
From: Richard Ball
Sent: Thursday, 4 August 2016 3:18 p.m.
To: Chch Plan - Info
Subject: FW: Additional comments (Tree number T978)

Categories: Faye

Hi Faye / Vic

I sought clarification from Lucy last week as to whether she wanted this on the website or was going so submit a separate statement with all her points by
yesterday’s deadline. I haven’t heard back.

If nothing else has been received from Lucy Ragg / Richard Coulter, I think we need to add this to list of submitter statements on the web.

Thanks
Richard

Richard Ball | Friend of Submitter | Independent Secretariat
348 Manchester Street, Christchurch – T 0800 777 441

CAUTION. This email message and any attachments contain information that is CONFIDENTIAL
and may be LEGALLY PRIVILEGED. If you are not the intended recipient any use, disclosure or
copying of this message or attachments is strictly prohibited. If you have received this email
message in error please notify immediately and erase all copies of the message and attachments

From: Lucy Ragg [mailto:lifeoflucyr@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 26, 2016 11:42 PM
To: Richard Ball <Richard.Ball@chchplan.ihp.govt.nz>
Subject: Re: Additional comments (Tree number T978)

Hi Richard,

I have read some of the opposition statements to the tree being removed form the schedule and i understand the sentiment that there is a desire to protect our 'Garden
City'. I totally agree that a City full of established trees adds appeal to the very nature of the environment.

The following are additions to the comments originally put forward.

1. ADDITION 1:
I will re-emphasise that we do really appreciate the beauty of our tree but probably our greatest concern, is the restrictive ability to 'prune' the tree without costly
consents (my understanding is that there is a cost to this) and using specific arborists. Our tree branches out very close to the street powerlines and we have already
had letters of concern from Orion about the potential hazard the tree has on the powerlines. This last time, Orion arranged for the branches to be pruned but these
extend well beyond our boundary and would require us to get consent to do so,  yet conversely we are legally responsible for any damage to the network the tree might
cause which could potentially be extremely costly and extremely dangerous should the extending branches rip live power lines down in a storm. We feel we urgently
need to ability to be able to prune the tree to make safe both to the powerlines beyond our boundary as well as to the branches that overhang our garage.

2. ADDITION 2:
With respect to the listed tree on our property, 'The common lime', in addition to our previously stated concerns, we did also want to point out that the tree is very close to our boundary
which has a retaining wall (approx only 1- 2 metres from the tree roots) due to a drop of about 2-3 metres which, considering the size of the tree, compromises its stability and also could be a
real safety hazard if there were further EQ's and  land movement/ lateral spread.

I would like it noted that we actually really appreciate the tree and if the tree was removed from the schedule, it would not necessarily be our intention to remove the tree. However, due to its
proximity to the pavement, road, powerlines and our house/garage, we would like to have more freedom to prune the branches as these represent an ongoing hazard also.

I would also like to comment that whilst i believe this tree was put on to the schedule as it was Sir William Buxton's signature tree type, it is not a great example as the tree has been coppiced
which has produced 4-5 separate trunks, not one thick central one, and there are many other finer examples in Hagley park!

I hope these additional concerns can be added to our original concerns stated previously, and will also be discussed at the hearing when it occurs.

ORIGINAL STSTEMENT:
My name is Lucy Ragg (c/o letter addressed to my partner, Richard Coulter)
Address: 76 Palatine Terrace, St Martins, Christchurch 8022
We are joint owners of the property.

We have a very large 'common lime' tree (Tree number T978) on our property which we were relieved to be informed was to be taken off the 'scheduled' tree list last August. We are
concerned and opposed to the idea of the tree now being put back on the list.

I spoke to the arborist who assessed the tree for this appraisal, and he explained to me that the tree was obviously attempted to be cut down early in its life which has resulted in it
developing 5 separate trunks as opposed to one singular trunk. This growing process compromises the integrity and strength of the tree. Whilst it still remains standing, we are concerned
that as it is so near to our property, if branches were to fall or a trunk to separate and fall, they would fall directly onto our house and/or a network of powerlines that are very close to the
tree as it is positioned on the corner of our property which is the junction between Palatine tce and Buxton tce. Also, the land the tree sits on is TC3 and positioned very near to the river (ie
prone to lateral spread of the land towards the river) which also compromises the safety of the tree and poses a further danger of it falling.

 We would like these concerns to be reconsidered and would like this one tree removed again from the 'schedule'.
Thank you for your consideration.

On Tue, Jul 26, 2016 at 11:05 PM, Lucy Ragg <lifeoflucyr@gmail.com> wrote:
Hi Richard,
There has been a wealth of emails in reference to this hearing so i'm not sure if my last statement of detail got passed on to you therefore i thought i would add this to
an email to you personally.

With respect to the listed tree on our property, 'The common lime', in addition to our previously stated concerns, we did also want to point out that the tree is very close to our boundary
which has a retaining wall (approx only 1- 2 metres from the tree roots) due to a drop of about 2-3 metres which, considering the size of the tree, compromises its stability and also could
be a real safety hazard if there were further EQ's and  land movement/ lateral spread.

I would like it noted that we actually really appreciate the tree and if the tree was removed from the schedule, it would not necessarily be our intention to remove the tree. However, due to
its proximity to the pavement, road, powerlines and our house/garage, we would like to have more freedom to prune the branches as these represent an ongoing hazard also.

I would also like to comment that whilst i believe this tree was put on to the schedule as it was Sir William Buxton's signature tree type, it is not a great example as the tree has been
coppiced which has produced 4-5 separate trunks, not one thick central one, and there are many other finer examples in Hagley park!

I hope these additional concerns can be added to our original concerns stated previously, and will also be discussed at the hearing when it occurs.

Many thanks,

Lucy Ragg

--
Smiles,
Lucy R
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