






 

 

 

4 July 2016 

 

 

The Westall Trust 

C/- Mr A J F Wilding 

PO Box 2929 

CHRISTCHURCH   8140      

 

 

Dear Sir 

 

RE:  104 GLANDOVEY ROAD, FENDALTON, CHRISTCHURCH  

 

1. The purpose for which our opinion has been sought 

(a)  On 28 June 2016 you requested us to provide an expert opinion as to the 

effects on saleability and value that may result from protected trees and the 

heritage listing of residential building improvements on residentially zoned 

properties, including that at 104 Glandovey Road, Christchurch. 

(b)  We understand that you are making a submission to the Christchurch 

Replacement District Plan Independent Hearings Panel (IHP) and you have 

requested our expert opinion on these issues as part of that process. 

(c) We, and the writer Mark Shalders in particular, have read and agree to comply 

with the code of conduct of expert witnesses forming part of the Environment 

Court of New Zealand Practice Note 2014. 

(d) We have not (yet) been requested to determine any quantum change in 

value to the subject property as a result of the Heritage Protection of the 

principal buildings or the protection of trees on the site, but we have been 

asked to comment on whether these issues have an effect on the value of 

your property and any properties with similar heritage or tree protection issues. 

(e) We have commented separately on both issues as below. 

 

2. The process 

(a) In forming our opinion we and the writer (Mark Shalders) in particular have: 

 read the code of conduct for expert witnesses; 
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 read the submission dated 3 June 2016 of the Westall Trust to the IHP; 

 

  read the direction dated 21 June 2016 of the Chair of the IHP, the Honourable Sir John 

Hansen, regarding Chapter 9: Natural and Cultural Heritage; 

 

 viewed an aerial image of the property, entitled “Heritage Items and Settings Aerial 

Map, annexed hereto and marked “A”; 

 

 on 30 June 2016 visited the property at 104 Glandovey Road; 

 

 viewed the property and the protected trees; 

 

 viewed the exterior and interior of the heritage listed dwelling on the property; 

 

 communicated with AJF Wilding. He was also present when the property was visited; 

 

 conducted research on relevant property sales; 

 

 discussed and assessed the issues arising within our Christchurch office. 

 

(b) The reasons for our opinion are set out below. We, and Mark Shalders, have not omitted to 

consider material facts known that might alter or detract from the opinions expressed. 

 

3. Expertise  

(a) The writer, Mark Shalders, is a registered valuer with expertise in residential valuations within 

Christchurch.  He has been a valuer in Auckland from 1977 to 1991, and since then has been 

a valuer in Christchurch. 

(b) He has a Diploma in Urban Valuation and is a Fellow of the Property Institute of New Zealand 

and a Fellow of the New Zealand Institute of Valuers. 

(c) This opinion falls within his and our expertise. 

 

4. The property 

(a) The property is sited at the corner of Glandovey and Idris Road, Christchurch. An aerial 

photo (supplied by AJF Wilding) is shown in annexure A. Marked on that and numbered as 

follows (with the numbers 1 to 3 inserted for the purpose of this report) are: 
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1. a Camperdown Elm, which we understand is protected under the current plan and 

had been proposed by the Council not to be protected under the proposed plan; 

2. a Coast Redwood, which we understand is protected under the current plan and 

had been proposed by the Council not to be protected under the proposed plan; 

3. a Copper Beech, which we understand is protected under the current plan and is 

proposed to still be protected under the proposed plan; 

229 the Heritage Listed house and garage on the property. 

(b) The river is at the southern end of the property and Glandovey Road is at the northern end. 

Idris road is on the eastern side. 

(c) The Copper Beech and Camperdown Elm are located in the north-eastern lawn of the 

property. The Coast Redwood is located to the eastern side. 

 

5. Protected Trees 

 

5.1 Protected trees and value 

(a) Under the partially operative existing Christchurch City Plan it was our understanding that 

new dwellings could not be constructed within 10 metres of the trunk of a protected tree 

unless Resource Consent approval was achieved. This restriction was imposed to protect 

the root structure and canopy of protected trees from building works.   

When we last contacted the Christchurch City Council in January 2016 to determine the 

status of protected trees under the Proposed Replacement Christchurch City Plan, we were 

advised that a significant number of protected trees on the previous existing City Plan had 

been removed from the Protected Tree Register of the Proposed Plan but from our 

discussions with the Christchurch City Council staff we were also advised that there was a 

likelihood that many of these trees would be reintroduced for protection.   

We were also advised that the existing rule limiting construction within 10 metres of the trunk 

of a protected tree was also under review and that any building restriction was likely to be 

limited to the drip line of a significant or protected tree, effectively the outer line of the tree 

canopy. At that stage in January 2016 the Schedule of Protected Trees and 

building/development constraints as a result of those trees had yet to be finalised. 

(b) The specific location of the protected tree or trees on a site has differing impacts on the 

usability of the site. 
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We have seen instances where a protected tree on a property would have little or no 

negative effect on the property’s development potential, subdivision potential or saleability 

and that would obviously be the case where a protected tree is in an area of a site that 

was not suitable for the construction of the home i.e. within an area of the site contained 

within the setback from a principal stream or in a Flood Protection area and did not cause 

shade or other nuisance. 

Where a protected tree or trees are positioned on a site hindering either the property’s 

development potential, subdivision potential or having a significant shading or other 

nuisance effect on a residential dwelling, we believe that the market does reflect a 

negative impact from those trees. 

(c) One recent example we are aware of is a property at 1 Wood Lane in Fendalton, a large 

cleared site with a total land area of approximately 2,898 m2 situated on the corner of Wood 

Lane and Fendalton Road.   

A very substantial protected Copper Beech tree is located on the north western half of that 

site approximately 21 metres back from the Wood Lane frontage and approximately 25 

metres from the Fendalton Road frontage of the property.   

An aerial image of the property is annexed hereto and marked “B”. 

That tree was protected under the existing Christchurch City Plan and remained protected 

under the original schedule of protected trees in the Proposed Replacement City Plan.   

Additionally there are Tulip Trees on the southern half of the site that were originally noted 

as protected trees under the existing City Plan but had been removed from the Protected 

Tree Register of the Proposed Plan. It appears that these may now be reintroduced to the 

schedule.   

The Tulip Trees are located close to the stream boundary at the southern end of the 

property.  Approximately 40% of the land at the southern end of the property is low-lying, is 

within a Floor Level and Fill Management Area and is not considered to be well suited to 

dwelling development. There is also a significant development set back from the Avon River 

stream boundary at the southern end of the property.   

On that basis the Tulip Tree would appear to have little if any negative effect on the 

property.  

The Copper Beech tree however is centrally positioned in the north-western portion of the 

property severely limiting the area of this relatively large site that is suitable for building 

development.   

We have estimated the total area of the site outside the Floor Level and Fill Management 

Area at approximately 1690 m2. 
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This property has been actively marketed for sale since February 2016, and auctioned on 

the 18th of March 2016. We understand that a bid of $1,400,000 was received at auction. A 

conditional offer is currently in place at a higher level. We are aware of the consideration 

involved with that conditional offer which remains confidential but can provide greater 

clarity when the offer becomes unconditional. The sale price under the conditional contract 

reflects a significant discount in land value rate when compared to the sale at 2 Fendalton 

Road described below. We consider it to have a better location than 104 Glandovey Road. 

(d) A vacant site directly opposite 1 Wood Lane at 2 Fendalton Road sold in January 2016 for a 

consideration of $1,150,000, offered a total land area of 1151 m2, the site also adjoining the 

Avon River to its southern side and also having part of the land affected by a Floor Level 

and Fill Management Area.   

The net area of the 2 Fendalton Road site excluding the Floor Level and Fill Management 

Area designation is approximately 735 m2.   

No protected trees were noted on this vacant land parcel. 

The sale of the 2 Fendalton Road property indicated an overall land value rate of $999/m2. 

We do not think the size of the allotment accounts for the price per square metre difference 

in this area (Fendalton). 

(e) There have been a number of recent vacant land sales in Fendalton indicating land values 

for sites unencumbered by protected trees or protected buildings at land value rates of 

between $900/m2 and $1500/m2 dependent on their specific locations.   

In that context the sale of the 2 Fendalton Road property appears to be in line with the 

general market value range for land in this area. 

(f) If the 1 Wood Lane and 2 Fendalton Road land sales are re-analysed to apply some 

weighting to the portions of each site outside the Floor Level and Fill Management Level 

and a lower value rate to the respective areas of the site within the Floor Level and Fill 

Management Area, there is still a very significant discount evident in the 1 Wood Lane 

contract price which can only be attributable to the protected Copper Beech tree. 

In contrast a vacant parcel of lane at 19 Helmores Lane sold in May 2015 at a consideration 

of $1,800,000, a corner block of 1555 m2 which contained a protected tree being a 

Common Lime which is positioned at the south-western corner of the site.   

At the time of sale the purchase price appeared to be fully in line with the available market 

evidence and we assumed that the positioning of the protected tree clearly had insufficient 

impact on the development potential or subdivisability of the site to negatively affect the 

sale price. 
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(g) Owners of properties with a protected tree or trees also face higher ongoing cost of 

maintaining those trees, recognising that Resource Consent approval is required to prune 

the trees in any significant way and that pruning work must be completed by a professional 

arborist.   

In an area of high underlying land values this is a relatively small consideration but does 

impose an ongoing cost to the owner. 

(h) Overall it has been our experience that protected trees on a site do have a negating effect 

on property values if the trees are located on a portion of the site that either impacts on the 

subdivision or development potential of the land or excessively shades the building platform 

or causes some other significant nuisance.   

 

5.2 The subject property 

(a) In the instance of 104 Glandovey Road we believe that protection of the large Copper 

Beech tree would have a negative impact on the property. 

(b) A further adverse value impact will result from the retention of two additional protected 

trees, being the Camperdown Elm and Coast Redwood to the eastern end of the property.  

(c) These two trees are not attractive in shape, and combine to limit any possible further 

subdivision in that area of the site.  

(d) The Camperdown Elm and Coast Redwood also would appear to prevent the construction 

of a tennis court which would sit well on a site of this size and could only realistically be 

constructed along the eastern part of the property. It is the type of facility that might be 

expected in a property of this nature and of itself tends to add value to a property.  

(e) There is in our opinion a greater cumulative adverse impact on value from of having three 

protected trees in discrete locations, with two of them sited in the lawn and to the northern 

side of the property, compared to: 

 there being fewer protected trees; or 

 

 there being the same number in a close group located towards the edge of the property, 

including along a right of way; or 

 

 the trees, and especially the Copper Beech and Camperdown Elm, being located in a 

position that is not likely to cause shading on or near the house; or 

 

 the trees not being in a location that cumulatively is likely to significantly hinder 

development of the site. 
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(f) That is especially so taking into account the Copper Beech and the Heritage Listed house 

and garage. There is a cumulative negative effect on value, reflecting the consequent site 

limitations.  

 

6. Protected Buildings 

 

6.1 Protected buildings and value 

(a) Many of the protected buildings and structures identified on the Christchurch City Council’s 

website are community buildings, schools, churches or commercial properties and many of 

the older buildings were substantially damaged by the 2010/2011 earthquake series.   

It is therefore difficult to accurately determine from recent sales evidence the extent of any 

positive or negative effects that building protection has on the current market value of 

Christchurch residential properties. 

(b) It has been our experience that historically potential purchasers have shown a greater 

degree of caution towards properties with protected buildings or have been deterred from 

purchasing larger land parcels complete with protected building improvements in the 

expectation that the ability to optimise the development of the site will be hindered by the 

need to retain the protected building unless it is well placed on the site. 

(c) Two clear examples of devaluation are described below. 

165 Papanui Road is a land parcel of 2456 m2 located on the corner of Papanui Road and 

Rugby Street in the Merivale area.  It sold in January 2010 for a consideration $1,230,000, 

and was developed at that time with the St Albans Methodist Church, a Group 2 Protected 

Building.  The site had an underlying zoning of Living 2 and, at the time of sale, Living 2 land 

values in Merivale were typically in excess of $800/m2.  

Adopting the minimum land value rate of $800 per square metre, this suggested an 

underlying bare land value for the site at time of sale, if not encumbered by the protected 

church buildings, of approximately $1,950,000.  The sale price was clearly significantly below 

that figure suggesting the value was being constrained by the Heritage Protection on the 

church buildings. 

(d) The subject property at 104 Glandovey Road which is developed with a Group 3 Protected 

Building sold at public auction in September 2015 for a consideration of $1,610,000 

indicating an overall land value rate of $533/m2 if any value attributable to the dwelling and 

site improvements are ignored.   
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(e) There were two land sales that occurred in Glandovey Road at a similar time, 30A 

Glandovey Road selling for a consideration of $1,330,000, a rear site with a net area of 2095 

m2 excluding driveway and 36A Glandovey Road sold for $1,280,000 with a net land area 

of 1950 m2 approximately excluding driveway.   

Both had a south side stream aspect. This was substantially more prominent with the 36A 

Glandovey Road property.   

Those bare land sales were respectively at land value rates of $635/m2 and $656/m2 based 

on their net land area excluding driveway.   

(f) Earlier in 2015 a property at 36 Clifford Avenue sold for a consideration of $1,880,000 with a 

net land area excluding driveway of 2192 m2 indicating a land value rate of $858/m2 and 

30 – 32 Clifford Avenue sold in March 2015 for a consideration of $1,850,000 with a net land 

area of 2562 m2 indicating an overall rate of $722/m2.   

Both properties had east side stream boundaries and were in a slightly superior Fendalton 

location to the subject property.   

(g) As with protected trees, protected dwellings that do not significantly interrupt the potential 

of a site to be further developed or subdivided have a lesser effect on the saleability or 

value of a property. The recent sale of a property at 70 Glandovey Road illustrates that, the 

dwelling having a Group 4 protection and being well positioned at the rear of the site. The 

sale price showed no real discount to an equivalent property without a protected building. 

It had a tennis court, which we considered increased its value. 

(h) There is, in our opinion, a greater adverse impact on value when a protected building 

cannot be used for its purpose without significant expenditure, because it is damaged. That 

is not only because of the damage but the perceived difficulty, including procedurally, and 

higher cost involved in repairing a heritage listed property.  

 

6.2 The subject property 

(a) The sales evidence available to us suggests that the subject property when sold in 

September 2015 transacted for less than its bare land value, we believe, reflecting a 

combination of the protected building on the site, its damage, and the protected tree or 

trees also associated with the property. 

(b) In our opinion the earthquake damaged state of the building, in the context of it also being 

heritage listed, contributed to a lower value than if it were not heritage listed but still 

earthquake damaged. 
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(c) It is difficult to allocate the apparent value discount between the tree and building 

protections. However, they are significant issues. 

(d) They are made greater if the protection of the Camperdown Elm and Coast Redwood does 

not lapse.  

(e) The cumulative effect on the site of the restrictions imposed by the Copper Beech and the 

Heritage Listed house and garage are compounded if those two trees remain protected. 

That reflects increased limitations on the site and reduced amenity.  

 

If there is any further information you require, please do not hesitate to communicate with the writer. 

 

Yours faithfully 

FORDBAKER VALUATION LIMITED 

 

 

 

M S SHALDERS - Dip Urb Val, FPINZ, FNZIV 

REGISTERED VALUER 

DDI:     +64 3 964 4102 

Email:  mark@fordbaker.co.nz 

 

mailto:mark@fordbaker.co.nz
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Annexure A – 104 Glandovey Road, Christchurch 
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Annexure B – 1 Wood Lane, Christchurch 

 

 

 

 

Protected Copper 

Beech Tree 


