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SUBMITTER STATEMENT 
CHRISTCHURCH REPLACEMENT DISTRICT PLAN 

 
HEARINGS ON:   Chapter 9 Natural and Cultural Heritage 

SUBMISSION STATEMENT IN OPPOSITION OF:   Topic 9.4 Significant Trees 

PREPARED ON BEHALF OF:  The Girl Guides Association New Zealand Incorporated, by Kathrine Hilton 

DATE:  8 July 2016   

 REASON FOR SUBMITTER STATEMENT 1.0

 The submitter is the registered owner of the property located at 151 Cashmere Road and is 1.1.
seeking to be heard as an affected party who has an interest in the mediated agreement between 
the Christchurch City Council and the Christchurch Civic Trust and others. 

 The submitter opposes the inclusion of all the trees in the revised proposed Schedule of 1.2.
Significant Trees. 

 

 SUBMITTER CONTEXT  2.0

 The GGANZ (The Girl Guides Association New Zealand Incorporated) has owned the property 2.1.
located 151 Cashmere Road since 1958, however use by GirlGuiding dates back to the 1920’s.  
Our tenure is likely to continue for the foreseeable long term. 

 The Heathcote River runs along the west boundary for the full length of the property. 2.2.

 The site currently contains three buildings including a residential dwelling, meeting and office 2.3.
spaces for Guiding and non-Guiding activities.   

 Reinstatement of demolished and damaged buildings as a result of the earthquake events of 2010 2.4.
and 2011 is pending.   

 Under the operative district plan there are 31 protected trees at 151 Cashmere Rd, including 1 2.5.
which is deemed, by the Christchurch City Council, as being on road reserve.  Under the proposed 
District Plan there are 3 protected trees and under the revised Proposed District Plan there are 
22. 

 

 REASONS FOR OPPOSITION 3.0

Policy 

 The Policy – Protection of Trees 9.4.2.1, identifies trees with exceptional values to be included in 3.1.
the District Plan schedule except where it would be inappropriate, taking into account: 

i. the structural soundness and health of the tree 
ii. any actual or potential threat from the tree to safety, property, buildings, strategic 

infrastructure and electricity lines, including consideration of potential mitigation 
measures and their costs; and  

iii. whether scheduling the tree may unreasonably restrict any re-building required resulting 
from damage caused to buildings and property as a result of the Canterbury earthquakes 
of 2010 and 2011 
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 Christchurch City Council Infrastructure Design Standard Appendix 1 Inappropriate Trees and 3.2.
Plants lists the trees and plants that are not suitable in a waterway /riparian environment.  This 
list includes Acer pseudoplatanus, Quercus palustis, Cupress, Eucalyptus and Ulmus species, that 
are deemed inappropriate due to over representation, disease, structural failure, maintenance, 
shade, debris or weed species.   

 
Condition  

 The overall health of the trees vary from poor to good, this is reflective of their age, size and 3.3.
concentration.   

 Overcrowding of large trees is an issue and this has a negative impact on smaller trees, shrubs, 3.4.
ground cover and regeneration of the natural environment. 

 It has been identified through Councils tree assessment process that many of the trees are in 3.5.
declining poor health and structure, largely due to suppression by the close proximity of other 
trees. 

 The density and height of the trees greatly reduces sunlight with increasing cold, dark and damp 3.6.
areas that restricts growth and contributes to the poor health of the trees. 

 

Potential Threat 
 The large stature and proximity of the trees pose a high health and safety concern to both 3.7.

property and people.  The risk of injury to people and damage to property through branch and 
tree fall is high, this risk is heightened by the fair condition of many of the trees. 

 The ability to upgrade the underground pipe infrastructure, cable networks and built environment 3.8.
is not feasible due to the intensification of protected trees. 

 The cost to maintain such a large stand of trees is not insignificant for a charitable organisation 3.9.
such as GirlGuiding New Zealand. As long term guardians of the property we have done our best 
to ensure the longevity and sustainability of the natural environment.  However the increasing 
cost of and requirement for, resource consents is financially prohibitive and reallocates financial 
resources that would otherwise be able to improve and develop our natural environment.   

 We have two Scarlett Rhododendrons from Kashmir (circa 1854) that have significant provenance 3.10.
that we wish to preserve, however due to the overcrowding and dense canopy provided by less 
significant trees, they are suffering and of ill health.   

 

Earthquake Reinstatement  
 Reinstatement of the site post-earthquakes is constrained by the natural environment with 3.11.

further protection placed on trees would make this very prohibitive, affecting our ability to utilise 
the property to meet the needs for Guiding in the future. 

 The ability to make this site fit for purpose and relevant for the long term future of GirlGuiding on 3.12.
this site requires flexibility to manage the lifecycle of the natural environment to ensure that 
retention, regeneration and further development is possible in balance with the retention, 
regeneration and development that enables a sustainable future for GirlGuiding.  

 Increasing compliance requirements is prohibitive and imposes significant costs which, as a 3.13.
charitable organisation, we can ill afford. 

 
 RELIEF SOUGHT:  4.0

 The submitter seeks that the following trees are included in the revised Proposed District Plan: 4.1.
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 Rhododendron (Tree Specimen 1879)  

 Rhododendron (Tree Specimen 1880)  

 T49 Cupressus torulosa (Tree Specimen 1846) 

 T495 Eucalyptus globulus (Tree Specimen 1895) 

 

 The submitter seeks that the following trees are not included in the revised Proposed District 4.2.
Plan: 

 T494 Acer pseudoplantus (Tree Specimen 1878) 

 Acer pseudoplantus (Tree Specimen 1856) 

 T498 Chamaecyparis lawsoniana (Tree Specimen 1897) 

 Cryptomeria japonica (Tree Specimen 1898) 

 T487 Cupressus torulosa (Tree Specimen 1848) 

 Cupressus torulosa (Tree Specimen 1847) 

 Cupressus torulosa (Tree Specimen 1857) 

 Cupressus torulosa (Tree Specimen 1858) 

 T496 Eucalyptus globulus (Tree Specimen 1896) 

 T483 Eucalyptus viminalis (Tree Specimen 1840) 

 T485 Eucalyptus viminalis (Tree Specimen 1843) 

 T486 Eucalyptus viminalis (Tree Specimen 1844) 

 Fraxinus excelsior 'Jaspidea' 

 T491 Quercus cerris (Tree Specimen 1852) 

 T490 Quercus palustris (Tree Specimen 1851) 

 T50 Quercus robur (Tree Specimen 1893) 

 T51 Quercus robur (Tree Specimen 1894) 

 T484 Quercus robur (Tree Specimen 1841) 

 T492 Quercus robur (Tree Specimen 1853) 

 T493 Quercus robur (Tree Specimen 1854) 

 T494 Quercus robur (Tree Specimen 1892) 

 Quercus robur (Tree Specimen 1855) 

 T482 Sequoiadendron giganteum (Tree Specimen 1838) 

 T500 Ulmus procera (Tree Specimen 1900) 

 T488 Ulmus procera (Tree Specimen 1849) 

 T489 Ulmus procera (Tree Specimen 1850) 

 T499 Ulmus procera (Tree Specimen 1899) 

 

 The submitter wishes to be heard if required. 4.3.

 

Signed:  

 

Kathrine Hilton 

Date: 8 July 2016 
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