwallader has responded to.
45

 I share Mr Cadwallader 

and Ms Rachlin’s concerns that these relaxations are intended to apply to the 

City’s most significant trees. I think the example Mr Cadwallader provides, of 

the beech at 29a Snowdon Road, together with the case of the Stanmore 

elm, underline the risks in these situations, even with qualified arborists. I 

also note that the RMA does provide for people to act in genuine 

emergencies. 

 With respect to the request by Transpower, addressed by Ms Rachlin in 15.3

paragraphs 24.18 to 24.19 (pp 104-105) of her evidence, I have addressed 

the question of emergency powers in relation to the Permitted Activity rules, 

in paragraph 13.9 above.  

16 Summary Of Relief Sought 

 A table providing a summary of relief sought above, together with the 16.1

submission points it meets is appended as Attachment 1 to my evidence. 

 

 

Dated 13 January 2016 

 

 

 

Helen Lowe 

                                                      

45
 Cadwallader, paragraphs116 to 120, pp 25-26 
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Attachment 1: Summary Of Relief Sought – Evidence Of Helen Lowe 

Table Of Relief Requested Through Evidence, Including How It Addresses Relief Sought By the Submitters 

 

Evidence Of Helen Lowe: Table Of Relief Requested Through Evidence 

Ref. Page Heading  Relief requested in Evidence Submitter  Granting the Relief Would  

7. 10-11 Significant Trees on 

Private Property and the 

Outcome of Mediation 

Approve the agreement reached between 

the Submitters and Council re adjustment of 

the Council’s CTEM method, as set out in 

Sections 3, 4, and 5, and Appendix A of Mr 

Graham’s rebuttal evidence. 

Christchurch Civic 

Trust (3700) 

Meet in part:  

Request that CCC reassess:  i) 

Appendix 9.4.5.1, Schedules of 

Significant Trees, and  

ii) Appendix 9.4.5.2, Schedule of 

Significant Trees (Central City) 

    Notable Trees Trust 

(3618) 

Meet in part: 

i) Request to retain existing protected 

trees on the schedule and only delete 

trees that no longer exist 

ii) Request to further test and review 

CTEM method and in meantime retain 
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Evidence Of Helen Lowe: Table Of Relief Requested Through Evidence 

Ref. Page Heading  Relief requested in Evidence Submitter  Granting the Relief Would  

current CCC evaluation methodology 

    NZ Institute of 

Landscape 

Architects, 

Canterbury Westland 

Branch (3566) 

Meet in part: Request to: 

i) Revisit the method for identifying 

significant trees to include trees on 

private property, and 

ii) Follow the STEM evaluation method 

which is an industry standard 

    Peterborough Village 

/ Pita Kaik (3233) 

Meet in part: Request to: 

i) Schedule further trees within and 

around the Peterborough Village 

area 

    Lindsay Carswell 

(3641)  

Meet: Request to: 

Include the Stanmore elm at 300 

Stanmore Road in Appendix 9.4.5.1 

    Lady Barbara 

Stewart (3270) 

Meet: Request to: 

Reconsider the avenue of limes at 60 
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Evidence Of Helen Lowe: Table Of Relief Requested Through Evidence 

Ref. Page Heading  Relief requested in Evidence Submitter  Granting the Relief Would  

Glandovey Road as an avenue, not just 

a tree group, for inclusion in the pRDP’s 

schedule 

8 12-19 Continued Scheduling of 

Currently Listed Trees 

On Public Land  

i) Include the 724 Heritage and Notable 

trees on public land, including the State 

Highways, that are currently recorded in 

Appendix 4 of the OCDP and Appendix 

VII of the OBPDP Plan, in Section 9.4.5 

Appendices – Trees of the pRDP; 

Christchurch Civic 

Trust (3700) 

Meet in part:  

Request that CCC reassess:  i) 

Appendix 9.4.5.1, Schedules of 

Significant Trees, and  

ii) Appendix 9.4.5.2, Schedule of 

Significant Trees (Central City) 

   ii) Ensure any exceptional botanical, 

heritage, and/or landscape values 

associated with the trees are recorded, 

e.g. for the Yaldhurst gum and 

Cooptown limes. 

Notable Trees Trust 

(3618) 

Meet in part: 

i) Request to retain existing protected 

trees on the schedule and only delete 

trees that no longer exist 

ii) Request to further test and review 

CTEM method and in meantime retain 

current CCC evaluation methodology 
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Evidence Of Helen Lowe: Table Of Relief Requested Through Evidence 

Ref. Page Heading  Relief requested in Evidence Submitter  Granting the Relief Would  

    Helen Lowe (3211) Meet in part: Request to include street 

trees that are currently listed in Appendix 

4 [OCDP], and lie within the proposed 

Character Areas, in Appendix 9.4.5.1.2  

9 19 Site Specific Trees On 

Private Land 

   

9.2 – 

9.6 

19-20 
The Stanmore (Hadfield) 

Elm  
That the Stanmore (Hadfield) Elm be 

confirmed on the pRDP’s Appendix 

9.4.5.1.1 -Schedule of Individual Trees with 

its exceptional heritage value recorded. 

Lindsay Carswell 

(3641)  

Helen Lowe (3211) 

Also: 

Errol Hadfield (5076) 

~ 

Note: Foodstuffs 

(3695) will not be 

filing evidence or 

appearing.  

Meet: Request to: 

Include the Stanmore elm (Ulmus glabra 

‘Horizontalis’) at 300 Stanmore Road in 

Appendices 9.4.5.1 and 9.4.5.1.1 
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Evidence Of Helen Lowe: Table Of Relief Requested Through Evidence 

Ref. Page Heading  Relief requested in Evidence Submitter  Granting the Relief Would  

9.7 – 

9.9 

20-21 Avenue of Lime Trees at 

60 Glandovey Road 

That the avenue of lime trees be confirmed 

on the pRDP’s Appendix 9.4.5.1.2 -

Schedule of Groups of Trees with both its 

exceptional landscape and exceptional 

heritage values recorded. 

Barbara Stewart 

(3270) 

Meet: Request to: 

Reconsider the avenue of limes at 60 

Glandovey Road as an avenue, not just 

a tree group, for inclusion in the pRDP’s 

schedule 

9.10-

9.12 

20-21 16a Camp Bay Rd, 

Purau Station 

Homestead: Bunya pine 

and Norfolk Island pine 

That the 16a Camp Bay Rd, Purau Station 

Homestead: Bunya pine and Norfolk Island 

pine be confirmed on the pRDP’s Appendix 

9.4.5.1.1 -Schedule of Individual Trees with 

their exceptional landscape and heritage 

values recorded. 

Notable Trees Trust 

(3618) 

 

Meet in part: 

i) Request to retain existing protected 

trees on the schedule and only delete 

trees that no longer exist 

(Note: representative example of larger 

submission) 

9.13-

9.16 

21-22 Group of Five Lime 

Trees at 373 

Manchester Street 

That the full group of five trees be recorded 

on the pRDP’s Appendix 9.4.5.1.2 -

Schedule of Groups of Trees with its 

exceptional heritage value listed. 

Peterborough Village 

/ Pita Kaik (3233) 

 

 

Meet in part: Request to: 

Schedule further trees within and around 

the Peterborough Village area. 

(Note: representative example of larger 

submission) 
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Evidence Of Helen Lowe: Table Of Relief Requested Through Evidence 

Ref. Page Heading  Relief requested in Evidence Submitter  Granting the Relief Would  

10 22 - 23 Site Specific Trees On 

Public Land 

   

10.1 – 

10.9 

22-23 Avenue of Twenty Five 

Oak Trees (Quercus x 

heterophylla) On Dudley 

Street, in Character 

Area 11 (Dudley) – the 

“Dudley Oaks” 

Relief Sought: That the avenue of 

Bartram’s oak trees on Dudley Street be 

scheduled on the pRDP’s Appendix 

9.4.5.1.2 -Schedule of Groups of Trees and 

that an assessment for exceptional values, 

particularly landscape value, be 

undertaken. 

Helen Lowe (3211) Meet: Amend 9.4.5.1.2 Schedule of 

Groups of trees to include Quercus x 

heterophylla; Bartram’s oak, ca. 25 trees 

11 24 Introduction to The 

Objective, Policies, 

Rules, and Assessment 

Matters 

Amend the Chapter 9.4 heading, to read 

“9.4 Trees.”  

(In preference to “9.4 Significant and Other 

Trees”) 

Helen Lowe (3211) Meet in part: 

Retain the provisions of Chapter 9.4 

Significant Trees (except as otherwise 

requested) 

12 24 - 28 Objective and Policies 
 

  

12.1 – 

12.3 

24 - 25 Objective 9.4.1 
 amending Clause a. ii as follows: 1.1

Helen Lowe (3211) Meet in part: 

Request to add a second objective 9.4.2 
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Evidence Of Helen Lowe: Table Of Relief Requested Through Evidence 

Ref. Page Heading  Relief requested in Evidence Submitter  Granting the Relief Would  

“ii. heritage and cultural values  

 

to protect trees or groups of trees that 

constitute outstanding features within the 

urban environment 

    Also: Mark Belton 

(3410)  

Meet in part: 

“the level of protection for notable trees 

in the city is increased, not reduced.” 

    NZ Institute of 

Landscape 

Architects, 

Canterbury Westland 

Branch (3566) 

Meet in part: Request that  

“significant trees on private land is 

included” 

Reason: I am satisfied that the wording 

of Objective 9.4.1 allows for “significant 

trees on private land” as worded. The 

inclusion of reference to heritage values 

improves the ability to ensure that 

consideration of significant trees on 

private are included appropriately. 
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12.4 

12.9 

25 Policy 9.4.2.1 1. That the proposed addition of “on 

private land” not be included in Policy 

9.4.2.1  

 
Civic Trust (3700)  
 

Does not meet: 

3700 sought that any relevant policy 

“include private properties”  

Reading the Civic Trust’s submission it is 

clear that they wished to ensure trees on 

private property were encompassed by 

the scope of the policies. At no point do 

they request that significant trees on 

public land be excluded from 

identification, assessment, and listing in 

the pRDP, which is the intent of the 

Council’s change to Policy 9.4.2.1. In the 

light of the evidence presented, 

particularly in Evidence Sections 7 and 

8, I do not consider it appropriate to “tag” 

the proposed change to submission 

3700 (the Civic Trust). 
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12.5 – 

12.9 

25-26  2. That the policy otherwise be amended 

to read as follows: 

“a. Identify significant trees where they 

are assessed as having significant 

and/or exceptional botanical, heritage, 

landscape, cultural, amenity, 

ecological and/or environmental value; 

and in addition  

b. Assess the significant trees for 

exceptional botanical, heritage and/or 

landscape values; and  

b. ListSchedule significant trees, including 

those with exceptional values, in the District 

Plan. 

c. During the life of this District Plan, to 

continue to identify and assess trees in 

accordance with the values set out in 

Civic Trust (3700)  

Notable Trees Trust 
(3618) 

NZ Institute of 
Landscape 
Architects, 
Canterbury Westland 
Branch (3566) 
 

Barbara Stewart 
(3270) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Also Mark Belton 
(3410) 

 

 

Meet in part: 

3700, 3618, and 3566 to the extent that 

the changes arise from their submissions 

on the assessment method.  

Meet in part: 

3700, 3566, 3270 to the extent the 

wording includes provision for significant 

trees on private land. I also believe the 

wording currently proposed better meets 

the intent of their submissions, in that it 

encompasses private property without 

need for the additional wording proposed 

by the Council. 

 

Meets in part: 

“the level of protection for notable trees 

in the city is increased, not reduced.”  
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clauses a. and b., and where appropriate, 

introduce a plan change(s) to list significant 

trees, including those with exceptional 

values, in the District Plan.” 

 

 

 

 

 

Helen Lowe (3211) 

 

Through the rewording of (a) and 

inclusion of amenity values consistent 

with Objective 9.4.1, and through the 

addition of (c.) 

 

Meets in part:  

My submission sought that the original 

policy be retained, but the intent of my 

support would be satisfied with the relief 

requested. 

12.14 

to 

12.18 

27 - 29 Policy 9.4.2.2 Amend Policy 9.4.2.2 i as follows: 

9.4.2.2 Policy – Tree protection – 

ListedScheduled Trees and Trees in the 

Public Realm. Protect from inappropriate 

physical works: 

i. Trees that are listedscheduled in the 

Helen Lowe (3211) Meet in part:  

My submission sought that the original 

Policy 9.4.2.1 be retained. It has now 

been split into Policies 9.4.2.1 and 

9.4.2.2, but the intent of my support 

would be satisfied with the relief 

requested. 
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District Plan, particularly those significant 

trees identified as having significant or 

exceptional values; and 

 

   
Retain the 4 November 2015 version of 

Clause Policy 9.4.2.2 ii, as follows:  

“Trees in road corridors, parks, reserves, 

and public open space where they provide 

amenity value and/or collectively contribute 

to the character and environmental quality 

of the district.” 

 Similarly, I believe the relief requested 

better meets the intent of my support for 

the original policy. 

12.19 

– 

12.21 

28 Policy 9.4.2.3 (formerly 

9.4.2.2) 

That Policy 9.4.3 – Tree Maintenance (as 

proposed on 18 December 2015) be 

amended to read: 

“To enable the maintenance and 

management of significant trees that are 

listedscheduled in the District Plan and 

NZ Institute of 

Landscape 

Architects, 

Canterbury Westland 

Branch (3566) 

Barbara Stewart 

Meet in part: 3566 request that  

“significant trees on private land is 

included” 

Similarly 3270 and 3700 sought that any 

relevant policy “include private 

properties”  
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trees in the road corridor, parks, public 

open space and reserves in recognition that 

such works may be necessary to:  

i. Ensure the continuing health, structural 

integrity and amenity value of the trees; and  

ii. Minimise the risk from the trees to public 

safety, property, buildings and strategic 

infrastructure including the National Grid.” 

(3270) 

 

Civic Trust (3700)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Helen Lowe (3211) 

Reason: I am satisfied that the wording 

of Policy 9.4.2.3 allows for “significant 

trees on private land” and that as worded 

private properties are included in its 

scope. 

 

My submission sought that the original 

policy be retained, but the intent of my 

support would be satisfied with the relief 

requested. 

12.22 
to 
12.20 

28-30 Policy 9.4.2.5 (formerly 

9.4.2.4) 

There are several options for the relief 

sought.  

  

12.22 
– 
12.24 

 Option A: follows the 

format proposed in the 

December 18, 2015 

That Policy 9.4.2.5 Clause b. i be amended 

as follows: 

“Limit the felling of other significant trees 

Helen Lowe (3211) The relief is proposed to meet my 

submission (point 5) to strengthen the 

policy with respect to the felling of 
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version that are scheduled on the District Plan and 

identified as not having exceptional values, 

except where there are no reasonable 

alternatives; and” 

significant trees, for the reasons 

discussed in my evidence.  

12.25 
– 
12.27 

  That Policy 9.4.2.5 Clause b. ii be amended 

to read as follows: 

“(ii) limit the felling of trees in the road 

corridor, parks, public open space and 

reserves having regard to size, location, 

and species;, and whether a tree or group 

of trees has significant botanical, 

heritage, amenity, and/or landscape 

values” 

Helen Lowe (3211) 

 

 

See also the 

submission of Mark 

Belton (3410) 

Addresses concerns with Policy 9.4.2.5 

(formerly 9.4.2.4) now having been split 

into “tiers”; also related to relief sought 

under Section 8.  

 

“the level of protection for notable trees 

in the city is increased, not reduced.” 

12.28 
– 
12.29 

29 Option B: addresses 

repetition in the current 

wording and offers an 

Amend Policy 9.4.2.5 to read as follows: 

a. For trees scheduled on the District Plan, 

limit the felling of significant trees except 

Helen Lowe (3211) The repetition has arisen out of response 

to other submissions. However, I have 

also submitted on the policy.  
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alternative format. 

My relief sought under 

Option A is highlighted. 

where there are no reasonable 

alternatives, and avoid the felling of 

significant trees that are identified as having 

exceptional values.  

b. Limit the felling of trees in the road 

corridor, parks, public open space and 

reserves having regard to size, location, 

and species, and whether a tree or group 

of trees has significant botanical, 

heritage, amenity, and/or landscape 

values.” 

 

12.30 30 Option C – Add 

definitions to improve 

clarity and certainty, 

rather than including ad 

hoc definitions / 

Consider adding definitions of “Significant 

Tree” and “Exceptional Tree” to add clarity 

and certainty, for example:  

“Significant Tree:  means a tree 

or group of trees assessed as having 

Civic Trust (3700) 

 

Notable Trees (3618) 

NZ Institute of 

Meet in part: 

Since better definition of “Significant 

Tree” and “Exceptional Tree” have been 

discussed in the context of concerns 

around the method and scheduling as 
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limitations within the 

policy.   

significant botanical, heritage, landscape, 

cultural, ecological, amenity, and/or 

environmental value and that is scheduled 

on the District Plan” 

“Exceptional Tree:  means a significant 

tree or group of trees that has been 

assessed as having exceptional botanical, 

heritage, and/or landscape value and that is 

scheduled on the District Plan” 

Landscape 

Architects, 

Canterbury Westland 

Branch (3566) 

 

Helen Lowe (3211) 

set out Evidence Sections 7 and 8, but 

could be beneficial for policies such as 

9.4.2.5.  

 

Meet in part: 

To the extent is consequential on having 

submitted on the policy. 

 

13 31-32 9.4.3 Rules - Trees    

13.3 – 

13.5 

31 Rule 9.4.3.2.1, Activity 

P2 

Retain the version of Rule 9.4.3.2.1, 

Activity P2 as circulated on 4 November 

2015, as follows: 

“Felling of any tree in:  

a. parks or public open space  

b. road corridors in Christchurch City 
(excluding the Central City);  

c. the road corridor on Beach Road Akaroa 

Helen Lowe (3211) Better meets my submission supporting 

the rule as notified. 
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between Bruce Terrace and Rue Jolie; or  

d. the road corridor on the Christchurch – 
Akaroa Road at Cooptown between Puaha 
Road and Church Road.  

Note: For the purposes of this rule, 
Christchurch City means the area shown at 
Appendix 2.2 of Chapter 2 Definitions.” 

13.6 – 

13.7 

32 Rule 9.4.3.2.1, Activity 

P3 

Retain the version of Rule 9.4.3.2.1, 

Activity P3 as notified: 

“Any pruning, minor pruning, maintenance, 
or remedial work/treatment to any tree in 
parks or public open space in Christchurch 
City or in Christchurch City road corridors 
(excluding the Central City)” 

Helen Lowe (3211) Better meets my submission supporting 

the rule as notified. 

13.8 32 Rule 9.4.3.2.1, Activity 

P4 

Retain the version of Rule 9.4.3.2.1, 

Activity P4 as circulated on 4 November 

2015, with one 18 December amendment 

(shown in bold) retained, as follows: 

“Any pruning, minor pruning or felling of any 
tree which is not: 

Helen Lowe (3211) Better meets my submission supporting 

the rule as notified. 
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a. a significant tree listedscheduled at 
Appendix 9.4.5 [#3602.295, Carter 
Group]; or  

b. a tree in parks or public open space or in 
Christchurch City road corridors (excluding 
the Central City). 

13.9 32 Proposed new Rule P5 Delete proposed Rule P5. Helen Lowe (3211) The rule is unnecessary as set out in my 

evidence.  

Deleting it better meets my submission 

supporting the provisions of 9.4 as 

notified. 

13 33  Restricted 

Discretionary 

Activities 

   

13.11 
– 
13.13 

33 9.4.3.2.2 RD 4 Relief Requested: That Rule RD 4 be 

reworded as follows: 

“Any works or construction that involves 

disturbance of land (including 

Helen Lowe (3211) Better meets my submission supporting 

the rules as notified. 
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earthworks); vehicular traffic; sealing or 

paving (excluding earthworks); storage of 

materials, vehicles, plant, equipment, or 

release, injection or placement of 

chemicals or toxic substances which 

involves disturbance of land within the 

dripline of a significant tree.” 

14 33 - 35 9.4.4 Matters Of 
Discretion - Trees 

   

14.3 33-34 Matter “k” I support the deletion of Matter “k”. Helen Lowe (3211) Meet my submission to delete Matter “k” 

14.4 34 Matter “e” and former 
Matter “m” 

I support the inclusion of “structural 

soundness and health” under “e” and the 

deletion of former Matter “m”. The change 

improves clarity and focus. 

Helen Lowe (3211) Meet in part: I sought the retention of 

the provisions as notified, but the change 

improves clarity and focus. 

14.5 – 

14.6 

34 Matter “f” and former 
Matter “g” 

I support the inclusion of:  Helen Lowe (3211) Meet in part: I sought the retention of 

the provisions as notified, but the 
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“and ecological, cultural, heritage, and” 

in “f”; and 

the consequential deletion of “g” 

proposed change is an improvement 

14.7 – 

14.8 

34 Matter “I”  
I request that Matter “i” be retained as 

notified, as follows: 

“The need for the work to deal with an 
emergency situation, or to avoid significant 
risk of effects on human health and safety, 
or significant impacts on infrastructure.” 

Helen Lowe (3211) Meet: I sought the retention of the 

provisions as notified, and the proposed 

change is unnecessary 

14.9 – 

14.12 

34 - 35 Proposed Matters “j” and 

“n” 

I request that proposed Matter “j” be 

retained and proposed Matter “n” deleted. 

Helen Lowe (3211) Meet in part: I sought the retention of 

the provisions as notified and the 

requested relief avoid duplication.  

 


