
Notes to speak to QLDC DP Hearing 11:10am 29 June 2016 
 
Background 
 
My family and I have been holidaying in Arrowtown for approximately 40 years and I have 
been a ratepayer since that time.  In 1992 my late husband and I purchased the section at 
22 Wiltshire Street.  At the time it was extremely overgrown and a complete eyesore. Over 
the ensuing years my family, including my partner Bob, have worked hard to get the 
section to the standard it is today.  This was done at considerable cost to us. 
 
I am representing both ourselves and David and Samantha Gent who share the same 
views as we do on the proposed scheduling of Tree 1002. 
 
We are all fully aware and appreciate the aesthetic value that trees add to the Arrowtown 
landscape and agree that there have to be some measures in place to protect heritage 
trees but consideration should also be given to private property owners where the benefits 
of scheduling the tree are outweighed by the negative impacts that the tree is causing. 
 
All of our concerns and photographic evidence have been documented in the 17 page 
submission lodged with the QLDC in October 2015 that I trust you have all read in full and 
are familiar with. 
 
In summary we disagree with the scheduling of Tree 1002 - the Western Red Cedar on the 
boundary of 5 Berkshire Street and 22 Wiltshire Street for the following reasons: 
 

1. This tree is located approximately 1 metre from The Gents house (refer photo 2 
page 1 of my submission) and is causing damage to the house foundations and 
footpath of the property as detailed in the expert evidence and photos provided by 
Andrew Morris, Chartered Structural Engineer - refer Appendix 1 (page 8) of my 
submission.  Mr Morris also clearly states "We also note due to the current size and 
the significant expected size the tree could grow to, the damage to the house at 5 
Berkshire St will worsen and is expected to become significant both in terms of 
structure and durability in the long term."  For this fact alone we believe the tree 
should not be scheduled.   

2. At 16m in height this tree is considered juvenile and is already too large for it's 
current location.  The Western Red Cedar is not native to New Zealand and is 
commonly found on mountainsides and in forests in Western North America.  It is a 
totally inappropriate tree to have on a residential section because of size alone.  
The growing conditions in Arrowtown mirror it's natural environment and there is no 
reason to suggest that it won't reach it's full growth potential of up to 70m in height.  
Please refer to Chris Brand's (Independent Arborist) report in Appendix 2 (page 12) 
of my submission endorsing these facts.  Significantly the QLDC consultant arborist, 
Mr David Spencer, is silent in his evidence to our submission on this point.  The fact 
is this Western Red Cedar tree will grow to more than 4 times its current size 
rendering our property useless as a residential section on which to build a 
residence. 

3. The tree is seriously impacting the building platform on our section at 22 Wiltshire 
Street and the current 8 metre root protection zone extends to over half the width of 
our property (refer to photos on pages 2 and 3 of the submission).  This root 
protection zone will only increase as the tree grows bigger.  The fact that the 
building platform will be significantly decreased, plus the added hassle and expense 



of having to apply for discretionary resource consent (which is not guaranteed to be 
granted), will deter potential investors/buyers and greatly devalue our section.  

4. This Western Red Cedar has never been listed as a significant landmark, notable, 
character or heritage tree and has never been captured as significant vegetation on 
any plan or register.  It is noteworthy that the QLDC have both removed and 
consented to removal of 4 trees that were listed as significant vegetation in Plan 5 
(page 4) in immediate proximity to this tree.  Two of these trees were removed 
without notification or consent of the property owners, including ourselves.  Please 
refer to pages 3-6 of my submission.  None of these trees were causing damage to 
any residents property.  Photos of all 4 of these trees can be viewed on pages 5 
and 6 of my submission.  Further to this matter I contacted the QLDC and traded 
emails with Craig Barr as to why the tree on our section had been removed and I 
refer to the last email I sent him dated Monday 22 June 2015 
 
"Hi Craig 
 
The question I would like answered is: 
 
Does the Council require permission from the land owner to remove a tree from 
their property? 
 
Regards 
Kerry" 
 
Craig's reply dated Monday 22 June 2015 
 
"Hi Kerry 
 
I cannot answer that because I don't know.  I have contacted the parks team who 
manage trees on roads to see if they know about the willow tree that was removed. 
 
My interest here is the recommended scheduling of the tree 1002. 
 
Regards 
Craig" 
 

5. Under the QLDC Arborist STEM assessment (Appendix 4 - page 15) this tree 
reached an evaluation total of 138.  The proposed District Plan does not 
demonstrate how trees have been identified as significant, which in itself is highly 
inappropriate. I forwarded my submission to Mr Allan Cubitt, Director of Cubitt 
Consulting, for his comments and he replied that 120 is a low score for a tree to be 
included in a plan.  Mr Cubitt also informed me that under the operative Dunedin 
City District Plan a tree needs to reach 147 to become a significant tree.  Given that 
Dunedin and Queenstown are in the same province you would think that the 
Councils would apply the same standards. 

 
In summary it seems to us that the QLDC and their consultant arborist have not taken into 
account the full adverse effects this Western Red Cedar tree will have on these properties 
when fully grown. They have focused on the immediate and current values of the tree but 
have failed to account for the fact that this is a juvenile tree which is less than one quarter 
of its final size.  
 



Even at its current size it is causing both land owners significant issues which warrant it 
being evaluated as inappropriate for its current location.  When it is in a fully mature state it 
will render both sections completely useless as residential properties.  
 
It seems to me, with all due respect to the council and their consultant, that they are 
putting community amenity values disproportionately ahead of those of the individual 
landowners. 
 
After all the bottom line purpose of owning a residential property is to have the ability to 
build and maintain a residence now and into the future.  While I understand the merits of 
having rules to protect significant vegetation this must not be at the expense of our 
fundamental rights as landowners to safely build and maintain a residence in perpetuity.  
In this case we believe these basic rights are being severely compromised by the current 
plan to schedule this tree. 
 
We therefore request that this tree is not scheduled or protected as detailed in the 
proposed QLDC district plan. 
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