
From: Claire Mulcock <c.mulcock@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, 8 July 2016 1:56 p.m.
To: Chch Plan - Info
Cc: Derek Goring
Subject: Significant Trees at 87 Brockworth Place
Attachments: Submission on Trees at 87 Brockworth Place 160708.docx

This is in response to letters from the Panel dated 24 and 29 June.
Our submission is also attached as a word document.

Names: Derek Garard Goring and Claire Margaret Mulcock

Contact address: PO Box 9320 Tower Junction Christchurch 8149

Email: c.mulcock@ gmail.com

Telephone: 027 4415 605

Address of affected property: 87 Brockworth Place

Tree number: TG7

We are the owners of 87 Brockworth Place

We would like to speak to our concerns.

Submission on Significant Trees at 87 Brockworth Place

Thank you for the opportunity to make a submission.

We appreciate that the Independent Hearing Panel’s letters of 24 and
29 June were sent to our postal address as owners, not to the property address. We did not receive the assessment information sent to the property in August
2015, presumably because the tenants did not realise the importance of the letter. However, we were aware that the trees on our property were among those not
included in the proposed Replacement District Plan, as we are redeveloping the property and wanting to replace the old house with 2 units. We will live in one of
them. We did not submit on the issue originally, as we were comfortable with the proposal that the tress were no longer to be protected.

Our concerns are that:

a) A significant shift in the protocol for assessing trees for protection was made during mediation, and this revision is less robust than the version in the S32 report
(Appendix 9.1). The only report of the mediation that covers this, that we could find, is in the rebuttal evidence of Rob Graham for CCC who states:

“3. MEDIATED AGREEMENT

Notable Tree Trust #3618, Civic Trust #3700, Helen Lowe #3211, New Zealand Arboricutural Association #3278, Royal New Zealand Institute of Horticulture and
UNITEC #3287, New Zealand Institute of Landscape Architecture #3566, Peterborough Village #3233, Spreydon/Heathcote Community Board.

3.1 I was present via telephone conferencing link at the mediation discussions between the above parties and the Council on 16 December 2015.

3.2 A mediated agreement (agreement) was reached between these parties including the following key elements that are relevant to my evidence:

(a) all trees that have been assessed as having all three of the following characteristics will be added to the proposed schedule of significant trees in Appendix
9.4.5 of the pRDP:

(i) Structure of "fair" and above, 50 points;

(ii) Health of "fair" and above, 50 points;

(iii) Shape of "poor" and above, 30 points.”

The original protocol for determining which trees are worthy of protection in the proposed Replacement District Plan appears in Appendix 9.6 of the Section 32
Report for Cultural and Heritage. This protocol is considerably more detailed and gives minimum number of total points, as well as the minimum gradings for
Structure, Health and Shape. It also has variations for individual trees or groups of trees, as well as for native, exotic or mixed.

An extract from section 3.5 Criteria for Groups of Trees regarding groups of native trees sates:

“New Zealand native trees

· estimated service life in excess of 20 years (longevity in
the landscape); and

· structure and health to be assessed as either good or very good; and

· shape and suitability in the landscape to be assessed as
average, good or very good; and

· not be causing a “safety” nuisance where there is no
mitigation available; and

· a minimum of 10 metres height or an average of 8 metres width; and

· score a minimum total number of 870 evaluation points
(including any points awarded under the “Exceptional” evaluation).

870 evaluation points was the lowest score for a group of native trees when the criteria in the first 4 bullet points were applied.” ……

(From: “chapter9-naturalandculturalheritage-s32-appendix6-significanttreestechnicalreport.pdf"
pp 11-12)

We consider that the revised protocol should have taken into account the full range of matters that cover the assessment of whether a tree or group of trees is
worthy of protection.

b) We are concerned that although the group of 3 trees on our property does not receive any single score greater than 'Fair' except for Estimated Service Life (30 +
years) and Age (50+), the revised protocol means that they would be protected by the District Plan. They are Lemonwoods (Pittosporum eugenioides) which are a
common, fast growing native species that is often used for shelter and hedging. If permitted, they can be successfully trimmed to minimise nuisance.
There appear to be very few lemonwoods that rate as significant trees, even in groups, and we suspect that if ours were assessed as individual trees, only one at
most would qualify.

We note that using the ‘ Ngai Tahu taonga plant species’ list (which includes Pittosporum eugenioides) to determine an ‘exceptional’
Cultural and Heritage status is a coarse filter, with no specific consideration given to the status of the actual group of trees.

We consider that there should be a better 'balancing' between the policies to increase density in medium density residential areas such as ours, and protecting
trees that rate only 'fair' and 'poor' for structure, health, shape and stature. To rebuild on a site with protected trees necessitates an expensive consenting process.

Note that we have obtained a resource consent that enables us to proceed with our 2 units, with conditions that protect the trees, so this submission is not about
seeking to remove the trees to enable development.

We seek that:

a) Groups of trees are not included as protected trees under the
District Plan unless they have at least one of the ratings for ‘structure’, ‘health’ and ‘shape’ better than ‘fair’ i.e. ‘good’ or ‘very good’.

Claire Mulcock
tel: 027 4415 605
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Thank you for the opportunity to make a submission. 

We appreciate that the Independent Hearing Panel’s letters of 24 and 29 June were sent to our 

postal address as owners, not to the property address. We did not receive the assessment 

information sent to the property in August 2015, presumably because the tenants did not realise the 
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issue originally, as we were comfortable with the proposal that the tress were no longer to be 
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and this revision is less robust than the version in the S32 report (Appendix 9.1). The only report of 
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b) We are concerned that although the group of 3 trees on our property does not receive any single 

score greater than 'Fair' except for Estimated Service Life (30 + years) and Age (50+), the revised 

protocol means that they would be protected by the District Plan. They are Lemonwoods 

(Pittosporum eugenioides) which are a common, fast growing native species that is often used for 

shelter and hedging. If permitted, they can be successfully trimmed to minimise nuisance. There 

appear to be very few lemonwoods that rate as significant trees, even in groups, and we suspect 

that if ours were assessed as individual trees, only one at most would qualify.  

We note that using the ‘ Ngai Tahu taonga plant species’ list (which includes Pittosporum 

eugenioides) to determine an ‘exceptional’ Cultural and Heritage status is a coarse filter, with no 

specific consideration given to the status of the actual group of trees.  

We consider that there should be a better 'balancing' between the policies to increase density  in 

medium density residential areas such as ours, and protecting trees that rate only 'fair' and 'poor' for 

structure, health, shape and stature. To rebuild on a site with protected trees necessitates an 

expensive consenting process. 

Note that we have obtained a resource consent that enables us to proceed with our 2 units, with 

conditions that protect the trees, so this submission is not about seeking to remove the trees to 

enable development.  
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at least one of the ratings for ‘structure’, ‘health’ and ‘shape’ better than ‘fair’ i.e. ‘good’ or 

‘very good’. 
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