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Kelly Moulder

From: www.mpdc.govt.nz <webmaster@mpdc.govt.nz>
Sent: Wednesday, 11 November 2015 14:04
To: Kelly Moulder
Subject: New submission from 'Submission on Proposed District Plan Change'!

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

You have a new submission. 

Name:  Lynette Beer 

Contact person (if different from above):    

Address: 3 Fourth Street, Waihou 

Phone:  078847556 

Email:  lynandbobbeer@xtra.co.nz 

The specific provisions of the plan change that my submission relates to are: 
Reduction of total number of protected trees 

My submission is (include whether you support or oppose the specific provisions or wish to 
have them amended, and the reasons for your views): 
I oppose the provision to reduce the number of protected trees to a total of 90. On our 
property we have a 60 year old copper beech tree - it was planted when the house was built in 
1957. In November 2007 you wrote (on the 16th of Nov) that based on the then STEM 
assessment our tree was categorised as significant and worthy of protection. In April 2008 
after Council raised the threshold to 150 points from 120 points, we were advised that the tree 
on our property could not gain protection. This tree has grown even more in the last 7 years 
and the thought of it being cut down by any future owner is abhorrent. There appears to be a 
general "scorched earth" policy on farmland around the Waihou area with significant numbers 
of trees being felled ad infinitum. With the ever-increasing concern over climate change and 
the accepted benefits of planting more trees/retaining existing trees to help with pollution, soil 
retention and water conservation, as well as protection afforded to stock, I consider the 
"dumbing down" of the criteria to protect significant trees is something the Council should 
not be proud of. In fact, I feel there should be some ruling in place that prohibits the 
wholesale cutting down of trees especially on farmland. I decline the plan change. 

I seek the following decision from Council: 
Decline the plan change 

Please provide details: 
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I wish to present at the council planning hearing: 
No 

I would be prepared to present a joint case at the hearing with others making a similar 
submission: 
Yes 

I could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission 
No 

If you could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission please complete 
the following: I am directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission 
that— (a) adversely affects the environment; and (b) does not relate to trade competition or 
the effects of trade competition 
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Kelly Moulder

From: www.mpdc.govt.nz <webmaster@mpdc.govt.nz>
Sent: Friday, 13 November 2015 11:44
To: Kelly Moulder
Subject: New submission from 'Submission on Proposed District Plan Change'!

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

You have a new submission. 

Name:  Lynn Beesley 

Contact person (if different from above):    

Address: 11a Tower Road 

Phone:  078884071 

Email:  jonlynn@xtra.co.nz 

 
 

The specific provisions of the plan change that my submission relates to are: 
I do not support the plan change.  

My submission is (include whether you support or oppose the specific provisions or wish to 
have them amended, and the reasons for your views): 
I would like to know who has decided on this and why. Is the plan to facilitate more land for 
developers perhaps?  

I seek the following decision from Council: 
Decline the plan change 

Please provide details: 

I wish to present at the council planning hearing: 
Yes 

I would be prepared to present a joint case at the hearing with others making a similar 
submission: 
Yes 

I could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission 
No 
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If you could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission please complete 
the following: I am directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission 
that— (a) adversely affects the environment; and (b) does not relate to trade competition or 
the effects of trade competition 
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Kelly Moulder

From: www.mpdc.govt.nz <webmaster@mpdc.govt.nz>
Sent: Tuesday, 17 November 2015 16:19
To: Kelly Moulder
Subject: New submission from 'Submission on Proposed District Plan Change'!

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

You have a new submission. 

Name:  G. L.-Faber 

Contact person (if different from above):    

Address: 40 Shakespeare Street 

Phone:  078844541 

Email:  vergil@xtra.co.nz 

 
 

The specific provisions of the plan change that my submission relates to are: 
I object to the removal of protection from around half the trees on the list by raising the 
threshold to 140 points. 

My submission is (include whether you support or oppose the specific provisions or wish to 
have them amended, and the reasons for your views): 
Tena koutou, 
Unless I am mistaken:  
The Standard Tree Evaluation Method offers 270 points for the most rarest, most important 
tree. Since Notability hardly ever gets any points awarded, these must be erned in the 
'Condition ' and 'Amenity' categories. 
Regrettably, I see no mention of a trees value as habitat, nesting space, food source, shelter, 
etc. for wildlife - part of it native and worthy of special protection. 
We should also consider that tree-owners have a lifespan, or ownership span, far less than a 
trees. A grown tree is hard, nay impossible to replace, it takes time and effort and protection.
Therefore I plead for lowering or maintaining the threshold for protection, ensuring the life of 
more trees together with their dependants, and that includes us (since we breathe what the tree 
exhales.)  
Stand tall! 
Gisela L-Faber 

I seek the following decision from Council: 
Decline the plan change 
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Please provide details: 

I wish to present at the council planning hearing: 
No 

I would be prepared to present a joint case at the hearing with others making a similar 
submission: 
Yes 

I could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission 
No 

If you could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission please complete 
the following: I am directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission 
that— (a) adversely affects the environment; and (b) does not relate to trade competition or 
the effects of trade competition 
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Kelly Moulder

From: www.mpdc.govt.nz <webmaster@mpdc.govt.nz>
Sent: Wednesday, 18 November 2015 19:21
To: Kelly Moulder
Subject: TRIM: New submission from 'Submission on Proposed District Plan 

Change'!

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Categories: Red Category
HP TRIM Record Number: 1697036

You have a new submission. 

Name:  Silvia Vercoe 

Contact person (if different from above):    

Address: 62 Coronation Road 

Phone:  021 2679362 

Email:  sbvercoe@xtra.co.nz 

 
 

The specific provisions of the plan change that my submission relates to are: 
Stem assessment threshold of 140 

My submission is (include whether you support or oppose the specific provisions or wish to 
have them amended, and the reasons for your views): 
Lower the threshold to 100 to include a higher number of trees under protection. 
Trees are beautiful landmarks that enhance our communities, increase the appeal of our streets 
and the value of our homes. Once they lose protection they are as good as gone. Protected 
trees should be seen as an asset to our towns, and I see no point in decreasing their numbers 
so dramatically.  

I seek the following decision from Council: 
If the plan change is not declined, make the following amendments 

Please provide details: 
Lower the STEM assessment threshold to100 to include a higher number of trees under 
protection 

I wish to present at the council planning hearing: 
No 
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I would be prepared to present a joint case at the hearing with others making a similar 
submission: 
No 

I could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission 
No 

If you could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission please complete 
the following: I am directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission 
that— (a) adversely affects the environment; and (b) does not relate to trade competition or 
the effects of trade competition 
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Submission on Proposed Plan Change 48 (Trees)

Date submitted: 2015-12-05 06:08:38

Your details

Name: Ross McIntyre

Contact person (if different from above):

Address: 7 Matai Ave

Phone: 027 476 9781

Email: Rossm@treescape.co.nz

Submission

The specific provisions of the plan change that my submission relates to are:
There are more than 93 trees in Matamata-Piako that ought to be protected

My submission is (include whether you support or oppose the specific provisions or wish to have 
them amended, and the reasons for your views):
That STEM is a flawed method for tree assessment an has yielded poor data. I DO NOT support 
the the change at this point.

I seek the following decision from Council: Decline the plan change

Please provide details:
The trees should be assessed by a more appropriate method

I wish to present at the council planning hearing: Yes

I would be prepared to present a joint case at the hearing with others making a similar submission: 
Yes

I could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission: Yes

If you could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission please complete the 
following: I am directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that— (a) 
adversely affects the environment; and (b) does not relate to trade competition or the effects of 
trade competition: No
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Submission on Proposed Plan Change 48 (Trees)

Date submitted: 2015-12-08 13:38:52

Your details

Name: Ian Bruce

Contact person (if different from above): Jenny McLaren

Address: 19A Park Street Morrinsville

Phone: (07) 889 5646

Email: ianandpat19@xtra.co.nz

Submission

The specific provisions of the plan change that my submission relates to are:
Removal of oak tree, on the boundary of Morrinsville Library/Skate park and Morrinsville Croquet 
grounds.
This we understand, has now been removed from the protected list.

My submission is (include whether you support or oppose the specific provisions or wish to have 
them amended, and the reasons for your views):
Specific provision to remove this tree from the protected list, is supported.

I seek the following decision from Council:

Please provide details:
Refer to our correspondence to Council, dated as follows.
31st May 2011 - addressed to Don McLeod
8th July 2011 - Mayor and Councillors
17th Feb 2012 - Don McLeod
20th April 2012 - Submission to MPDC Annual Plan - 4 points made.
21 July 2012 - Mayor Vercoe
20th Aug 2012 - Mayor Vercoe
7 Dec 2013 - Mayor and Councillors.

I wish to present at the council planning hearing: No

I would be prepared to present a joint case at the hearing with others making a similar submission: 
No

I could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission: No

If you could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission please complete the 
following: I am directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that— (a) 
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adversely affects the environment; and (b) does not relate to trade competition or the effects of 
trade competition: Yes
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Submission on Proposed Plan Change 48 (Trees)

Date submitted: 2015-12-08 16:02:13

Your details

Name: Mike Arthur

Contact person (if different from above):

Address: 5889 State Highway 29

Phone: +6478881719

Email: m.arthur@xtra.co.nz

Submission

The specific provisions of the plan change that my submission relates to are:
Some council members appear to dislike trees for the sake of cost. Our district is renowned for its 
clean green park-like appearance and to destroy trees is downright criminal as well as being 
detrimental to tourism.. 
I submit that the present STEM threshold remain at the present level with continuing maintenance 
of our 667 protected trees.

My submission is (include whether you support or oppose the specific provisions or wish to have 
them amended, and the reasons for your views):
Our trees are one of our most valuable assets providing oxygen for all plants and animals in 
addition to combating greenhouse gases and global warming.
Trees provide many years of health giving oxygen and cannot be replaced by saving costs. They 
also provide valuable timber for building and construction. 
Lets not place "corporatisation" ahead of health and beauty.

I seek the following decision from Council: Decline the plan change

Please provide details:

I wish to present at the council planning hearing: No

I would be prepared to present a joint case at the hearing with others making a similar submission: 
No

I could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission: No
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If you could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission please complete the 
following: I am directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that— (a) 
adversely affects the environment; and (b) does not relate to trade competition or the effects of 
trade competition: No
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Submission on Proposed Plan Change 48 (Trees)

Date submitted: 2015-12-08 21:27:16

Your details

Name: ROBYN AND RUSSELL PHILLIPS

Contact person (if different from above):

Address: 12 GORDON TERRACE. MATAMATA. 3400

Phone: 0273547826

Email: russandlyn@extra.co.nz

Submission

The specific provisions of the plan change that my submission relates to are:
Very large, unmanaged,Quercus robur (oak)

My submission is (include whether you support or oppose the specific provisions or wish to have 
them amended, and the reasons for your views):
We whole heartly support the proposed District Plan change 48 trees.
Our main concern is for the oak tree on the property at 15 Gordon Terrace.
1. This is a tree that has not been unmanaged and has become very large, dropping dead 
branches all year round on our property. This means we are unable to use and enjoy a porition of 
our section.
2. This tree is not even a native of New Zealand. (why protected ? )
3. Drops large amounts of acorns which become a safety issue both for our property and 
neighbouring properties.
Feel it is also unsafe for both residents and vistors to the rest home and surrounding properties
Many more issues but not enough space to list.

I seek the following decision from Council: Accept the plan change

Please provide details:

We feel very motivated about this issue but do feel confident enough to speak in front of the 
Council planning hearing

I wish to present at the council planning hearing: No

I would be prepared to present a joint case at the hearing with others making a similar submission: 
No
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I could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission: No

If you could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission please complete the 
following: I am directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that— (a) 
adversely affects the environment; and (b) does not relate to trade competition or the effects of 
trade competition: No
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Submission on Proposed Plan Change 48 (Trees)

Date submitted: 2015-12-09 20:49:02

Your details

Name: Peter Volker

Contact person (if different from above):

Address: 162 Stanley Avenue, Te Aroha

Phone: 07 8844108

Email: peter.volker@clear.net.nz

Submission

The specific provisions of the plan change that my submission relates to are:
P5 Sp1 to SP4

My submission is (include whether you support or oppose the specific provisions or wish to have 
them amended, and the reasons for your views):
Trees are extremely important for maintaining the eco system. Many examples can be found 
where cutting of trees has led to degradation in one way or another. Especially valid is nowadays 
the effect that trees have on the rainfall. Ignoring this demonstrates a narrow view, which even in 
economic sense does not prepare for a good future. See for example: 
http://multiwood.in/savetrees/how-does-cutting-down-trees-affect-us-and-our-environment/
Responsibility for tree care needs to be taken at every level in society. 
The mentioned clauses in the existing District Plan make good sense in that respect. These must 
not be deleted (P5 sub SP1 – SP4).
I have no insight in details of the recent assessment made by the arborists; however looking at the 
new number of protected trees compared with the previous number of protected trees it is obvious 
that the criteria must now have been set much tighter than before. I ask that this be reversed. 
Trees must be safeguarded better against destruction; treated more respectfully..

One amendment I would like to see is that other , not yet protected trees which pass new 
amended, more tree friendly criteria, are considered for addition to the protected trees list.

Where protected trees cause a financial burden on the landowner and the owner can demonstrate 
that notwithstanding efficient approach this causes over $ 200.- p.a. in costs, the amount over $ 
200.- can be re-claimed from the District Council on evidence of expenses made

I seek the following decision from Council: Decline the plan change

Please provide details:
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I wish to present at the council planning hearing: No

I would be prepared to present a joint case at the hearing with others making a similar submission: 
No

I could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission: No

If you could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission please complete the 
following: I am directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that— (a) 
adversely affects the environment; and (b) does not relate to trade competition or the effects of 
trade competition:
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Submission on Proposed Plan Change 48 (Trees)

Date submitted: 2015-12-10 07:25:38

Your details

Name: Vickie Freeman

Contact person (if different from above):

Address: 4075A State Highway 26

Phone: 0220106324

Email: vfreeman244@gmail.com

Submission

The specific provisions of the plan change that my submission relates to are:
Above address

My submission is (include whether you support or oppose the specific provisions or wish to have 
them amended, and the reasons for your views):

I seek the following decision from Council: Decline the plan change

Please provide details:
1st October 2015

Freeman Farms Ltd (located 4075 State Highway 26, RD3 Te Aroha 3393)
C/- Vickie Freeman
1A Selwyn Crescent
Forrest Hill
Auckland 0620

Dear Sir/Madam

Re- Protected Trees – Proposed District Plan Change 48 (63)

I wish to have this letter lodged for the above proposed change for the above proposed district 
plan change 48.

As a ‘farm owner’ my main concern for further changes to the above (Plan 48) would be the 
chance that further protection would limit our future development possibilities and additional costs 
would occur due to RMA regulations etc. We are trying to run a farming business and further 
obstacles in our way would hold up our progress.

These trees can fall down due to our windy climate so to further overprotect (old) trees could also 
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incur additional costs for example partial tree loss, my question would be, would this COST to 
remove partially damaged trees as (they are would be (SO PROTECTED) incur costs for the clean-
up process as is the case at the moment. 

In the rules there appears to be conflicting information on Resource Consent requirements and 
seem complex in dealing with tree care. Not sure about flexibility here.

Again questions of “Do you agree with the proposed inclusion, or removal of the above tree/s from 
the Protected Tree schedule”, this would be determined by what rules would be put into place. 
Change, for me, would be more flexibility and uncomplicated rules without additional new costs, 
perhaps council picking up some of the costs. We sure pay a lot of rates and I wonder for what!!

Kind regards 

Vickie Freeman

I wish to present at the council planning hearing: Yes

I would be prepared to present a joint case at the hearing with others making a similar submission: 
Yes

I could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission: No

If you could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission please complete the 
following: I am directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that— (a) 
adversely affects the environment; and (b) does not relate to trade competition or the effects of 
trade competition:
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Kelly Moulder

From: Nicola Backhurst <NBackhurst@mpdc.govt.nz>
Sent: Thursday, 10 December 2015 11:43
Subject: FW: Submission Re: Review of Plan Change 48-Protected Trees.

 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Robin Reid [mailto:robinreid@farmside.co.nz] Posted At: Wednesday, 09 December 2015 3:52 
Posted To: Inbox 
Conversation: Submission Re: Review of Plan Change 48‐Protected Trees. 
Subject: Submission Re: Review of Plan Change 48‐Protected Trees. 
 
The City Council claims many of our Protected Trees are no longer healthy or in the same original 
condition. However on the other hand many more have matured significantly enough to take their 
place. We should be encouraging identification and subsequently protection of significant trees. 
Securing the best of the already Protected Trees is paramount.However since the last review of 
Protected Trees, the city would be remiss in not including the other trees of protection qualities.  
Our city boundary is extending all the time and so the number of Protected Trees should increase 
proportionally to maintain the equilibrium.The numbers are there! 
Protected Trees should be looked upon as enhancing our environment.At the same protecting our 
history of a city well enhanced by our forebears. 
It seems only recently Local Authorities were challenged to identify and protect stands of significant 
trees under the "Significant Trees Accord ". I am observing a conflict building here. 
I wonder why ? 
 
Robin Reid 
37 Beach Rd. 
Otumoetai. 
Tauranga. 
Ph. 5765165. 
mob. 0220851799. 
PS. If there is to be a hearing , I would like an invitation to attend. 
Sent from my iPad 
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Submission	to	Matamata	Piako	District	Council	
Proposed	Plan	Change	48	‐	Protected	Trees	

	
	
To:		 	 	 	 	 Matamata	Piako	District	Council,	

35	Kenrick	Street,	P	O	Box	266,	Te	Aroha	
3342,	Tel:	07	8840060	
Email:		submissions@mpdc.govt.nz	

	
Submitter:	 	 	 	 Martin	Wallace	
	
Address	for	Service:	 241	Harbottle	Road,	RD2,	Morrinsville	

3372	
	
Phone:	 	 	 	 07	8897910	
	
Email:		 	 	 	 martin.wallace@clear.net.nz	
	
I	support	in	part	and	oppose	in	part	the	proposed	variation	and	request	

changes:		 		 	 	 Refer	attached	sheets.	

Decision	sought:	 	 	 Refer	attached	sheets.	

Reasons	for	my	submission:	 Refer	attached	sheets.	

I	wish	to	be	heard	in	support	of	my	submission.		

	 	

If	others	make	a	similar	submission,	I	will	consider	presenting	a	joint	case	with	
them	at	a	hearing.		

I	do	not	stand	to	gain	an	advantage	in	trade	competition	through	this	
submission.	

Signed:	 	 	 	 M	L	Wallace	

Dated:	 	 	 	 10	December	2015	
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Submission 
No.

Provision Support 
Oppose 

Decision Sought Reason

1 General S and O Retain those parts of the plan change apart from 

amendments where sought below.

Council is to be applauded for making a distinction 

between the historic, cultural and amenity trees that are 

the subject of this plan change and the other significant 

natural features that are also included in the current 

schedule.  It is also supported in recognising that if the 

rules are such that minor pruning and work are too 

commonly the subject of costly consents, especially by 

private land owners, that the concept will lose confidence 

from the public generally.

2 Appendix A (P 31) 

3.1.2 Natural 

Environment: Policy 

5

O Include a STEM figure in the Policy rather than 

leave it in the Explanation.  Unless there is an 

anomaly in the workings for the tree survey, the 

figure should be lowered from 140 to 120

The reference to the STEM value in the Explanation is a 

policy and would be better placed there.  The STEM value 

used is lower than that used in Plan Change 11 yet the 

number of trees protected has been reduced from 667 to 

93, not increased which suggests an anomaly in the use of 

the system. Moreover, in the existing plan, many of the 

trees were groups whereas in this change, more have 

been individually listed meaning there is a greater 

reduction.  IT seems to have been set too high given the 

effect this has had in removing trees previously scheduled 

for protection.  It would be better to set a lower figure as 

a Policy 

 Submission  to Matamata Piako District Council Proposed Plan Change 48 
Proposed District Plan – Variation 1 – Natural Character

Submitter:  M L Wallace, 241 Harbottle Road, RD2, Morrinsville 3372
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3.1 Appendix A (P 31) 

3.1.2 Natural 

Environment: 

Explanations and 

Reasons

O Delete reference to the STEM value if it is 

shifted to become a policy as above.

This is more properly a statement of policy.

3.2 Appendix A (P 31) 

3.1.2 Natural 

Environment: 

Explanations and 

Reasons

O Amend the Explanation to refer to "Protected 

Trees" in the specific "Protected Trees" part of 

Schedule 3

There could be confusion that the intention is to refer to 

Significant Natural Features and Other Protected Items 

such as trees in bush areas in the Kaitiaki Zone. 

4 Appendix B (P 35) 

Section 10 Natural 

Environment and 

Heritage

4.1 10.2 Activity Table, 

Rule 10.2.2 ‐ Title: 

Scheduled Trees Or 

Any Protected Trees 

Within Schedule 3 

O This rule should be reworded to make clear that 

it applies only to the section of Schedule 3 

"Protected Trees" affected by this STEM survey.  

Suggest this should  refer to  "Trees Within 

Schedule 3 (A)"  [C.f. submissions 5.1 and 5.2 

below.

As worded there could be confusion that the rule applies 

to areas of indigenous vegetation and natural features 

that are otherwise protected for their significance such as 

in the Kaitiaki and parts of Schedule 3 that are not the 

subject of this plan change.

4.2 10.2.2 (a) to (h)  O Remove the words "protected tree listed in 

Schedule 3" and replace with the word "tree".

As above in 4.1. The reference to protected tree listed in 

Schedule 3 is superfluous since this is referred to in the 

preamble to Rule 10.2.2.

4.3 10.2 Activity Table, 

Rule 10.2.3 ‐ 

General Tree 

Protection 

Provisions 

O Amend to "General Tree Protection Provisions 

not covered by rule 10.2.2"

This rule then distinguishes between the STEM assessed 

Protected Trees and those otherwise protected by 

Schedule 3 that is not subject to this Plan Change.
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4.4 10.2 Activity Table, 

Rule 10.2.3 ‐ 

General Tree 

Protection 

Provisions ‐‐ New

O As a consequence of the amendments 

suggested in submission 3.2, provision 10.2.2 (h) 

needs also to be inserted in 10.2.3 with the 

exclusion only for emergency removal where life 

is threatened.

With the suggested rewording of rule 10.2.2 which would 

then only apply to the STEM protected trees, a rule to 

control removal of significant trees otherwise protected 

needs to be introduced.   There is no need to provide for 

removal of dead trees in this instance.

4.5 10.2 Activity Table, 

Rule 10.2.4 ‐ 

O The reference to Schedule 3 should be amended 

to refer to parts A and B or to the full (amended) 

title of Schedule 3. 

This is consequential on the suggested amendment to 

distinguish between trees protected as result of this plan 

change and others not subject to this change.

5.1 Schedule 3 Page 58 

Heading

O Amend Heading "Protected Trees" to "Part A ‐ 

Protected Trees"

A distinction needs to be made between this part of 

Schedule 3,  which identifies mostly individual trees as a 

result of the STEM survey, and the remainder 

'Outstanding or Significant natural features and other 

protected items' which is not subject to this plan change.

5.2 Schedule 3 Page 63 

Heading

O Amend heading "Outstanding or Significant 

natural features and other protected items" to 

"Part B ‐ Outstanding or Significant natural 

features and other protected items"

As above

5.3 Schedule 3 

Protected Trees ‐ 

Page 61,  Current 

Tree numbers 196 

and 200

O Remove from Protected Tree part of the 

Schedule and transfer to the second part 

"Outstanding or Significant natural features and 

other protected items"

These are groups of indigenous trees and would more 

properly be protected by that part of the schedule.
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5.4 Schedule 3 

Removed protection 

for trees in the 

current Schedule ‐  

Pages 41 to 57 

0 Reinstate protection for protected trees under 

the new schedule until the STEM values are 

validated by a repeat of 10% of the surveyed 

trees by an alternative arborist.

There is a seeming discrepancy in the STEM values 

attributed to the trees compared to the STEM survey 

conducted for Plan Change 11 when these were last 

assessed.  The STEM value adopted then was higher than 

the 140 adopted for the new assessment.  One would 

expect some trees to have lost points as a result of age 

and decay but so also would others have merited 

increased values.  Overall, if the threshold of the new 

assessment is lower than last time then there should be 

an increase in the number of trees that warrant 

protection.  Furthermore, the latest number of trees is 

also increased as a result of assessing individual trees 

when in some cases in the current schedule, trees were 

more frequently assessed as groups.  To restore public 

faith in the process it is suggested that an alternative 

qualified arborist be engaged to validate the figures 

arrived at in the new assessment.
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SUBMISSION BY POWERCO LIMITED ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 48 

(PROTECTED TREES) TO THE MATAMATA PIAKO DISTRICT PLAN 

 
 
 
10th December 2015 

 
 
 

 
 
TO:  Matamata-Piako District Council 
 Plan Change 48  

PO Box 266 
 Te Aroha 3342 
 
 
BY EMAIL: submissions@mpdc.govt.nz 

 
 
FROM:      Powerco Limited (“Powerco”) 

 Private Bag 2061 
 NEW PLYMOUTH 4342 

 

 
 

 ADDRESS FOR SERVICE:  BURTON PLANNING CONSULTANTS LIMITED 
  Level 1, 2-8 Northcroft Street 
  PO Box 33-817, Takapuna 
  AUCKLAND 0740 

 
 Attention: Georgina McPherson 

 
  Phone:  (09) 917 4301 
  Email: gmcpherson@burtonconsultants.co.nz 
  Ref: 15j079 
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A. INTRODUCTION 

 

1. Powerco is New Zealand’s second largest gas and electricity distribution company and has 

experience with energy distribution in New Zealand spanning more than a century. The 

Powerco network spreads across the upper and lower central North Island servicing over 

400,000 consumers. This represents 46% of the gas connections and 16% of the electricity 

connections in New Zealand. 

 

2. Powerco’s electricity networks are in Tauranga, Thames, Coromandel, Eastern and Southern 

Waikato (including a small area within the Waipa District), Taranaki, Wanganui, Rangitikei, 

Manawatu and the Wairarapa. It has gas pipeline networks in Taranaki, Hutt Valley, Porirua, 

Wellington, Horowhenua, Manawatu and the Hawkes Bay. Powerco’s customers are served 

through over 30,000 kilometres of electricity lines (including overhead lines and underground 

cables) and 6,200 kilometres of gas pipelines.  

 

3. The Matamata sub transmission and distribution network is based within the Valley region 

(refer Attachment A for Map). The Valley region covers the eastern area of the Waikato as far 

south as Kinleith, plus Waihi and the Coromandel Peninsula. Several small towns have some 

industrial load, and the rural area is predominantly dairy farming load. The region has six grid 

exit points owned and operated by Transpower supplying Powerco’s network at 66, 33 and 

11kV. 

 

4. Powerco has installed a new grid exit point at Putaruru to increase security of supply and 

address capacity issues in the area. Powerco is also undertaking assessments to address 

capacity issues at existing Powerco zone substations. This is likely to result in an additional five 

zone substations requiring construction in the Valley region over the next 10 year planning 

period. 

 

B. GENERAL COMMENTS ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 48 

 

5. A reliable and constant energy supply is critical to sustaining the regional economy, population 

and way of life and demand for energy is constantly increasing. Powerco faces an increasing 

number of constraints, in terms of providing a secure and reliable supply of electricity to meet 

the increasing demand and population growth.  
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6. Powerco’s electricity network is identified as regionally significant infrastructure in the 

Proposed RPS. It is therefore appropriate, given the local and regional significance of 

Powerco’s network, that its management is comprehensively addressed in the Matamata 

Piako District Plan Change 48 – Protected Trees (Plan Change 48). 

 

7. In a general sense, Powerco seeks to ensure that Plan Change 48 is drafted to recognise and 

ensure:  

(i) The sustainable management of Powerco’s assets as a physical resource; 

(ii) That the NPSET is given effect to, with consequential recognition being given to 

Powerco’s supporting sub-transmission and distribution networks; 

(iii) Effect is given to the objectives and policies of the RPS; 

(iv) Appropriate provision is made for the on-going operation and maintenance of 

Powerco’s network; 

(v) Maintenance of public safety around electricity lines; 

(vi) That the provisions of Plan Change 48 do not impose unnecessary constraints on 

vegetation trimming and clearance associated with the protection of public safety, 

the vegetation itself and Powerco’s electricity assets. 

 

C. THE SPECIFIC PROVISIONS OF PLAN CHANGE 48 – PROTECTED TREES THAT POWERCO’S 

SUBMISSION RELATES TO ARE SUMMARISED AS FOLLOWS:  

 

8. This submission relates specifically to the following provisions:  

 

Appendix A - Proposed Objectives and Policies  

 Objective 2  

 Policy 5  

 

Appendix B - Proposed Rules  

 Rule 10.2.2  

 Performance Standard 10.3.1  
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9. The specific provisions submitted on, the rationale for Powerco’s submission on each of these 

matters, and the relief sought is contained in the following schedules.  In the specific relief 

sought, all additions are shown in underline, with all deletions in strikethrough. 

 

10. In addition to the specific outcomes set out in the following schedules, the following general 

relief is sought: 

 

i) Achieve the purpose and principles of the RMA and consistency with the relevant 

provisions in sections 6-8 RMA;  

ii) Implement the statutory tests in section 32 and the requirements in the First 

Schedule RMA; 

iii) Address the relevant statutory functions of the consent authority and the related 

statutory requirements for the Proposed District Plan; 

iv) Address the considerations identified by the Environment Court for planning 

instruments in decisions such as Long Bay-Okura Great Park Society Inc v North 

Shore City Council (and subsequent case law);  

v) Avoid, remedy or mitigate the relevant and identified environmental effects; and 

vi) Make any alternative or consequential relief as required to give effect to this 

submission. 

 

D. POWERCO WISHES TO BE HEARD IN SUPPORT OF THIS SUBMISSION 

 

E. IF OTHERS MAKE A SIMILAR SUBMISSION, POWERCO WOULD BE PREPARED TO CONSIDER 

PRESENTING A JOINT CASE AT ANY HEARING. 

 

F. THE POWERCO COULD NOT GAIN AN ADVANTAGE IN TRADE COMPETITION THROUGH THIS 

SUBMISSION. 

 

G. POWERCO ARE DIRECTLY AFFECTED BY AN EFFECT OF THE SUBJECT MATTER OF THE 

SUBMISSION THAT— 

(i) ADVERSELY AFFECTS THE ENVIRONMENT; AND 
(ii) DOES NOT RELATE TO TRADE COMPETITION OR THE EFFECTS OF TRADE 

COMPETITION. 
 

Dated this day of 10th December 2015 
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Signature of person authorised to sign on behalf of Powerco Limited 

 

 

 

……………………………………………………. 

Georgina McPherson 

Principal Planner 
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 SCHEDULE A: PROTECTED TREES - PLAN CHANGE 48  

(APPENDIX A - OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES) 

 

 

17. Plan Change 48 proposes to introduce a new objective and policy relating to the protection of 

significant trees and to delete four existing policies (SP1 – SP4) that are considered no longer 

applicable.   

 

18. Powerco supports the intent of the proposed new objective, Objective 2. However, it is 

drafted more like a policy than an objective. It should be amended to identify what the 

objective of the provisions is. On the basis of the Council’s s32 report, Powerco understands 

this to be the recognition and protection of trees that have significant value to the community 

in terms of amenity, ecological and historical values.  

 

19. The proposed new policy, Policy 5, indicates that the Council will provide a set of rules to 

protect significant trees while limiting the financial impact on landowners. While the intent is 

not opposed, the policy is written in the form of a method and does not provide any clear 

policy guidance on how the protection of significant trees should be achieved. The policy 

provides no guidance on the situations in which a proposal to trim or remove a notable tree 

may be considered acceptable, for example in terms of the effects on the health of the tree, 

the need to protect human health, property or infrastructure or the need for emergency 

works. Furthermore the limitation of financial impact on landowners is a method rather than a 

policy.  The policy should be deleted and replaced with a new policy that provides clear 

guidance on such matters.  If it is considered necessary, then a new (non-regulatory) method 

could be included with the intent of limiting the financial impact on landowners. 

 

 

Relief Sought – Schedule A  

Note: All additions are underlined and all deletions are in strikethrough. 

 

1. Amend Objective 2 so it is worded as an objective rather than as a policy. This could be 

achieved by making the following changes or changes to like effect:  

Objective 2 

Appendix E - Page 92



 
 

To protect tTrees that have significant value to the community in terms of amenity, 

ecological and historical values are recognised and protected.  

 
2. Delete Policy 5 and replace it with a new policy that provides clear policy guidance on how 

the Council intends to achieve the protection of significant trees, including in terms of 

proposals to trim or remove significant trees. If it is considered necessary, include a new 

(non-regulatory) method in Section 13: Other Methods, of limiting the financial impact on 

landowners of the protection of significant trees. This could be achieved by making changes 

along the following lines:  

 
Policy 5 

Providing an effective set of rules to protect significant trees while also limiting the financial 

impact on landowners who have a scheduled tree on their property. 

Protect significant trees from inappropriate subdivision, use and development by considering 

where applicable: 

a) The specific values of the tree for which it has been identified as a protected tree; 

b) The likelihood of significant adverse effects to people and property from the tree; 

c) The extent to which any trimming, pruning or removal of a protected tree is 

necessary to accommodate efficient operation of the road network, network utilities 

or permitted development on the site; 

d) The extent to which any trimming, pruning, maintenance or works within the drip 

line of a protected tree will adversely affect the health of the tree and the 

surrounding landscape character of the area in which the tree is located; 

e) Whether the values that are lost if a protected tree is removed can be adequately 

mitigated. 

 
New Method: 

 

Limit the financial impact on landowners, of the protection of significant trees. 
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SCHEDULE B: PROTECTED TREES - PLAN CHANGE 48 (APPENDIX B- RULES) 

 

 
Works necessary to protect people’s health and safety, or protect structures or utilities 

 

20. Powerco supports the general intent of PC48 to recognise and protect significant trees in the 

district. However, there is potential for trees, including significant trees, planted in close 

proximity to overhead electricity lines to interfere with lines. This can result in a significant 

public safety hazard, interruption of electrical service and/or an outage if they come into 

contact with the lines. In addition, electricity lines that are downed or broken by trees can be 

live. This is a significant risk as live lines can cause fires and be fatal. It is, therefore, important 

that trees, including significant trees, which grow too close to lines can be trimmed, pruned, 

maintained or removed, as necessary, to avoid such hazards. This is generally provided for by 

the Electricity (Hazards from Trees) Regulations 2003. However, specific provision for such 

activities should also be included in the district plan to avoid unnecessary delays and 

regulation of such works.   

 

21. Amendments to Rules 10.2.2(a) and (e) are sought to ensure the trimming, pruning, 

maintenance  and removal of protected trees can be undertaken as a permitted activity where 

such works are required to ensure compliance with the Electricity (Hazards from Trees) 

Regulations or to maintain or restore electricity or telecommunication connections.  

 

Works in Close Proximity to Electricity Assets 

 

22. It is also important, and critical to meeting health and safety requirements, that such works 

are carried out by people who are qualified to undertake works in the vicinity of electricity 

lines, including potentially live lines. To that extent, Powerco supports the Council’s current 

list of qualified arborists insofar as it currently includes Arbor Care Ltd, Treescape Ltd and 

Waikato Tree Services. However, Powerco notes that that list sits outside the District Plan and 

therefore can be amended at any time.  Powerco may or may not be satisfied that any parties 

added to the list will similarly be suitably experienced in tree works undertaken near 

electricity lines. Accordingly, Powerco seeks that the list also specifically identifies those 
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arborists who have suitable experience to carry out such activities in a safe manner to ensure 

compliance with the Electricity (Hazards from Trees) Regulations, and who are authorised by a 

utility provider to undertake works on a protected tree within 4 meters of the utility asset.   

 

23. Amendments to Rule 10.2.2 clauses (b) and (d) are sought to require that any works 

undertaken on a protected tree within 4 meters of electricity lines is to be carried out by an 

arborist on the Council list of qualified arborists that is also authorised by a network utility 

provider.  

 

Emergency Works 

 

24. Rule 10.2.2(e) requires emergency removal works to be undertaken by an arborist on the 

Council list of qualified arborists. Emergency works are provided for in Section 330 of the 

Resource Management Act, 1991, where such works can be undertaken in certain 

circumstances without being constrained by additional restrictions. Rule 10.2.2(e) imposes a 

restriction over and above what is provided for under Section 330 of the RMA. The District 

Plan regulations should not be more restrictive than specific enabling provisions of the RMA. 

As such, Powerco seeks that this requirement is deleted. Subsequent amendments to 

Performance Standard 10.3.1 are also sought.   Furthermore, it is unclear why an arborist 

would be required to remove the tree, and it is noted that an arborist is not required for tree 

removals in accordance with Rule 10.2.2(c).  A consequential change to Rule 10.3.1 is 

required. 

 

Consistency of References 

 

25. As a matter of consistency, the heading to Rule 10.2.2 should be amended to remove the 

reference to ‘scheduled trees’, as the terminology used in Schedule 3 and elsewhere in Rule 

10.2.2, is simply to list ‘protected trees’. 

 

26. In Rule 10.2.2(c) the correction of a typographical error in clause c) is required, where the 

reference to arborists (plural) should be to arborist (singular). 
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Relief Sought – Schedule B –  

(additions underlined; deletions in strikethrough) 

 

1. Amend Rules 10.2.2(a) and (e) to specifically permit the trimming, pruning, maintenance or 
removal of protected trees where such works are required to ensure compliance with the 
Electricity (Hazards from Trees) Regulations or to maintain or restore electricity or 
telecommunication connections. This could be achieved by making the following changes:   

Permitted Activity 

 

a) Minor trimming, pruning or maintenance of any tree listed in Schedule 3 undertaken 

in accordance with accepted arboricultural practice and limited to either: 

 Pruning and removal of branches with a maximum diameter of 40mm; and 

 No more than 10% canopy removal per calendar year; or 

 Trimming, pruning or maintenance undertaken in accordance with the 

Electricity (Hazards from Trees) Regulations 2003. 

 

Permitted Activity  

 

e) The emergency removal of any protected tree listed in Schedule 3 where there is an 

imminent threat to life or property or the removal of any protected tree listed in Schedule 

3 where required to maintain or restore electricity or telecommunication connections. 

The works must be undertaken by an arborist on the Council list of Qualified Arborists.  

 

 

2. Amend Rule 10.2.2 clauses (b) and (d) to require that any works undertaken on a protected tree 

located within 4 meters of electricity lines is to be carried out by an arborist on the Council list of 

qualified arborists that is also authorised by a network utility provider. This could be achieved by 

making the following changes:   

 

Permitted Activity  

 

b) The removal of dead, damaged or diseased limbs of any protected tree listed in 

Schedule 3 when undertaken by an arborist on the list of qualified arborists, and, when 

undertaken within 4 meters of electricity lines, that is also authorised by a network utility 

provider. Notification to Council is required prior to the commencement of works.  

 

Permitted Activity  

 

d) The removal of limbs from any protected tree listed in Schedule 3 to provide for 

pedestrian and traffic safety when undertaken by an arborist on the Council list of 

qualified arborists, and, when undertaken within 4 meters of electricity lines, that is also 

authorised by a network utility provider.  Notification to Council is required prior to the 

commencement of works.   
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3. Amend rule 10.2.2(e) to remove the requirement for emergency works to be undertaken by an 

arborist on the Council list of qualified arborists. This could be achieved by making the following 

changes:   

 

Permitted Activity  

 

e) The emergency removal of any protected tree listed in Schedule 3 where there is an 

imminent threat to life or property or the removal of any protected tree listed in Schedule 

3 where required to maintain or restore electricity or telecommunication connections. 

The works must be undertaken by an arborist on the Council list of qualified arborists.  

 

 

4. Amend performance standard 10.3.1 to reflect changes sought to Rule 10.2.2(e)  as follows:    

 

10.3.1 Approved Arborists 

For the permitted activity rules which rely on the Council list of qualified arborists, a 

report from a qualified arborist shall be submitted to Council and the report shall be 

acknowledged and accepted by Council prior to any works commencing, with the 

exception of Rule 10.2.2(e) in which case the report can be submitted within 5 working 

days of any works being undertaken. 

 

The report shall document the rationale for why the works are required and assess the 

impact of the works on the long term health and vitality of the tree (where the tree is to 

be retained). Photographic records of before and after works shall be submitted. 

 

 
5. Ensure the consistent use of terminology in referring to the ‘protected trees’ listed in Schedule 3 

as follows: 

 

2.Scheduled Trees Or Any Protected Trees Within Schedule 3 excluding understorey and 

regrowth of vegetation in a plantation forest. 

 
 

6. Correct a typographical error in clause c) by amending the reference to ‘arborists’ to ‘arborist’ as 

follows:  

 

c) The removal of any protected tree listed in Schedule 3 that is dead, dying or terminally 

damaged by disease or natural causes. A report undertaken by an arborists on the Council 

list of qualified arborists confirming that the scheduled tree is dead, dying or terminally 

damaged has to be lodged with and accepted by council prior to removal of the tree.  
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DP with Powerco Data

This data is provided as at April 2013 [pursuant to the Local Government
Official Information and Meetings Act 1987].  While every effort has been
made to ensure accuracy of the data, MPDC cannot guarantee its accuracy
or suitability for any specific purpose. MPDC is not responsible for the
misuse or misinterpretation of the data supplied. Under no circumstances
shall MPDC be liable for any actions taken or omissions made from reliance
on any information contained herein from whatever source nor shall the
MPDC be liable for any other consequences from any such reliance.
Copyright © 2013 Matamata-Piako District Council. Cadastral information
derived from Land Information NZ Crown copyright reserved.

April 2013
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Further Submissions 
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FURTHER SUBMISSIONS BY POWERCO LIMITED ON SUBMISSIONS  
TO MATAMATA-PIAKO DISTRICT COUNCIL’S PLAN CHANGE 48 – PROTECTED TREES 

 
 
 
 
 
To:  Matamata-Piako District Council 
  PO Box 266 
  Te Aroha 3342 
   

Via email: submissions@mpdc.govt.nz 
 
 
Name of further submitter:  
 

Powerco Limited (“Powerco”) 
Private Bag 2061 
NEW PLYMOUTH 4342          

   

1. Powerco's further submissions are as contained in the attached Table. 
 

2. Powerco has an interest in the proposed plan greater than that of the general public. 
 

3. Powerco does wish to be heard in support of its further submissions. 
 

4. Powerco could not gain an advantage in trade competition through its further 
submissions. 
 

5. If others make similar submissions Powerco may be prepared to consider presenting a 
joint case with them at any hearing. 

 
 
Dated at AUCKLAND this 18th day of February 2016 
 
Signature of person authorised to sign on behalf of Powerco Limited 

 
 
 
 
 
 

……………………………………………………. 
 
Address for service:   BURTON PLANNING CONSULTANTS LTD 
     Level 1, 2-8 Northcroft Street  

PO Box 33-817 
     Takapuna 
     AUCKLAND 0740 
      

Attention: Georgina McPherson  
 

Phone:  (09) 917-4301 
Fax:  (09) 917-4311 
Email:  gmcpherson@burtonconsultants.co.nz 
File ref: 15j079
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FURTHER SUBMISSIONS ON BEHALF OF POWERCO LIMITED 
ON SUBMISSIONS TO MATAMATA-PIAKO DISTRICT COUNCIL’S PLAN CHANGE 48 – PROTECTED TREES 

 

Sub. # Relief Sought By Submitter 
Position of 
Further 
Submitter 

Reason For Support / Opposition Outcome Sought 

 
Section 1 Definitions 
20.3 Martin 
Wallace 

3.1.2.2 Natural Environment: Explanations  
 
3) Amend ‘Explanation and reasons for objectives 
and policies’ to refer to “Protected Trees” in the 
specific “Protected trees” section of Schedule 3 to 
avoid confusion that the reference relates to trees 
in bush areas of the Kaitaiki Zone in the 
“Significant Natural Features and Other Protected 
Items” section of Schedule 3 
 
Relief sought: Amend references to ‘trees’ in 
3.1.2.2 ‘Explanation and reasons for objectives 
and policies’ to “protected trees”. 

Support in 
part / 
Oppose in 
part 

Powerco supports the intent of the 
submission to clarify how the rules relate to 
trees located in the ‘Outstanding or 
Significant Natural Features’ listed in 
Schedule 3. Schedule 3 currently contains 
two lists, one titled ‘protected trees’ and the 
other ‘outstanding or significant natural 
features and other protected items’. Both 
contain references to trees or groups of 
trees and it is uncertain whether the 
provisions in Rule 10.2.2 are intended to 
apply to trees in both areas or just to the 
trees in the list of ‘protected trees’. 
Rule 10.2.4 applies to ‘Identified Sites in 
Schedules 1 (Heritage Buildings and 
Objects), 2 (Waahi Tapu) and 3 
(Outstanding or Significant Natural 
Features and Trees and Other Protected 
Items) except Scheduled Buildings and the 
understorey and regrowth of vegetation in a 
plantation forest.’ However, it does not 
contain any rules relating to vegetation 
trimming, pruning or clearance, which 
suggests there may be an intent for the 
rules in 10.2.2 to apply in those areas. 
However, this is not clear.  
 
Powerco considers it would be appropriate 
to provide a rule framework around works 
to vegetation in ‘outstanding or significant 
natural features’. However, the submission 
appears to seek a blanket non-complying 
activity status for all works to trees in 

Accept the submission 
point in part and make 
changes to clarify the 
scope of the rules in 
10.2.2 and whether they 
apply to trees in 
‘outstanding or 
significant natural 
features’.   
  

20.4 Martin 
Wallace 

Rule 10.2.2 
 
4) Reword the rule so that it clearly refers only to 
trees listed in the “protected trees’ section of 
Schedule 3. 
 
Relief sought:  
 
Scheduled Trees or Any Protected trees within 
Schedule 3 (A) excluding understorey and 
regrowth of vegetation in a plantation forest. 

Support 

20.5 Martin 
Wallace 

Rule 10.2.2 
 
5) Replace the words “protected tree listed in 
Schedule 3” with “tree”. The reference is 
superfluous given that it is referred to in the 
preamble to Rule 10.2.2 
 
Relief sought:  
 

Support 
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FURTHER SUBMISSIONS ON BEHALF OF POWERCO LIMITED 
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Sub. # Relief Sought By Submitter 
Position of 
Further 
Submitter 

Reason For Support / Opposition Outcome Sought 

 
Scheduled Trees Or Any Protected Trees Within 
Schedule 3 excluding understorey and regrowth of 
vegetation in a plantation forest. 

‘outstanding or significant natural features’ 
(with the exception of emergency works 
where there is an imminent threat to life), 
and this is not supported, as it does not 
make adequate provision for works required 
to ensure the ongoing operation, 
maintenance and upgrade of electricity 
infrastructure.  
 
If there is scope as part of this current plan 
change process to address works to trees 
in ‘outstanding or significant natural 
features’, Powerco would support a similar 
approach to that set out for ‘protected 
trees’, subject to the relief sought in its own 
submission, which seeks to ensure that 
appropriate provision is made for the 
trimming, pruning or clearance of 
vegetation in order to ensure compliance 
with the Electricity (Hazards from Trees) 
Regulations is maintained and to enable 
emergency works to trees to maintain or 
restore electricity connections.  
  
 
 
 
 
 

20.6 Martin 
Wallace 

Rule 10.2.3 
 
6) Amend to “General Tree Protection Provisions 
not covered by rule 10.2.2” so that the rule 
distinguishes between “Protected Trees” and 
those other trees which are in Schedule 3, but are 
not subject to this plan change. 
 
Relief sought:  
 
Amend to “General Tree Protection Provisions not 
covered by rule 10.2.2”. 

Support 

20.7 Martin 
Wallace 

Schedule 3 - New Rule  
 
7) As a consequence of 3) above, which would 
only apply to trees assessed as part of this plan 
change, provision 10.2.2(h) “Removal of any 
protected tree listed in Schedule 3 (excluding 
those trees that meet the provisions of 2(c) and 
2(e)” needs to be inserted into 10.2.3 with the 
exclusion only for emergency removal where life is 
threatened. 
 
Relief sought:  
 
Insert a rule to control removal of trees in the 
“Outstanding or Significant Natural Features and 
Other Protected Items” section of Schedule 3. 

Support in 
part 

20.8 Martin 
Wallace 

Rule 10.2.4  
 
8) The reference to Schedule 3 in the title of 

Support in 
part 
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Sub. # Relief Sought By Submitter 
Position of 
Further 
Submitter 

Reason For Support / Opposition Outcome Sought 

 
10.2.4 should be amended to refer to parts A and 
B or to the full amended title of Schedule 3 
(Outstanding or significant natural features and 
trees and other protected items). 
 
Relief sought:  
 
Change title to 10.2.4 to refer to parts A and B, or 
to “Identified Sites in Schedules 1 (Heritage 
Buildings and Objects), 2 (Waahi Tapu) and 3 
(Outstanding or significant natural features and 
trees and other protected items)”. 

20.9 Martin 
Wallace 

Schedule 3 subheading  
 
9) Amend Schedule 3 subheading “Protected 
Trees” to distinguish Protected Trees from 
“Outstanding or significant natural features and 
trees and other protected items” 
 
Relief sought:  
 
Amend Schedule 3 subheading “Protected Trees” 
to “Part A – Protected Trees”. 

Support 

20.10 Martin 
Wallace 

Schedule 3 Subheading  
 
10) Amend Schedule 3 subheading “Outstanding 
or significant natural features and trees and other 
protected items” to distinguish them from 
“Protected Trees”. 
 
Relief sought: 
 
Amend Schedule 3 subheading “Outstanding or 
significant natural features and trees and other 

Support 
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Sub. # Relief Sought By Submitter 
Position of 
Further 
Submitter 

Reason For Support / Opposition Outcome Sought 

 
protected items” to “Part B – Outstanding or 
significant natural features and trees and other 
protected items”. 

25. Mike 
Gribble  
 

Rule 10.2.2f) 
 
6) Delete this rule which includes use of 
complicated terms, for example, “soil eco-toxicity” 
with its involved scientific definition which may not 
be understood by the general public. 
 
Relief sought:  
 
(f) Works within the drip line of any protected tree 
listed in Schedule 3 including: compaction, 
sealing, soil raising or soil disturbance, except for 
sealing of an existing footpath; and construction of 
structures; and parking or storage of materials, 
vehicles or machinery; and discharge of an 
ecotoxic substance. 
 

Oppose  Powerco supports the Council’s approach 
to provide for works within the dripline of a 
protected tree as a Restricted Discretionary 
Activity.  

Reject the submission 
point and do not make 
the changes sought. 

25. Mike 
Gribble  
 

Rule 10.2.2g) 
 
7) Delete the rule 
 
Relief sought:  
 
 (g) Any trimming, pruning or maintenance 
(including to the roots) of a Scheduled tree any 
protected tree listed in Schedule 3 that is not 
otherwise permitted. 

Oppose Powerco opposes the relief sought by the 
submitter insofar as the default activity 
status would be unclear as a result of the 
changes. 

Reject the submission 
point and do not make 
the changes sought. 

25. Mike 
Gribble  
 

Advice section 
 
8) Add modified version of 10.2.2(f) and (g) into 
‘advice’ section 

Oppose  Powerco opposes the relief sought by the 
submitter. It is considered that Rule 
10.2.2(f)provides appropriate guidance for 
works within the dripline of a protected tree 

Reject the submission 
point and do not make 
the changes sought.  
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Sub. # Relief Sought By Submitter 
Position of 
Further 
Submitter 

Reason For Support / Opposition Outcome Sought 

 
 
Relief sought:  
 

Care must be taken when working within 
the drip line of any protected tree listed in 
Schedule 3 
 
This includes: 
- compaction, sealing, soil raising or soil 
disturbance, 
- parking or storage of materials, vehicles 
or machinery; and 
- the discharge of an ecotoxic substance. 
- Any works or activity which is proposed 
within the dripline of any scheduled tree, 
or which may impact on the root system of 
the tree 

listed in Schedule 3.   

27. 
Matamata-
Piako District 
Council (late 
submission)  

General  
Relief sought: Assets, Strategy & Policy 
Department of Matamata Piako District Council 
seeks that Council formulates a management 
policy to align with its District Tree Strategy. The 
intention of such a policy would be to regulate the 
maintenance and/or removal of trees on Council 
owned land, and ensure that Council is meeting its 
Reserve Act obligations to give assurance that 
trees on Council land are being managed in a 
responsible and transparent manner. 

Support  Powerco supports the intent to formulate a 
management policy that provides a level of 
assurance to the community that Council is 
managing trees on Council land in a 
responsible and transparent manner. 
Powerco’s expectation is that such a 
document would address the interface 
between managing trees on council land 
and the need to enable the development, 
operation, maintenance and upgrade of 
infrastructure networks. In this respect, 
Powerco considers itself to be a key 
stakeholder and would welcome the 
opportunity to participate in the 
development of such a document.  

Accept the submission 
and investigate the 
formulation of a 
Management Policy for 
the protection of trees 
on Council land in 
consultation with key 
stakeholders.  
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Submission No: F-8
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