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I, Anthony James Frank Wilding, state: 

 

Introduction  

1. My full name is Anthony James Frank Wilding. I am a lawyer practising in 

Christchurch and a trustee of the Westall Trust (Trust). I am authorised to give this 

evidence on its behalf. When I use the words “we” or “our”, I mean the Trust and 

myself. 

2. The Trust has filed the below listed submissions and evidence:  

(a) a submission dated 3 June 2016;1  

(b) a supplementary submission dated 8 July 2016; 

(c) a statement of evidence of Mr Robert Tannahill Watson, landscape architect; 

(d) a statement of evidence of Mr Mark Spencer Shalders, valuer; 

 (e) a statement of evidence of Mr Jan Raoni Hammer, arborist. 

3. They relate to a heritage property owned by the Trust at 104 Glandovey Road, 

Christchurch. Because of earthquake damage my partner and I do not live there. 

However, she and I have spent many hours there between September 2015 and 

                                                
1 Further submission of the Westall Trust and application for leave to file submission late dated 3 June 

2016. 
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August 2016, in my case hundreds. I am reasonably familiar with the site and the 

protected trees.   

Executive summary 

4. The trust purchased the property at auction on 16 September 2015 and settled on 18 

December 2015. It has three protected trees, a copper beach, a camperdown elm and 

a coast redwood. The Christchurch City Council (Council) was not then seeking the 

protection of the elm and redwood. It since changed its stance, to my recollection 

without our knowledge, despite us being in discussion with it since purchase. We 

outline briefly some but not all of our dealings with the Council. I have not named 

individual staff because it does not seem necessary to do so.  

5. We oppose the listing of the elm and redwood. They are poor to average trees and 

impede an otherwise permissible use of the property. Their protection would also 

impose an unfair burden, when viewed individually, when viewed cumulatively and 

in the context of the burden of the property having heritage listing.  

6. We seek less restrictive provisions for the management of protected trees on private 

land, in some respects more in line with those applying to trees in public spaces. To 

allow time for consideration by the Council and others, I foreshadow our views in 

that regard in this evidence.  

Background 

7. The property comprises a heritage setting of 3021m at the corner of Idris and 

Glandovey roads with a heritage house and attached garage. The site is shown in 

Figure 1 (overleaf). The protected trees are marked 1 – camperdown elm; 2 – coast 

redwood; and 3 – copper beech. They are shown in greater detail in Appendix A of 

the statement of evidence of Mr Watson. 

8. In Figure 1 Glandovey Road runs near the horizontal and Idris Road runs near the 

vertical. North is towards the top of the image. The protected house and attached 

garage are marked 299. The protected setting is the entire site and is marked 429. 
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 Figure 1 : 104 Glandovey Road, Christchurch, and its surrounds 

9. The improvements were severely damaged by the 2010 and 2011 earthquakes. When 

purchased, the property had not been inhabited since 22 February 2011. The 

improvements were unrepaired, uninsured and uninsurable. They remain so. An 

engineering report dated 7 November 2011 from Lovell-Smith & Cusiel and 

geotechnical report dated 17 January 2012 from Riley Consultants2 are to the effect 

that the stream side wing of the house and attached garage, and separate pool and 

pool shelter structures, require demolition. The house must be releveled and lateral 

spread prevented. Subsequent advice confirms those aspects, but includes that part 

of the northern front of the western wing of the house needs demolition. It is not 

economic to repair using heritage methodology. These aspects are not properly 

reflected in the revised Statement of Significance the Council recently filed.  

10. The auction pack included a land information memorandum and a letter dated 4 

August 2015 from the Council to the then owners of the property, advising that the 

                                                
2 These are contained in the further submission of the Westall Trust and application for leave to file 

submission late dated 3 June 2016. 
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elm and redwood were not proposed for scheduling, and enclosing assessments by 

Treetec. They are attached to our submission of 3 June 2015. I understood the letter 

to mean that the Council would not seek protection of the elm and redwood. This 

was important. We wanted to create a grass tennis court. That could only be sited 

near the Idris Road boundary and required the removal of the elm and pruning of the 

redwood. It was also important for my partner and I to be able to garden as we wish, 

something we enjoy. 

11. We wanted to repair the house if practical, for my partner and I to live to there. This 

required the Council and Heritage New Zealand to take a pragmatic approach and to 

enable us to undertake work ourselves. The due diligence prior to deciding to bid on 

the property included telephone discussion with staff from each of those 

organisations. I spoke with a heritage team member from the Council on 7 September 

2015 and discussed the proposed purchase, the earthquake damage and our plans. I 

also emailed the Council the engineering and geotechnical reports referred to earlier. 

I spoke with Heritage New Zealand. Both organisations expressed support.  

12. On 21 September 2015, after purchase, I telephoned a council heritage member 

advising of the purchase and asked to meet. I emailed a list of issues for discussion, 

including how best to put a tennis court in, and the auction pack that included the 

letter of the Council of 4 August 2015. The Council provided the statement of 

significance.  

13. We met on 25 September 2015. There was strong support for our goal. In the New 

Year 2016, following the settlement of 18 December 2015, we resumed our liaison 

with the Council. We engaged an architect in December 2015, and an engineer and a 

landscape designer in the New Year.  

14. On 21 January 2016 I met with another Council heritage planner who was also 

positive regarding our goal. The then and later advice included that our proposed 

repair and landscaping works would be possible under the proposed plan, but that a 

resource consent would be needed for alterations and a proposed structural upgrade. 

Make-safe and repair works currently needed a resource consent. We were advised 

that because an application for consent would require an assessment against the 

current and proposed plan it was best to await decisions on the proposed plan.  
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15. On 26 January 2016 that person clarified by email that if we were excavating or 

depositing earthworks that changed the profile of the land then we may need a 

consent under the operative plan and would need a consent under the proposed plan 

for earthworks within five metres of the attached garage, unless the Council’s 

proposal was not accepted. That clarification resulted from discussion that the 

proposed grass tennis court run back area required the ground near the attached 

garage, which slopes to the river, to be filled slightly. It concerned me that it was 

potentially necessary for the Trust to obtain consent for works within five metres of 

a garage that required demolition.   

16. The Council also advised that there was a proposed protected setting that included 

the pool complex, glasshouse and garage fronting onto Glandovey Road. These were 

1960’s additions and can be seen in Figure 2. On 27 January 2016 I emailed asking to 

discuss the setting. Subsequent discussion has involved me contending the protection 

is overbreadth and the Council stating protected settings reflect property boundaries. 

17. On 30 March 2016 I sought to meet with the Council to discuss how best to progress 

our plans and to seek a grant, a matter earlier discussed. On 31 March 2016 I emailed 

a draft landscape plan that showed the proposed tennis court in the location 

previously discussed with the council. As can be seen from Figure 2 below, there is a 

need for landscaping, including for privacy. Given the size of the property it is best it 

is cohesive. The plan sent to the Council is Figure 3 (overleaf). 

 

Figure 2: The pool area 
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Figure 3 : Draft landscape plan 

18. A staff member and I met on 5 April 2016. It became apparent that the Council 

requirements for repair were going to be more convoluted, and thus involve more 

time and cost, than was apparent from earlier discussions.3 The trees featured briefly. 

There was no advice of a change of stance.  

19. I was becoming very concerned that the Council’s approach to heritage was making 

repair unaffordable. On 5 May 2016 I emailed Simpson Grierson seeking to be 

consulted in the context of the Council’s proposals before the Panel if they affected 

the property. As a result of an internet search regarding the Council’s approach to 

heritage I was aware it acted for the Council. On 31 May 2016 I sent a follow up email 

and also spoke with and emailed Mr Ball, the friend of the submitter. Later that day I 

spoke with Mr Conway.  

20. As a result of internet searches and those communications I became aware of the 

Council’s changed stance regarding the trees. Mr Conway pointed me to the relevant 

documents. It was a substantial concern. We were running into issues with the 

                                                
3 See further submission of the Westall Trust and application for leave to file submission late dated 3 June 

2016 
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heritage process and were disputing with Council staff whether a house and annexed 

garage that were so badly damaged, and the whole of the setting, should be listed. We 

now had a change of stance regarding trees, the need for yet another consent for our 

tennis court plans and ongoing costs associated with further tree protection. Given 

the nature and extent of our dealings with the Council I was surprised to not have 

been consulted.  

21. We were not able to resolve issues with the Council and by submission of 3 June 2016 

filed on 6 June 2016 we sought to be heard on the heritage and tree issues. This was 

very late and for that I am sorry. We were granted leave in relation to the trees. 

22. The Council has visited the site and been provided with concept plans. However, the 

project has stalled while we try to resolve issues regarding the trees and the Council’s 

approach to the heritage listing. The protection of the elm and redwood would add 

to the burden of the property. The cumulative burden will include:  

(a) not being able to landscape as we wish and not being able to create a tennis 

court without consents for removal of the elm and pruning of the redwood 

(and potentially works within five metres of the earthquake damaged garage); 

(b) meeting ongoing costs associated with three protected trees, rather than just 

one, cumulative on the increased repair and insurance costs and burdensome 

(in our view) consenting requirements for repairs to a heritage property;  

 (c) having paid a price based on a property that would have one protected tree, 

not three in discrete locations.  Had we known the Council would seek 

protection for all three trees we would almost certainly not have bid or would 

have bid to a lesser level.  

23. The protection of trees reduces our enjoyment other ways. My partner and I enjoy 

gardening. It is one of the reasons the property was purchased. Restrictions on 

pruning one’s own tree is frustrating, especially when they require Council consent 

and involve paying someone to do work that we would find satisfying. We also value 

being able to make decisions ourselves. We have had a council staff member suggest 

we do not need a tennis court. This is correct, but it is not the landowner. 
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The individual trees 

 Camperdown elm 

24. The essence of the Council’s Treetec assessment of 15 December 2014 is that the elm 

is located in the lawn too close to a protected copper beach, which is suppressing it. 

It has poor shape, poor stature and poor suitability in the landscape. Our experts take 

a dimmer view. We agree with our experts. It is shown in Figures 4 and 5 (overleaf), 

which show the view of it from the house. The beech is on the left and the elm is on 

the right. 

25. The elm does not have amenity for us. It stands in the lawn to the north-east of the 

house, 13 metres inward from the Idris Road boundary and 10 metres inward from 

the Glandovey Road boundary. It: 

(a) is in a very poor location. It is substantially hindered by the copper beach and 

prevents the siting of a tennis court in the only place on the property that a 

tennis court can be located given the protection of the copper beech; 

(b) shades part of the property in the mornings. In winter the shade extends near 

the kitchen and living room side of the house, where we wish to have an 

outside area to sit in the mornings; 

(c) is very misshapen. It also has a branch that extends down to 1.4 m above the 

lawn. It cannot be mown under and the lawn has largely perished underneath 

it. The branch is approximately 15cm in diameter. There are dead branches, 

some of which have fallen; 

(d) has a very low visibility from public spaces. It is deciduous and therefore 

barren for a significant part of the year. Treetec estimate it is 10 metres high. 

It is dominated by the beech, and sits behind boundary trees and a fence. Part 

of it is visible from the roadside, but only within a few hundred metres of the 

property. Beyond that, other trees and surrounding houses, many of which 

are two storey, block out the view. 
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 Figure 4: The elm in winter 2016 (the view from the house) 

 

 

Figure 5: The elm in summer 2016 (the view from the house) 

26. Figure 6 (overleaf) shows the more usual and desirable shape of a camperdown elm, 

located in the botanical gardens in Christchurch. The photo was taken in winter 2016.  
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Figure 6: Elm in the botanic gardens winter 2016 

Coast redwood  

27. The essence of the Treetec assessment is that the redwood is of average structure and 

heath and has poor suitability in the landscape. Our experts take a slightly dimmer 

view. We agree with them. It is located inside the Idris Road boundary. On the road 

side it has been pruned to a height of 6 metres. This is shown in Figure 7. This is 

probably to prevent interference with pedestrians and traffic and therefore probably 

by the Council or a public space operator. If so it illustrates the relative ability such 

an entity has to prune protected trees, compared to a landowner. On our side the 

branches have not been similarly pruned and extend 12 metres from the boundary. 

 

Figure 7: The pruning up to 6 metres on the Idris Road side of the redwood 
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28. The redwood has some amenity for us, but is not a tree we would choose to plant on 

the site. In our view it is unsuitable for a residential section. The species can grow to 

60 - 70 metres. Subdivision in the area can occur to 500m2. In addition it: 

(a) is misshapen. This is mainly because of the pruning on the Idris Road side 

and because the tree appears to have lost its main leader. It has lost or partially 

lost branches. One that currently requires removal has a diameter of 

approximately 15 cms. This is shown in Figure 8; 

 

 Figure 8: Partially lost branch 

(b) has lost foliage at the apex. We have not investigated why. It would require 

an arborist and equipment to reach that level. The tree is 20m high; 

(c) has branches that are low (they droop to head height and below) and extend 

over the lawn and in part where a tennis court run-back and side run-off 

would be; 

(d) will impede us growing along the adjacent fence trees of the type that we 

would like, to a height of 4 to 8 metres, for aesthetic reasons, to mitigate noise 

and to screen the houses opposite. The property is exposed on its river 

frontage therefore we want to have privacy from other angles if possible; 
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(e) is visible from the road, but only in reasonable proximity to the intersection 

of Glandovey and Idris Road. Despite its size, much beyond that other trees 

and surrounding houses obstruct a clear view. 

29. We do not want to remove the tree, but if permitted may in the next 5 to 10 years or 

so, when other trees that we intend to plant along the boundary begin to mature, and 

depending on how they fare. In the meantime we wish to prune it up to 3 to 6 metres 

to allow for part of a tennis court side run off and planting. We wish to remove 

weakened branches and closely clustered branches from time to time.  

The copper beech 

30. The beech is relevant to the cumulative burden and the restrictions on managing 

protected trees. It is an attractive and large tree, 15.5 metres high with a spread of 19 

metres. It drops many leaves and pods annually, but they do not burden us.  

31. It is very poorly located. It is in the lawn 6 metres inwards from the Idris Road 

boundary and to the north and north east of the house. It prevents us putting a tennis 

court in front of the house. It shades part of the house and the area immediately 

outside of it. The shade occurs to the eastern and northern side of the eastern wing 

and the corresponding areas upstairs and downstairs, being the main bedroom 

upstairs and a living room downstairs. This impacts adversely on light and heat in 

summer and winter. It is an old, cold house and sunlight is important. Shading is 

shown in Figure 9. I cannot recall if the upstairs bedroom is shaded in summer. To 

mitigate shading and for health the beech needs pruning, for which Four Seasons 

Treecare Otautahi Ltd, arborists, have quoted $2,000. In addition is the inconvenience 

of seeking consent and any associated costs. 
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 Figure 9: morning shading from the copper beech in winter 2016 

 

Pruning  

32. Large trees often have large branches. For example, the elm and redwood have 

branches that require pruning or removal that are approximately 15 cms in diameter, 

likely more where those branches join the trunk. Unless we can prune or remove 

branches of at least that diameter or greater as a permitted activity then consent will 

be needed. 

33. For many trees the majority of their branches lie above the bottom third. To restrict 

landowner pruning without consent and without an arborist to the lower third will 

mean that an arborist is required for pruning of much of the annual growth and to 

prevent a greater nuisance.   

34. To illustrate, Figure 10 is a photo of the copper beech, taken from the west. The 

bottom third comprises the trunk and some branches. The majority of the branches 

occur in the top two thirds of the tree. Many are small branches, easily pruned with 

secateurs, loppers, a handsaw or a polesaw. We use, on non-protected trees, a manual 

polesaw that extends to 6 metres. When added to the height of the operator, branches 

can be pruned to a height of approximately 8 metres.  
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 Figure 10 : the copper beech 

35. Given the angle of the sun in the sky, it is often the middle to upper parts of a tree 

that can cause shading. Figure 11 shows the beech with the sun behind it. This photo 

was taken in front of the house. Pruning of annual growth at and above that level will 

be necessary just to prevent shading from becoming worse. 

 

 Figure 11 : the copper beech from the house with the sun behind in winter 2016 
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36. We are not sure how a concept such as such as pruning of no more than 5% of a tree 

in any year, or 10% in any three years (proposed Chapter 9.4.3.2.1 P1a) is easily 

applied. We do not know whether it is sufficient to restrain growth each year and to 

prevent nuisance. It seems unlikely for some faster growing trees.  

 

37. We would welcome chapter 9.4 including as permitted activities pruning by the 

landowner in accordance with good arboricultural practice: the past 3 years annual 

growth; any part of the tree in order to help prevent or minimise nuisance including 

shading; and any part of a tree so long as it does not have a significant adverse impact 

on the shape, form and health of the tree. Major pruning could be done by or under 

the supervision of an arborist. The latter more closely reflects what can be done in 

public spaces. 

Works under and around the dripline 

38. The driplines of the redwood and elm are very large. They are set out in the evidence 

of Mr Watson. The three protected trees cover a total area of 563.5m2, more than the 

permitted residential allotment size of 500m2. The dripline of the copper beech alone 

extends 11 metres from its trunk. 

39. We wish to be able to landscape and plant under the tree and install paths. We wish 

to be able to do so without the need for consent, so long as we do not damage the 

overall health of the tree.  

Landscaping more generally  

40. Tree protection crystalises parts of the landscape. This limits future potential and does 

not necessarily reflect how properties were intended to be lived in. Figure 12 

(overleaf) shows the property in 1930, when the house was unshaded and owners 

were presumably unrestricted in their landscaping. I understand this was a family 

home with a tennis court and ponds and gardens front and rear. It won garden awards. 

This shows there are different ways of achieving a landscape of high amenity, a matter 

we believe should be reflected in Chapter 9.4.  

41. Over the years the property has become more austere and subject to significant 

shading. We wish to be able to create a light filled house and light attractive garden 

and to do so ourselves. It is in part from doing so ourselves that we will gain 
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satisfaction. Landowners have an important interest in deciding how to, and being 

able to, plant and prune on their own property.   

42. We would welcome the interest of the landowner and the importance of the particular 

context, referred to below, being recognised in the objective of Chapter 9.4 and 

reflected more fully in the lower levels. It appears to us that the current proposed 

objective tends to recognise wider interests. 

 

Figure 12: the property in 1930 
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Assessment of trees in context 

43.  Context is important, and the most immediate context of a tree is the site upon which 

it is planted. We would welcome greater recognition of the particular context and 

landowner interests when evaluating whether protection should occur and whether it 

should cease. Otherwise a tree may be protected when it could be removed on 

application.  

44. Chapter 9.4.2.1.b(iv) allows significant trees to be listed if they do not significantly 

compromise the reasonable use or residential amenity of a property and its surrounds.  

The elm and redwood do so. But significant is a fairly high threshold and we favour 

it being lower. We also prefer an assessment against what could be done on a site but 

for the protection. Otherwise we may, as other trees grow, have further protected 

trees and suffer comprised amenity and site restrictions that are more than trivial but 

less than significant. This would encourage us to remove trees as they mature towards 

the point of protection.  

45. This is in part an issue of cumulative burden. We would welcome protection not 

occurring, and lapsing, if the cumulative burden would result in a more than minor 

burden or more than minor restriction on the use of a site. Some recognition of 

cumulative burden features in Chapter 9.4.2.1.b(iv), as a discretionary consideration 

when felling is sought, but in our view that is not enough. 

46. To illustrate cumulative burden, if the mediated agreement is effected then the total 

protections proposed for the property are the whole of the house and attached garage, 

the whole of the setting and three discrete trees. There are also river setback aspects. 

The Council would have a say in so many aspects of our property and lives, that affect 

our amenity and our social and economic wellbeing, for example: whether we can 

choose to landscape as we wish; where we can place a greenhouse; whether we have 

a tennis court for my partner and I and visitors to use; whether we prune certain trees 

ourselves or engage and pay a professional to do so; and landscaping under a tree. 

These are ongoing matters, separate from the restrictions that apply at the stage of 

make safe and repair (and general building consent requirements). There is a point at 

which, in our view, restrictions become inconsistent with ownership and undermine 

enjoyment. They would do so in our case. 
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Other criteria for listing and application across the district 

47. We are not clear what is meant by a significant tree. We understand it may mean a 

tree that has good structure, good health and poor shape, and that the Council now 

proposes that those criteria be adjusted upwards. We support that, which would result 

in the elm and redwood not being scheduled. However, unless there are other criteria 

then from my layperson’s perspective many trees young and old, common and 

uncommon, unattractive and attractive, will be captured. We support Chapter 9.4 

defining the criteria clearly so as to capture only trees truly deserving of protection. 

48. We do not know the extent to which the Council has in recent years scheduled 

additional trees. The Council might clarify how many new trees have been added each 

year in the past 10 years. We are concerned that the protection sought appears to us 

to be targeted at trees that happen to have already been listed. 

49. We understand from the Council’s Heritage Protection Activity Management Plan, 

Long term Plan 2015-2025 of 23 September 2014, (apparently put in evidence last 

year) that it plans to review 30 to 40 listed or potential heritage places including 

buildings and structures per year. We are not sure if this includes trees. In our view, 

the criteria ought to be consistent with what the Council is intending to do by way of 

new listings. If the criteria cover far more trees than the Council intends to schedule, 

then again unfairness results, because the burden will fall on just a selection. 

 Removal of protection of trees 

50. We would welcome provision for protected trees to be deemed unprotected if they 

fall below the threshold for protection. If they fall below that then landowners ought 

not to face the burden of applying for a determination. This is borne in part from our 

experience with the earthquake damaged heritage improvements and the advised 

requirement for a $12,000 deposit to seek a plan change. Evidence could be required, 

which might initially come from an assessment conducted by the Council by its 

arborists at its cost, but be subject to challenge. 

51. It would allow an alternative to pruning or removal: removal of protection so that a 

landowner can manage the tree as best he or she can. To take our redwood, it does 
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not, in our view, warrant protection, yet we wish to retain it and manage it as best we 

can. We are concerned that loss of protection is being equated with a tree 

automatically being cut down, or others not being planted.  

52. There also does not, based on my reading of some earlier submissions, appear to be 

proper recognition that loss of a protected tree need not be only negative. It may 

allow for better site amenity and better landowner amenity, as well as health, social, 

cultural and economic benefits. An example is our proposed landscaping: it should 

improve the property and contribute to our wellbeing and that of visitors.  

Limited or public notification 

53. We oppose limited or public notification for works on a protected tree, including 

felling. It only adds to the landowner burden. There is a more fundamental ground: 

fairness. The public space operators are not subject to notification when they prune 

or fell, yet felling in the public space has previously attracted public interest. Why 

should landowners be subject to a harsher regime than public space operators? 

Evidence of other submitters 

54. Ms Helen Lowe has made a statement of evidence dated 29 July 2016 opposing non-

listing of the elm and redwood. At page 25 of a schedule she states that they are “likely 

100+ years old”. I sought to learn about the property before and after purchase. I have 

not come across anything to suggest that the trees are 100 years old or more. The 

house was designed in 1926 and built in 1927. The view in Figure 12 shows what may 

be the copper beech as a young tree. The elm is not visible. Either it was outside of 

the frame of the photo or was not planted.  

55. Ms Lowe also states, under a column headed “Mediated agreement”: “50/50/50” and 

“50/50/30”. Assuming those reflect some of the figures from the Treetec assessment, 

then they reflect only a small part of its assessment and date to 15 December 2014. 

We do not believe they represent the current position nor reflect all matters that ought 

to be taken into account in assessing whether a tree should be protected. Had we 

been aware of the mediation we would have challenged protection.  

56. While 15 December 2014 may not seem long ago, we understand that trees are 

continuing to suffer from the 2010 to 2011 earthquakes.  
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57. Mr Michael Ostash has under cover of an email of the Council filed a submission. He 

opposes delisting of both trees and states on page 12 of his submission that the elm 

is “… slightly supressed due to being located near the Copper Beech but this has only slightly affected 

its condition. It is a large specimen, visible from Fendalton Road.” This is incorrect. The 

suppression has significantly affected the tree, it has low visibility from public spaces 

and is not visible from Fendalton Road.  

58. Mr Ostash states that the redwood is large for its species for Christchurch. I do not 

know how many redwood trees there are within the district on private and public 

property nor their sizes. Mr Ostash does not say. I agree it is a large tree. That is why, 

in our view, the species is generally unsuited to a residential section.  

59. Mr Ostash also states “This property was brought in 2014 with the trees already protected, its 

value reflected this.” I am not aware of the property being sold in 2014. We have set out 

factors relevant to the Trust’s purchase in September 2015. 

Trees in public spaces  

60. There are many good trees in the region of Glandovey Road. Almost without 

exception, they are on private property. There are few in public spaces, essentially the 

grass verge, and we believe none near 104 Glandovey Road on its side of the road. 

Many suburbs would benefit from the Council undertaking better street planting. 

That would help relieve the owners of protected trees from the burden of providing 

a community amenity.  

62. The council could also help compensate for the burden by meeting the cost of 

maintaining protected trees (it has a limited fund it seems from recent evidence), 

offering rates reductions or other incentives.  

63. It is recognised that these matters may fall outside of the current context, but the 

Council might still consider them.  

 

 

 Anthony James Frank Wilding  

3 August 2016 


