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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is Robert John Graham. 

 

1.2 I hold the position of Programme Manager (Arboriculture) at Wintec, I have 

been in this position since February 2006 and employed as a tutor in 

arboriculture at Wintec since 1996. 

 

1.3 I hold a Bachelor of Arts from Auckland University, a Diploma in Horticulture 

(RNZIH) from Lincoln University and a Tradesman Certificate in Tree Surgery 

from Merrist Wood College (UK).  I have thirty nine years’ experience in 

arboriculture. I have published papers in, and presented papers at 

conferences on, the notable trees of New Zealand and hazard tree 

assessment. 

 

1.4 I have been engaged by the Christchurch City Council (Council) to provide 

evidence on Proposal 9 Natural Cultural Heritage (Proposal) of the proposed 

Replacement District Plan (pRDP), in particular in relation to the methods used 

for scheduling trees and the site specific changes to the schedule in section 

9.4 of the Proposal - Significant Trees.  I also peer reviewed the Council's 

assessment methodology for significant trees, as discussed in detail below. 

 

1.5 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained 

in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014 and that I agree to comply with it. 

I confirm that I have considered all the material facts that I am aware of that 

might alter or detract from the opinions that I express, and that this evidence is 

within my area of expertise, except where I state that I am relying on the 

evidence of another person.   

 

1.6 The key documents I have used, or referred to, in forming my view while 

preparing this brief of evidence are: 

 

(a) The Proposal; 

(b) Relevant submissions; 

(c) The Section 32 report; and 

(d) ‘Standard Tree Evaluation Method’ (Flook), ‘Guide for Plant 

Appraisa’l (Council of tree and landscape appraisers, ISA), ‘Burnley 



27108126_1.doc  3 
 

tree evaluation method’ (Moore), ‘Amenity valuation of trees and 

woodlands’ (Helliwell, UK AA). 

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 My evidence is limited to section 9.4 of the Natural and Cultural Heritage 

Proposal, which is in regards to Significant Trees.  In particular, my evidence 

covers the following matters, and responds to specific submissions on those 

matters where relevant: 

 

(a) The methodology of developing the schedules for Significant Trees 

(Issue 5(a) and 5(b)); 

(b) The protection of trees in the public realm (Issue 5(c)); 

(c) The content of the objectives and policies in 9.4 (Issue 5(f) and 5(g)); 

(d) Whether it is appropriate for non-Council contractors to carry out 

work on trees in the vicinity of utilities (Issue 5(i) and Issue 5(j)), 

whether the provisions are appropriate to reflect the potential need 

for works (including felling) in emergency situations (Issue 5(n)) and 

whether the provisions for managing earthworks in the drip line of 

trees are appropriate (Issue 5(k)); 

(e) Whether the list of trees restricted from felling as a permitted activity 

should contain additional exotic species (Issue 5(m)) and whether the 

provisions to protect trees in Character Areas are appropriate (Issue 

5(q)); 

(f) Site specific requests to either list or delist trees or groups of trees 

(Issue 5(d) and Issue 5(e)) and controls for management of trees in 

areas adjoining Riccarton Bush (issue 5(o)). 

 

2.2 For completeness, I note that there are other Council witnesses providing 

evidence on specific tree related matters within their area of expertise, and 

that the division of their evidence is as follows: 

 

(a) Mr Edward Sard is addressing use of the methodology in practice, 

and site specific requests to either list or delist trees or groups of 

trees; 

(b) Mr Trevor Partridge is an expert in exceptional botanical variety trees, 

and addresses the site specific requests in relation to species of trees 

that fall within his expertise; 
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(c) Ms Jenny Moore's evidence addresses the landscape assessment of 

entire streets in light of trees in road reserves, and also addresses 

the landscape element of site specific requests in the road reserve 

and for trees listed as having Exceptional Landscape values in the 

proposed Schedule of Significant Trees; and 

(d) Mr Peter Barnes' evidence addresses open space matters for land 

that is publicly owned. 

  

2.3 Ms Rachlin will be providing planning evidence on the tree provisions at a later 

date. 

 

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

3.1 The development of the CTEM process of tree assessment was in response to 

a requirement to produce a comprehensive and robust method to determine 

trees that were to be deemed sufficiently significant to warrant protection on 

the schedule.  The requirement was to produce a method that acknowledged 

the most significant of the city’s trees held in private ownership and to clearly 

differentiate them as worthy of protection.  I believe that CTEM does this. 

 

3.2 The protection of trees in the ‘public realm’ was also considered to allow for 

the special recognition that these trees require.  As they are far more 

numerous in number and far more critical to the city’s environment it was 

necessary to have a simple and pragmatic approach to their protection.  This 

was achieved by having the trees differentiated primarily by height.  Street 

trees by six metres and park trees by ten metres were recommended for 

protection.  This was to protect this sighnificant asset as a critical part of 

Christchurch’s unique urban landscape.  

 

3.3 I believe that by these combined tree protection methods Christchurch will be 

able to retain the fine urban forest it is renowned for, and reflect the title of 

‘The Garden City” for many generations to come. 

 

4. BACKGROUND TO METHODOLOGY 

 

4.1 The technical report at Appendix 6 (Technical Report) of the Section 32 

report for Proposal 9 provides detailed background information on the 

assessment methodology.  The Technical Report sets out the assessment 
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methodology for scheduling tress used in the Operative City Plan and 

Operative Banks Peninsula District Plan.1 It recognises the limitations of the 

system for the operative plans, including lack of guidelines, the ability for trees 

to score more than once in a category, the combined category of 'Form and 

Condition', and the ability for a tree to become listed due to a significantly high 

score in a single category (for example, age) even though the tree does not 

necessarily warrant protection.2  I have been advised by the City Arborist 

(Shane Moohan) that by using a methodology with limitations, the result was 

that there are a number of trees included for protection in the Operative Plans 

that should not be (at least judged from their present condition).  The converse 

is also likely true - some trees should have been included for protection under 

the Operative Plans but were not. 

 

4.2 An updated methodology was used in the pRDP to overcome the identified 

issues in the Operative Plans methodology.  A targeted approach for reviewing 

the existing schedules was required as Council wished to rationalise the tree 

list in view of the large number of listed trees that had not been reviewed in 

some time in the operative schedules, together with the associated financial 

and time considerations for the technical assessment. 

 

4.3 The pRDP assessment methodology is Christchurch Tree Evaluation 

Methodology (CTEM), which is based on the nationally recognised method for 

evaluating trees 'STEM' but provides a more Christchurch specific approach.3  

Originally, the methodology was called STEM+ (and is referred to as this in the 

section 32 report), but has since been renamed to CTEM.  The methodology 

considers three broad categories; conditions, amenity and notability. CTEM 

was developed between March 2014 and September 2014 with the field 

assessments conducted October 2014 - end December 2014. Prior to 

undertaking field testing and the tree assessments I peer reviewed CTEM to 

ensure that the methodology is suitably robust.4  Amendments were made as a 

result of that peer review.  CTEM was then field tested by the Council arborists 

and two external consultants with some further amendments made prior to 

implementation.  

 

4.4 CTEM is a combination of the Operative District Plan assessment method and 

the STEM and was developed by taking the best points from the Operative 

                                                                                                                                                              
1  Section 32 Report, Appendix 6 at 3.1, page 5.  
2  Section 32 Report, Appendix 6 page 6. 
3  Section 32 Report, Appendix 6 page 6. 
4  Section 32 Report, Appendix 6, pages 47 to 51. 
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assessment method and STEM and using the SWOT analysis done on STEM 

by an industry working party in 2008. CTEM is designed to remove as much 

assessor subjectivity as possible from both the Operative assessment method 

and STEM and give a range of values that allow for a clear differentiation 

between the poor and the exceptional trees. 

 

4.5 The pRDP approach also resulted in: 

 

(a) Amalgamation of the two operative tree schedules (ie in the City Plan 

and the Banks Peninsula District Plan) so that there is a single district 

wide tree schedule; 

(b) A partial review of the existing notable and heritage trees in the 

operative schedules.  Trees located on non-Council owned land were 

reviewed, and those on Council owned land were not reviewed and 

are instead protected under the public realm mechanisms; and 

(c) All other trees existing on the operative schedules were technically 

assessed using CTEM before being included in the pRDP schedule 

(ie some trees were removed as a result of technical assessment). 

 

4.6 The assessment methodology is points based and as set out in Mr Sard's 

evidence is clear to use.  Following the on site field assessments the points 

total for each tree assessed was provided to the Council and the threshold 

was applied – this determined what trees were listed on the pRDP Schedules 

and what trees were not.   

 

4.7 The Technical Report sets out how the Council determined the threshold, and 

what the options were in developing it (ie to apply the threshold to a sample of 

trees through a pilot study, develop the threshold over the course of the 

assessments, or undertake the assessment work for all trees then establish a 

threshold).5  The third option was considered most appropriate by the Council 

as it would reduce the risk of subjectivity compared with the other options and 

takes account of the entire sample, rather than just a select group.   

 

4.8 The score threshold is subsequent to a number of selection criteria. These 

other selection criteria are stature (height or width), condition (structural 

integrity and health), shape, longevity in the landscape (estimated service life) 

and suitability in the landscape and 'safety nuisance'.    There are 4 different 

                                                                                                                                                              
5  Section 32, Appendix 6, pages 8 to 9. 
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score thresholds to reflect the differences between natives and exotics, groups 

and individuals. For individual trees the points trigger for exotics is 770 points 

and for natives it is 690 points,  For groups of trees that are exotic or a mix of 

native and exotic the trigger is 910 points and for groups of natives the trigger 

is 870 points.  However, as noted in the Technical Report, there are 

exceptions to these selection criteria as some trees may have exceptional 

qualities that make them worthy of protecting, even though they do not meet 

the points threshold.   

  

4.9 Under the pRDP those significant trees listed on the schedules (which are 

largely trees on privately owned land6) are subject to the provisions in section 

9.4 that apply to significant tees.  These trees on public or Council owned land 

(ie trees in parks, urban roads, reserves, and public open space) that are of a 

particular height, species, located in a Character Area, or within a waterway 

setback are subject to the rules that apply to trees on those areas of land. 

Trees on public or Council owned land are not explicitly listed on a schedule, 

and instead are subject to what is commonly referred to as 'public realm' tree 

protection. 

 

5. OVERALL APPROACH TO LISTING OF SIGNIFICANT TREES IN pRDP (Issue 5(a)) 

 

5.1 A number of submissions were received seeking amendments to the 

Schedules of Significant Trees in Appendix 9.4.5 of the Proposal.  

Submissions seeking site specific changes are addressed at section 10 of my 

evidence below.  In this section I address those submissions that requested 

wholesale changes to the Schedules. 

 

5.2 Various submitters have sought that the Schedules be amended so that they 

include all of the Significant Trees as listed in the Operative Plans, ie 

effectively 'reinstate' the entire operative schedules.7  Other submitters have 

requested a change to the methodology so more trees get included,8 or have 

specifically requested that the points threshold that a tree needs to meet to be 

included in the schedule be reduced (with the effect that more trees would be 

included on the Schedules),9 or that a reassessment of trees removed from the 

                                                                                                                                                              
6  With some exceptions, for example the trees on Pound Road. 
7  Bradley Caldwallader #3618.1 and .2; Michael Ostash #3661.1, .2 and .3; Fendalton/Waimairi Community Board #3483.11 

and .12; The Spreydon/Heathcote Community Board #3664.5 and .6 and .7; Christian Jordan #3955.15 and .16; Annette 
Marie Wilkes and Diana Marie Madgin #3974.3; Young, #3624.1. 

8  John Thornton #3600.1 and 2; Canterbury Westland Branch of the New Zealand Institute of Landscape Architects 3566.5, 
Michael Ostash #3661.3, Young 3624.2. 

9  Walter Fielding-Cotterell #3628.2. 
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operative Schedules be carried out.10  While I did not attend expert 

conferencing, I understand from discussions with Mr Moohan (who attended 

the conferencing on behalf of the Council) that the particular areas of concern 

for submitters were the Council's threshold for listing significant trees and 

underassessment of them for landscape values, in particular Exceptional 

Landscape values. 

 

5.3 As I have explained above, I was informed by Council that the assessment 

methodology used to prepare the Schedules in the Operative Plans had 

limitations.  This resulted in trees being listed as 'Significant' when they should 

not have been.  In my view, the CTEM system used for the pRDP provides an 

accurate assessment methodology, which in turn has resulted in the pRDP 

Schedules.  Those Schedules are more refined compared to the Operative 

Schedules.  I consider that a wholesale roll over of the Operative Schedules 

would have unnecessarily protected trees that were not (or were no longer) 

Significant.  CTEM has adjusted the selection criteria of ‘significance’ 

compared to the operative plans methodology, to ensure that only the 

Significant trees are identified. 

 

5.4 An example of this is the deodar cedar at 2 Hawthornden Road where the 

height is measured at 22 metres while the width is an average of 19.5 metres. 

This clearly a very large tree however its structure and condition have both 

been assessed as very poor which, in an urban environment such as a 

residential property, makes protection of the tree not justifiable.  

 

5.5 The threshold for 'cut off' of trees to be included in the pRDP Schedules is 

based on whether the tree: 

 

(a) scores a minimum number of evaluation points;  

(b) has longevity in the landscape (service life);  

(c) is above average in structure, health, shape and suitability in the 

landscape; 

(d) not be causing a “safety” nuisance where there is no mitigation 

available; and 

(e) has a considerable stature (either height or width). 

 

                                                                                                                                                              
10  Lynne Lochhead #3673.5; Christchurch Civic Trust Inc 3700.17 and 18. 
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5.6 I believe that it is important for local authorities when evaluating trees for 

scheduling in their district plan, to consider only the best of trees for protection.  

This is because by scheduling trees the Council places rules and associated 

costs on those tree owners. To justify placing those rules and costs on those 

tree owners I consider that the trees should only represent the City's 

Significant trees.    

 

5.7 To this end trees that have average, poor or very poor qualities may be 

discounted from being considered as significant trees. 

 

5.8 I have found from my experiences in Wellington (as a council tree officer) and 

in Auckland (as a consultant arborist) and in Waipa District (as a resident in 

Cambridge – the ‘Town of Trees’), that the protection of trees that are either in 

poor or unhealthy condition, are structurally unsound or simply "average" trees 

has resulted in the public’s disillusionment with ‘Protected trees’ schemes and 

in the event of such trees ‘failing’ (or worse causing injury or damage) then 

there is a ‘back-lash’ that endangers the retention of the highly valuable and 

desirable trees.  In other words the good trees are put at risk if the poorer trees 

fail. 

 

5.9 In my opinion the selection criteria are designed to identify and preserve the 

highest quality trees on non-Council owned land.   

 

6. APPRORIATENESS OF ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY (Issue 5(b)) 

 

6.1 I understand that during the expert caucusing on 9 November 2015 some 

submitters expressed concerns that CTEM was too difficult to understand in 

that the outcomes return confused and inconsistent results.  Further, there 

were concerns raised that the novelty of the new method and the confusion in 

its application has led to inconsistent results and inadequate assessment of 

trees. 

 

6.2 In my view the level of difficulty is not a significant criticism of a tree evaluation 

method.  What is important is that the method is accurate and reflects the 

rationale for scheduling the trees. In my opinion CTEM does this in a 

defendable and robust manner. Mr Edward Sard who personally assessed a 

large number of trees using CTEM has not identified any significant concerns 

with the application of the methodology. 
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6.3 CTEM is designed to remove inconsistencies between assessors as much as 

is practically possible while allowing for a range of values that reflect the 

differences in the trees.  In this way I consider that it mitigates bias, which was 

a concern raised by the Christchurch Civic Trust in their submission (#3700.17 

and .18) as they considered the method was too new to avoid bias. This may 

mean that some marginal trees fall outside the current listings, but I consider 

that this will be the case no matter what system is used and in my view this 

should not be considered as confusing or inconsistent.  

 

6.4 In my experience assessment methodologies such as STEM will give a narrow 

band of values that fail to differentiate the trees in a meaningful way, so that 

with STEM you are more likely to get inconsistent results. In my experience, 

the major reason that variances between assessors who use STEM are not 

wide is because of the limited score range i.e. STEM ranges from 3 - 27 points 

while CTEM ranges from 10 - 90 points.  So that just as assessor variations 

are within a narrow band, so are tree variations. 

 

6.5 CTEM was also developed to address concerns with STEM raised by 

Commissioners in the Auckland Council District Plan (North Shore Section) 

Proposed Plan Change 36 where the Commissioners expressed "concerns 

about the STEM evaluation process and the reliance placed on it by the 

Council to include trees on the Schedule".11  

 

6.6 CTEM was developed through discussions with the Council’s staff and three 

external consultant arborists. Further detail is provided in the Technical 

Report. 

 

6.7 I have also had input into CTEM thorough discussions with the City Arborist, 

Mr Shane Moohan. Mr Moohan and I had both been involved in the industry 

review group to review the STEM in 2008 and we both believed that some 

changes were required in that evaluation method to ‘modernise’ it and to 

reflect changes that had occurred in both legislation (particularly the RMA) and 

in usage since STEM’s development in 1996. As Mr Moohan and I had 

concerns about some of the processes in STEM, and other local authorities 

had faced issues with its use (most recently Auckland Council District Plan 

(North Shore Section) Proposed Plan Change 36) it was decided that to 

                                                                                                                                                              
11  Proposed Plan Change 36 - Notable Tree in North Shore, Minutes from the Chair of the Hearings Panel, Attachment 2. 
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address some of these concerns and to retain the unique features of the 

Operative method then it would be best to develop a uniquely Christchurch 

method to evaluate trees for inclusion in the District Plan.  Hence the 

development of CTEM. 

 

6.8 In my opinion, the CTEM is an appropriate methodology for assessing and 

listing trees in the Schedules of the pRDP.  I consider that CTEM is logical and 

pragmatic and achieves consistent results between assessors.  It is more 

comprehensive and, in my view, more robust that either STEM or the method 

used for the Operative Plans. 

 

6.9 I note that New Zealand Arboricultural Association (#3278.1), and Bradley 

Cadwallader (for New Zealand Notable Trees Trust #3618.1) have submitted 

on the CTEM Methodology stating that there has been inadequate review of 

the system.  I confirm that I have peer reviewed the CTEM methodology for 

the Council.   

 

7. PROTECTION OF TREES IN THE PUBLIC REALM (Issue 5(c)) 

 

7.1 Trees in the public realm that fall outside of the permitted activities in 9.4 are 

subject to the remainder of the blanket provisions in section 9.4.  Those 

provisions apply to trees in the public realm that are 6 metres in height or more 

(in the road corridor in urban Christchurch) or 10 metres in height or more (in 

parks, public open space, and reserves), trees that are within a Character 

Area, trees a that are within a waterway setback (as described in Chapter 6 

General Rules) or trees that are of a particular species listed in P2. 

 

7.2 Public realm trees have not had the same assessment as the trees in the 

proposed Schedule of Significant Trees. 

 

7.3 The Crown opposes the Council's blanket public realm provisions on the basis 

that the thresholds of 6m and 10m are not a robust assessment of significance 

(ie that size alone does not measure significance).12   The Crown also seeks 

alternative relief if its primary relief is not granted. 

 

7.4 The Technical Report sets out why trees in the public realm are not subject to 

the CTEM assessment methodology.  In short, the form, nature and role of 

                                                                                                                                                              
12  Crown #.306. 
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public realm trees differs from private trees.  For example, the shape of public 

trees are modified to suit the environment (ie pruned to remove lower 

branches to pedestrians and vehicles, or for services such as overhead 

powerlines).  Therefore, it is likely that the public realm trees would hardly ever 

score as being above average for shape.  Suitability to the landscape would 

also score poorly because of the damage trees can to do kerbs and 

footpaths.13   

 

7.5 However, the public realm protection method is not about identifying the "best" 

trees in the District. Protecting public realm trees is about ensuring the 

ongoing safety and viability of a very large publicly owned environmental and 

amenity asset by minimising damage caused from activities within the drip line 

of a tree, and inappropriate removal or pruning. 

 

7.6 Therefore, the Council's approach was to select trees based on various 

indicators, one of which was height, as height is generally an indicator of age. 

The older a tree the more work the Council has invested in maintaining the 

tree and the more value the tree has to the street (ie in terms of shading, UV 

protection, removing transport related greenhouse gases and particulate 

pollutants.   A 6m height was selected for street trees (which estimates the 

tree to be between 20 and 30 years old) and 10m for trees in parks, reserves 

and open space (to avoid incidentally including large shrubs in the protection 

rules). 

 

7.7 In my view, the public realm protection of trees above 6m and 10m height is an 

acceptable and pragmatic solution.  Given the volumes of trees involved and 

the subsequent time it would take to assess all of those trees using the CTEM 

method, it is impractical to use such a methodology as is undertaken on the 

scheduled trees.  More-over, in my opinion, trees on reserve land should be 

considered ‘protected’ as part of their value to the reserve they occupy.  In 

order to do this in a pragmatic way, criteria such as tree height is a sensible 

solution that still allows for trees that would have little impact on the community 

asset (i.e. those under 6-10m in height) to be worked on.  Protecting the taller 

trees ensures that the general character of the local community and indeed the 

environment of the city is preserved.   

 

                                                                                                                                                              
13  Section 32 Report, Appendix 6, pages 12 and 13. 
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7.8 The major difference between the reserve trees and those on private land is 

that the council has direct control over trees on its reserve land, and bears the 

expense of maintaining that asset to the benefit of the community at large.  

While the significant trees on private land are maintained at the expense of the 

individual landowner and council do not have direct control over the site.  

Therefore it is fitting that only the truly exceptional trees be considered for 

private protection. 

 

7.9 Although the Crown has identified a concern with the 'height' specification, I 

consider that it is worthwhile identifying that there are other factors that cause 

a tree to become subject to the public realm provisions.  If a tree is within a 

Character Area, of a particular species (as listed in P2) or within a waterway 

setback it is subject to the public realm rules.  There are exceptions to this, if a 

tree is a 'public realm' tree under any of the features listed in P2, but that tree 

falls within one of the exceptions then it is not subject to the public realm 

provisions.  Those exceptions are listed in full detail at P2 but can be 

summarised as:  

 

(a) trees that are dead;  

(b) trees that are within tolerance zones for overhead electrical 

conductions;  

(c) the tree is damaging buildings, utilities or property;  

(d) the tree is a threat to vehicle and pedestrian safety;  

(e) an operative Reserves Act Management Plan specifically permits the 

removal of trees; or  

(f) if the tree is located in the Christchurch Botanic Gardens and felling 

is required to protect the botanical collections or reduce species.   

 

7.10 I address character area and exotic species in more detail below. 

 

8. MINOR PRUNING, CONTRACTORS FOR PRUNING AND FELLING 

WORK/EMERGENCY WORKS, AND EARTHWORKS IN THE DRIPLINE OF TREES 

(Issue 5(i), Issue 5(j), Issue 5(n))  

 

8.1 Under the Proposal minor pruning of any listed significant tree is a permitted 

activity (9.4.3.2.1 (P1)) and there are no activity specific standards that apply.  

For pruning and minor pruning of trees in parks, public open space, or in 

Christchurch City road corridors (excluding Central City) the work is permitted 
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(9.4.3.2.1 (P3)) but only if it is carried out by the Council and its maintenance 

contractors (or in the case of Riccarton Bush by the Riccarton Bush Trust or its 

contractors). 

 

8.2 Similarly, the felling of trees in the public realm must also be carried out by the 

Council and its tree maintenance contractors (9.4.3.2.1 (P2)).   

 

8.3 Orion New Zealand (#3720.71) seek that P3 be amended so that the permitted 

activity (minor pruning) can be carried out by network utility operator 

maintenance contractors, as well as Council contractors. Likewise, 

Transpower (#3494.31, .32, .33) and the further submissions14 seek a similar 

amendment - that suitably qualified contractors and/or linesmen can carry out 

the work (rather than Council contractors only).  The Roman Catholic Bishop & 

others (#3670.111) seek a new permitted activity that allows for greater 

flexibility for the minor pruning and other works on significant trees (ie so that 

broken branches, deadwood or diseased vegetation can be removed). 

 

8.4 The Stage 3 notified definition for minor pruning provides specific detail on 

what minor pruning entails. I think the pruning definition is fine and that there 

should be a difference between trees in the public realm (where the council 

controls the contractor) and those in the private realm where they do not.  

Considering this definition, my view is that the permitted activities for pruning 

form a good balance between keeping trees in the public realm safe and fit for 

purpose and yet enabling the council contractors to undertake the subsequent 

maintenance required on these trees.    

 

8.5 In respect of P2, I note that Transpower and other utility submissions state 

“that suitably qualified contractors and/or linesmen” should be allowed to trim 

the trees.  This may be possible, provided the Council defined what “suitably 

qualified” means, and then had some way of managing /controlling the pruning 

activities.  

 

 Emergency works and felling 

 

8.6 Under the Proposal, where activities for pruning and felling do not comply with 

the permitted activities P1 to P3 they are Restricted Discretionary activities 

and are subject to various matters of discretion in 9.4.4, including "l" which is  

                                                                                                                                                              
14  Chorus New Zealand limited (FS5005.4) Vodafone New Zealand Limited (FS5031.4) Enable Networks (FS5032.4) Spark 

New Zealand (FS5043.4) and Two Degrees (FS5054.4). 
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"The need for the work to deal with an emergency situation, or to avoid 

significant risk of effects on human health and safety, or significant impacts on 

infrastructure." 

 

8.7 The Roman Catholic Bishop & others (#3670.111) seek that a permitted 

activity be included to, amongst other things, allow for pruning and other works 

by a suitably qualified arborist where there is an emergency situation or to 

avoid significant risk of effects on human health and safety or significant 

impacts on infrastructure.   

 

8.8 In my experience, most emergency pruning work is required to be undertaken 

on a tree because a branch has broken off and is hanging either still attached 

to the tree or has severed from the tree entirely and is lodged in the branches.   

This scenario is the same for faults caused by tree branches to electric lines – 

the branch has broken and is still attached to the tree and is either threatening 

to detach and fall on the lines or has broken and is still attached to the tree but 

is resting on the lines or has severed entirely and is resting on the lines.   

 

8.9 In my view, It would be appropriate to have the felling of trees that are listed 

proposed Schedule of Significant Trees as a Permitted Activity: 

 

(a) if the tree is dead; or 

(b) where the structural integrity or health of the tree is such that its 

protection is no longer warranted. 

 

8.10 I suggest that the following could be included as the Activity Specific 

Standards: 

 

(a) the tree has been certified by an appropriately qualified arborist as 

being dead or a state of severe decline with total loss of structural 

integrity; or 

(b) the tree has been certified by an appropriately qualified arborist as 

being in more than approximately 70% state of decline. 

 

8.11 These Activity Specific Standards are taken from the Significant Trees 

Technical Report as being descriptors for trees that would be assessed as 

having very poor structural integrity and health. 
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8.12 All other reasons for felling of trees listed in the proposed Schedule of 

Significant Trees (including damage to buildings) should remain subject to 

resource consent. 

 

8.13 The tree felling Activity Specific Standards applying to Council owned street, 

park, reserve and open space trees (9.4.3.2.1 P2) are appropriate as they 

include provisions for removing trees if they are dead or damaging buildings, 

utilities or property, however I would be more comfortable from the Council's 

operational aspect to include removal of trees for health reasons similar to my 

recommendation for trees listed in the proposed Schedule of Significant Trees 

i.e. where the tree has been certified by an appropriately qualified arborist as 

being dead or a state of severe decline with total loss of structural integrity or 

where the tree has been certified by an appropriately qualified arborist as 

being in more than approximately 70% state of decline. 

 

Earthworks in the dripline of trees 

 

8.1 Appendix 6 to the section 32 Report is the Tree Technical Report (Report).  

That Report states that:  

 

The leading cause of tree death during landscape and other construction 

activities is damage to roots. Damage is usually the result of digging, 

grading or compacting of soils within the “critical root zone” of a tree. 

“Critical root zone” is defined as the area in which the loss, disturbance, 

or damage to any roots will adversely affect the tree’s long-term health 

and structural integrity. 

 

Contrary to popular belief very few trees have a tap root. Most trees’ root 

systems are in the top 600mm of the soil and, given appropriate 

underground conditions, radiate out past the edge of the canopy of the 

tree. The older the tree the further the roots will extend past the canopy 

edge. 

 

It is extremely easy to damage a tree’s root system. Damage can be 

caused by – 

• severance, stripping, crushing or bruising of bark and cambium 

through activities such as trenching, contouring, scalping from 

mowers or crushing by vehicles;  
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• soil compaction through parking or driving vehicles over the 

roots or storing plant and equipment on the roots16; • changing of 

soil and water levels by excavation or filling; 

• poisoning of roots by washing down equipment, diesel/chemical 

spillage, chemical application” 

 

8.2 In my experience, tree root damage is unfortunately commonplace.  

Examples of tree root damage can be viewed in the photos in the Report at 

pages 36 and 37. 

  

8.3 There are a number of concerns with damaged trees.  Damage may make 

trees structurally unsound (particularly if those trees are damaged at the root 

system).  Damaged trees can result in reduced amenity or environmental 

factors (such as shade and UV protection).  Removal of a tree altogether can 

cause a loss in environment to the community and also a cost in removal.  The 

cost of removal is explained in the Report, and is estimated to be $1,245 per 

tree.15 

 

8.4 To ensure the ongoing viability and preservation of an extremely large 

environmental and amenity asset it is my view that it is critical that any work 

within the dripline of these trees is carefully managed and undertaken with 

supervision by appropriate people. 

 

8.5 Tree preservation requires an understanding of tree species and their 

characteristics, tree biology and mechanics, tree inspection and tree hazard 

analysis as well as the effect that construction activities will have on tree 

health and structural integrity. 

 

8.6 In my view, the pRDP needs to protect significant trees from the extensive 

damage that can result from earthworks within the dripline of those trees.  I 

consider that earthworks should be able to be permitted in certain 

circumstances, for example where excavations by directional drilling or by 

hand or by  airspade are used and supervised by an appropriately qualified 

arborist.  

 

                                                                                                                                                              
15  Section 32 Report, Appendix 6, page 38. 
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9. EXOTIC SPECIES PROTECTED IN THE PUBLIC REALM AND TREE PROTECTION 

IN CHARACTER AREAS 

 

Protection of additional exotic species 

 

9.1 As noted above, P2 lists native and exotic species that require protection from 

removal in the public realm (irrespective of height).  In other words, these are 

significant trees determined by species alone. There are 12 native trees and 2 

exotic trees listed as species for protection.  

 

9.2 The 2 exotic trees that are listed in Activity Specific Standard c iv (Ulmus 

glabra 'horizontalis', horizontal elm and Ulmus glabra 'Camperdownii', 

Camperdown elm, are tree species that many people associate with 

Christchurch and it's Garden City identity and English heritage. 

 

9.3 These 2 species of tree are included on the list because they rarely grow to 10 

metres in height (the point of significance for Council owned park, reserve and 

open space trees) but can attain considerable widths. They can attain 6 

metres in height however given their growth habit (outwards more than 

upwards) are not planted in streets unless they are in, say, a very large 

roundabout. 

 

9.4 Submitter Lowe (#3211.23 and .25) has sought that two additional species be 

included in this list of trees: Quercus heterophylla and Ulmus glabra 

Horizontalis (if it is not deemed to be included under 'M. Ulmus Horizontalis'). 

 

9.5 Quercus heterophylla is a very large growing tree - the trees in Dudley Street 

that Ms Lowe is seeking to protect are 23-25 metres tall.  Given this, and that 

they are not a rare species there is no need, in my view, for Quercus 

heterophylla to be included in the list in Activity Specific Standard c iv. 

 

 Tree protection in Character Areas 

 

9.6 Submitter Lowe (#3211.18 - .19) has also requested that the street trees in 

Dudley Street (which is a Character Area in the pRDP) be listed in the 

proposed Schedule of Significant Trees. 
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9.7 I consider that trees that are in Character Areas will be sufficiently protected 

from felling by the permitted activity P2 in the pRDP.   

 

10. SITE SPECIFIC  

 
10.1 A number of submissions were received seeking that trees be listed as 

significant trees in the schedules to the pRDP or seeking that trees notified as 

being significant on the schedules to the pRDP be delisted.  In order to assess 

whether listing or de-listing was appropriate, the Council had assessments or 

re-assessments of the following trees carried out by Mr Sard or carried out 

further investigations as to the trees' significance: 

 

(a) 16 Kahu Road, Riccarton Bush Trust (3266.6) - kahikatea tree (listing 

sought); 

(b) 53 Browns Road  (#3036) - seeks re-assessment of age of oak tree; 

(c) 3 & 4 Majestic Lane (#3045) 50; 

(d) 27 Hunters Road (#3090); 

(e) Templeton Golf Course, Pound Rd (#3482); 

(f) 373 Manchester Street; and 

(g) 267 Cambridge Terrace. 

 

10.2 I have read the evidence of Mr Sard and have come to a view on whether the 

trees that he assessed or re-assessed should now be listed or removed from 

the schedules to the pRDP.  In summary, I concur with Mr Sard’s evidence. 

 

10.3 I now discuss each of those trees in turn, applying the points assigned by 

Mr Sard through his field assessments and assessing that in light of the 

threshold set in the methodology (taking into account the other factors for 

listing and de-listing).  I have explained the threshold and methodology earlier 

in my evidence and that informs this part of my evidence. 

 

16 Kahu Road, Riccarton Bush Trust (3266.6) - kahikatea tree 
 

10.4 The pRDP as notified did not include this tree in the Schedule of Significant 

Trees. It is a proposed new listing. Riccarton Bush Trust Board have submitted 

that the kahikatea located outside the predator proof fencing should be 

protected as a Significant Tree. 
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10.5 The tree was assessed by Mr Sard and provided with a total of 1160 points.  In 

my view, based on the points total and the subcategories of points contributing 

to that total, I recommend that this tree be included in the Schedule of 

Significant Trees. 

 
53 Browns Road, Drayton (#3036) - Oak Tree 

 
10.6 Mr and Mrs Drayton seek to have the oak tree at 53 Browns Road listed as 

scheduled in the pRDP.  The tree was originally scheduled in the Operative 

City plan but is not proposed to be listed in the notified pRDP. 

 

10.7 The Draytons state that the tree is over 100 years old and was originally part 

of the grounds of 51 Browns Road which is a Heritage setting in the notified 

pRDP. As set out in Mr Sard's evidence, following on-site discussions with the 

Draytons and taking into account photographic evidence, he was satisfied that 

the tree is 100 years old or more.  Therefore the total points allocation for the 

tree has increased to 990 points.16  I rely on Mr Sard's evidence as to the age 

of the tree and therefore recommend that the tree be listed as a significant tree 

due to it meeting the points threshold and on the basis of Exceptional Heritage 

on account of the age of the tree.  

 

3 & 4 Majestic Lane (#3045) - removal of Tree T240 (at 3 Majestic Lane) and Tree 

T241 (at 4 Majestic Lane) 

 

10.8 The pRDP as notified proposed to list the trees at 3 Majestic Lane (Tree T240) 

and 4 Majestic Lane (Tree T241) in the schedule. Mr and Mrs Johnstone seek 

to remove both of the trees from the list. The submitters are concerned that the 

trees are dangerous, show signs of decay, the roots are invading properties, 

branches overhanging residences, the debris, and the shading caused by the 

trees. Mr and Mrs Johnstone are the owners of 3 Majestic Lane.  The owner of 

the tree at 4 Majestic Lane has not made a submission. 

 

10.9 Mr Sard has re-assessed the 'Condition' category of Tree T240 (being 

structure and health).  I have read Mr Sard's evidence that the health of the 

tree has deteriorated from good to fair.  

 

10.10 Taking into account Mr Sard's evidence, and given that the tree is located in a 

heavily populated residential area and borders the Majestic Lane private right 

                                                                                                                                                              
16  I note that the evidence of Mr Edward Sard incorrectly transcribes the points allocation as having increased to 910 points.  

I record that this should be 990 points. 
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of way I recommend that tree T240 be removed from the Schedule of 

Significant Trees. 

 

10.11 For Tree T241, a solar study has been provided by the Council’s landscape 

architects indicating the likely shade that the tree casts over the residence at 3 

Majestic Lane at 10am, 12pm and 3pm on the 21
st
 day of December, March, 

July and September during the year.  The solar studies are attached to my 

statements of evidence. 

 

10.12 The December solar study shows that the residence is nearly in full shade at 

10am, partial shade at 12pm, and in full sun at 3pm.  March and September 

solar studies show that the residence is in full shade at 10am, partial shade at 

12pm and full sun from 3pm onwards.  The July solar study shows the 

residence in full shade at 10am, partial shade at 12pm and in full sun at 3pm.  

All the solar studies confirm that the residence at 3 Majestic Lane receives full-

partial shade during the morning with full sun available from 3 pm onwards. 

 

10.13 Given this, I recommend that the request to have the tree T241 at 4 Majestic 

Lane removed from the Schedule of Significant Trees be rejected.   

 

27 Hunters Road (#3090)  
 

10.14 Diamond Harbour Community Association has submitted that the Council-

owned eucalyptus tree at 27 Hunters Road should be assessed for inclusion in 

the pRDP.  This tree is not listed in the Schedule of Significant Trees in the 

pRDP as notified, however is covered by the public realm protection method. 

 

10.15 I have read Mr Sard's evidence and note that the tree has points for 

Exceptional Heritage due to its age and association.  I understand the 

association points are assigned due to the association with Stoddart.  This is 

confirmed by the presence of a plaque identifying it as possibly planted early 

1860s by Stoddart.  I therefore consider that the tree would qualify as an 

Exceptional Heritage tree, due to these two factors. 

 
Templeton Golf Course, Pound Rd (#3482) 

 
10.16 Fulton Hogan have submitted that the kowhai trees at Templeton Golf Course 

are removed from the Schedule of Significant Trees in the pRDP.  The pRDP 

has been notified showing these trees as having Exceptional Heritage and 

Exceptional Botanical Values due to their age and ecological significance.  I 
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have read Mr Sard's and Mr Partridge's evidence on these trees to inform my 

view on them.   

 

10.17 There is one tree (T282) proposed for listing in the pRDP that is no longer 

present on site (due to storm damage) and I recommend that that tree be de-

listed.  The trees have not scored particularly high totals (Mr Sard's 

assessment results in totals of 410 to 630 not including "Exceptional heritage 

or Exceptional Botanical values, excluding the score for tree no longer present 

on site).  However, I consider that the remaining trees should continue to be 

listed due the reasons set out in Mr Partridge's evidence. 

 
Peterborough Village #3233 and FS5039 
 
10.18 The submissions of Peterborough Village provide a blanket request to add 

additional trees within the Central City to the Schedules.  I understand that 

Council staff have had discussions with the submitters' representative and that 

has resulted in further clarification regarding the specific trees they wish to list.  

Mr Sard has assessed those trees and my view on them is listed below.  

 

373 Manchester Street  
 
10.19 There are 5 common lime trees (2 of which are not listed in the pRDP and the 

remainder which are listed in the pRDP) that the submitter has sought be 

assessed as a group.  Mr Sard has assessed the group of lime trees and given 

a total points score of 1110.  As a group of trees they still do not meet the 

criteria for inclusion in the pDPR as their structure has been assessed as 

"fair". In the absence of any Exceptional Landscape or Exceptional Heritage 

assessments I recommend that these trees are not listed as a group of trees in 

the Schedules and that the 2 trees which are not listed as individual trees 

remain unlisted and that the remainder of the trees which are listed remain 

listed. 

 

267 Cambridge Terrace 

 

10.20 The submitter has sought that a Totara tree and a Southern Rata tree at 267 

Cambridge Terrace be protected.  These are both Council-owned trees that 

are subject to the public realm protection methods in the Proposal.  Mr Sard 

has fully assessed these two trees, as recorded in his evidence.  Having 

considered his evidence, I consider that both trees have Exceptional Heritage 

Values. 
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10.21 In addition to the above site specific requests that are covered in Mr Sard's 

evidence, the following site specific requests have been sought through 

submissions. 

 

Lester, 3210 and Tanfield, 3259, 161 Cashmere Road - Oak tree, T52 

 

10.22 The pRDP as notified proposed to list this tree.  Both submissions seek to 

have tree T52 removed from the Schedule of Significant Trees.  Reasons 

include debris, risk to residents and vehicles due to acorns dropping, damage 

to roofing and exterior cladding, cracking and lifting driveway, shade, internal 

decay, aphid sap discolouring the house and cars and attracting wasps, 

seedlings, outgrown residential situation, and devaluation of the properties. 

 

10.23 I rely on the earlier assessment of the tree that occurred prior to notification 

and is located in the tree’s statement of significance. Based on the assessor's 

notes I consider that the assessor adequately considered nuisance and that 

nuisance caused by the tree (ie through debris) can be mitigated though the 

likes of gutter guards, raking, and pruning.  A re-assessment was not required 

as the original assessment itself was not challenged by the submitters.  I 

therefore recommend that the tree continues to be listed. 

 

Bibbey and Evison #3640, 23 Taylors Mistake Road - Include several native trees 

in the Schedule of Significant Trees 

 

10.24 The pRDP as notified does not include these trees in the Schedule of 

Significant Trees. They are proposed new listings by the submitters.  Ms 

Bibbey's and Mr Evison's submission is to include 13 native trees in the 

Schedule of Significant Trees. 

 

10.25 These trees were assessed by a Council arborist in July 2012 using the 

Operative methodology and at that point in time they passed the threshold for 

inclusion in the Operative Christchurch District Plan.  To be included in the 

pRDP they would need to be reassessed.  However, I understand that Council 

arborists were advised that there was a risk in assessing on the site due to the 

condition of the cliff.  Therefore a site visit has not been taken.  In the absence 

of a site visit and tree inspection, I recommend that the trees not be included I 

the Schedule to the pRDP. 
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Pettit (#3240), 104 Glandovey Road - Coastal redwood  

 

10.26 The pRDP as notified did not include this tree in the Schedule of Significant 

Trees (it was originally listed in the Operative City Plan).  Mr Pettit's 

submission is for this tree to be included in the Schedule of Significant Trees in 

the pRDP.  Mr Pettit is not the owner of the property.  The owner of the 

property has not made a submission. 

 

10.27 In the original assessment prior to the notification of the pRDP, the tree scored 

averagely for structure, health, and shape, and poor for suitability in the 

landscape.  In the absence to evidence contrary to the assessment, I therefore 

consider that the decision not to list the tree in the Schedules to the pRDP was 

appropriate and I recommend that the tree should not be listed.  

 

Sedgley, 8 Blair Avenue, 3215.1 and 3215 (Coastal redwood, Tree T27) 

 

10.28 The pRDP as notified proposed to have tree T27 listed.  Mr and Mrs Sedgley 

have requested that this tree be removed from the Schedule of Significant 

trees. Reasons include shade and debris. I will deal with shade first and debris 

second. 

 

Shade 

 

10.29 A solar study has been provided, indicating the likely shade that the tree casts 

over the residence at 8 Blair Avenue over the following periods in any given 

year: 

 

(a) December 21, 10am, 12pm, 3pm 

(b) March 21, 10am, 12pm, 3pm 

(c) July 21, 10am, 12pm, 3pm 

(d) September 21 10am, 12pm, 3pm 

 

10.30 The solar study is attached to my statement of evidence. 

 

10.31 The December solar study shows that the tree does not shade the residence 

from 10am through until 3pm.  The March and September solar studies show 

that the residence is not shaded by the tree at 10am, 12pm or 3pm. However 
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the tree would cast some shade over the residence between 12pm and 3pm.  

The July solar study shows that tree does not shade the residence at 10am or 

at 12pm, and casts partial shade at 3pm. However, between 12pm and 3pm 

the residence would have been in full shade from this tree for a period of time. 

 

10.32 All the solar studies confirm that the residence at 8 Blair Avenue is not shaded 

by this tree in the morning but is shaded by the tree for periods between 12pm 

and 3pm in March, July, and September.  It is noted from the pictures provided 

in the solar studies that there are other trees within the property at 8 Blair 

Avenue that cast shade over the residence. 

 

Debris 

 

10.33 The assessor for the tree in their assessment in advance of notification of the 

pRDP noted that debris was a nuisance factor and recorded that the debris 

caused by this tree is typical and can be mitigated by raking.  

 

10.34 In view of the solar study evidencing that the residence does not suffer excess 

shade caused by Tree T27 and that the debris can be managed, I recommend 

that tree T27 be retained on the Schedule of Significant Trees. 

 

Foodstuffs Submission Number 3695, Hadfield Submission Number 5076, 

Carswell Submission Number 3641, Lowe Submission Number 3211.16 and 

3211.17 

 

300 Stanmore Road, Elm 

 

10.35 The pRDP as notified does not include the tree at 300 Stanmore Road in any 

of the Schedules.  There are 3 submissions seeking to list the tree in the 

pRDP (Hadfield, Carswell, and Lowe) and 1 supporting its proposed de-listing 

from the pRDP (Foodstuffs). 

 

10.36 The 3 submitters requesting that the tree be listed in the pRDP are claiming 

Exceptional Heritage due to its age (said to be planted in the early 1860s). 

 

10.37 Foodstuffs supports the pRDP not including the tree on the Schedules due to 

its condition, which is supported by a report written by Chris Walsh of Treetech 
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in November 2012.  Mr Walsh states that in his opinion "the health of this tree 

is in decline". 

 

10.38 The assessment of this tree for purposes of determining whether or not the 

tree should/should not be proposed for inclusion as a listed Significant Tree 

was undertaken by Treetech on 16 December 2014. 

 

10.39 To further consider the merits of these respective submissions I need to 

conduct a site visit to assess the tree.  At the time of writing my evidence I had 

not had the opportunity to carry out this site visit. 

 

Rangi Ruru Girls' College, 59 Hewitts Road, 3697.14, Libocedrus plumosa, 

kawaka, Tree T151 

 

10.40 The pRDP as notified shows the Genus and Species of this tree as Libocedrus 

plumosa, kawaka. 

 

10.41 Rangi Ruru Girls' College supports the tree being included in the Schedule of 

Significant Trees but seeks to clarify the Genus and species. 

 

10.42 I have not had an opportunity to carry out a site visit to this tree but my 

understanding from Council staff is that the tree is actually Dacrycarpus 

dacrydioides, kahikatea.  I intend to visit this tree at the earliest opportunity to 

confirm this. 

 

10.43 Subject to that site visit, I recommend that an amendment be made to the 

Schedule of Significant Trees - T151 to change from Libocedrus plumosa, 

kawaka, to read Dacrycarpus dacrydioides, kahikatea. 

 

 

Robert John Graham  

2  December 2015 
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Appendix A  Solar Study 3 Majestic Lane 

 

December 21, 10am 

 

 

December 21, 12pm 

 

 

December 21, 3pm 
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March and September 21, 10am 

 

 

March and September 21, 12pm 

 

 

March and September 21, 3pm 
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July 21, 10am 

 

 

July 21, 12pm 

 

 

July 21, 3pm 

 

Rob Graham
Appendix A&B

Page 3



 

 

Appendix B  Solar Study 8 Blair Avenue 

 

 

December 21, 10am 

 

 

December 21, 12pm 

 

 

December 21, 3pm 
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March and September 21, 10am 

 

 

March and September 21, 12pm 

 

 

March and September 21, 3pm 
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July 21, 10am 

 

 

July 21, 12pm 

 

 

July 21, 3pm 
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