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1. Executive Summary: 

1.1 Because many trees outlive us, their presence is intergenerational and, like 

heritage buildings, they are important place and way-markers – even when the 

homes and boundary pegs are gone–such as after the Christchurch earthquake. 

Trees are essential to our lives not only for their value as producers of oxygen and 

as ‘carbon sink’s in trapping the greenhouse gas Carbon dioxide, but for the part 

they play in our social and community lives. This social and community aspect is 

often overlooked and needs to be addressed in the Replacement Plan. 

1.2 The Replacement Plan as it stands contains no explanation of how trees are 

actually being evaluated for ‘significant tree status’ at the present time. The new 

system (C.T.E.M.) is explained in the s.32 report but not in the Draft document. 

Current arboricultural methods of tree assessment and valuation (such as 

C.T.E.M.) need to be changed to incorporate the intergenerational socio-cultural 

and emotional value of trees to those who have planted and nurtured them. The 

emphasis on dimensional, visual and growth rate aspects in the cost/value analysis 

of trees, ignores the social wellbeing and health benefit side of the equation for 

humans. 

1.3 Trees are assets for the City, providing pleasing vistas, shade, protection, habitat 

for birds, and value as amenities in public spaces. They also provide food. Many 

are non-indigenous, and smaller than required to meet the requirements of 

‘significant’ or ‘notable’. Hence they are in danger of being felled. Yet in the 

everyday lives of families and communities they are really significant. They 

should be assigned greater value in the rules that determine assessment 

procedures. 

1.4 Current arboricultural methods of tree assessment and valuation (C.T.E.M.) need 

to be changed to incorporate the intergenerational socio-cultural and emotional 

value of trees to those who have planted and nurtured them. The emphasis on 

dimensional, visual and growth rate aspects of trees in assignment of their 

monetary value and costs ignores the social wellbeing and health benefit side of 

the equation for humans. 

 



 

Evidence of  Annette Marie Wilkes Submission 3974 , 9.4 Significant trees 
!

2!

2. Introduction 

2.1.1 My full name is Annette Marie Wilkes.  I am currently a Visiting Academic in 

the School of Social and Political Sciences at the University of Canterbury. I 

have held this position for almost a year. Prior to 2004– when I retired from 

teaching–I was HOD Science, and TIC Biology and Horticulture at Catholic 

Cathedral College, Christchurch. 

 

2.1.2 I hold a Doctor of Philosophy in Social Anthropology; a Bachelor of Science       

and a Diploma of Secondary Teaching (Biology); all from the University of 

Canterbury, New Zealand. 

 

2.3     I am making a submission regarding Significant Trees because the Proposed 

Replacement City Plan together with the current Operational Plan “Rules on 

Heritage & Notable Trees” & its “Appendix 5”; also the C.T.E.M assessment 

system, provide insufficient protection for trees that do not meet the stipulated 

dimensional and specific species requirements but may be of particular 

historical and cultural value because of their socio-historical connections as 

place and way-markers, and their value as a significant educational resource 

base. 

2.4.  In my current role as an academic researcher I am interested in identity and 

the relationships between people and place through engagement with their 

environment and history. In any city trees are the connectors between people 

environment and our historical heritage. In my former role as a teacher I 

sought to involve students in Ecological Restoration projects that were bigger 

than themselves, to realise future personal growth and enable them to 

appreciate their connection to community and place through positive action. 

Growing, planting and caring for trees played an important part in this 

important ‘hands-on’ programme  from which many students benefitted 

educationally and personally. Trees they planted remain significant to them 

well over a decade later even though they might not be categorised as 

‘significant’ trees. 
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3 The Reasons For My Submission 

3.1 By its using the word ‘Heritage’, the stated intention of Section 9: Natural and 

Cultural Heritage, implies that this section puts value on things that we obtain 

inter-generationally from both natural and cultural worlds.  This means that 

trees are natural and social connectors through time. To minimize this social 

aspect of trees by substantially reducing the number of significant trees is to 

undermine Section 9.4 of the Plan, and therefore also to ignore the feeling of 

security, familiarity and identity that citizens obtain from things and places. 

Many trees are like heritage buildings and sacred spaces. They outlive us so 

they are intergenerational identity, place, and way markers. See Appendices 2,  

& 4. 

3.2  Section 9.4 of the pRDP refers to Significant Trees and it is how these are 

defined and assessed, by whom, and for what purpose that then becomes 

problematical.  I am questioning the Rules on “Heritage & Notable Trees” and 

its “Appendix  5” as available on the City Council website. I am also calling 

into question both the STEM and its modified (CTEM) systems of assessment 

which are both similarly flawed and not ‘fit for purpose’ because they 

emphasise monetary value and give insufficient weighting to social and 

heritage values which are more difficult to score by arborists– because the 

evaluation is necessarily qualitative– unless surveys of public opinion and 

knowledge are sought in relation to their value as historical and heritage items. 

See Appendix 5 of the Operational Plan,  and my Appendix 4 

 

4 The Relief Sought By My Submission [3974] 

In Proposal number 9, Provision number 9.4.2.1 Policy– Tree Protection; please add 

in: 

a) ii. “ … trees in road corridors, parks,  reserves and public open space 

where they provide environmental services, amenity value, socio-historical 
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and cultural values, and hereby contribute to the Garden City character of 

the City”. 

Reason: Trees have a social value which has been under rated provides 

people with health benefits for their wellbeing that go well beyond their 

provision of oxygen and acting as a carbon’sink’: Arborist Rob Graham 

has said: “Trees have come to form an inextricable link within our culture– 

a thread that binds history, custom, myth and society… It is in the stories 

that they tell us about our place in the world” ( 2008, Royal Institute of 

Horticulture Conference) 

4.2       In Proposal number 9, Provision 9.4.4 Matters of Discretion – Trees 

g. Change to  “ The degree of impact on social, cultural, heritage and         

ecological values” 

4.3 In Proposal number 9,  Provision number 9.4.5.1  Schedules of Significant 

Trees Christchurch City and Banks Peninsula  

Appendix 9.4.5.1.1 Schedule of Individual Trees 

 I wish to have trees that have been notified as removed from the former list to 

be restored. 

Reason: Trees are the only remaining social identity and place markers in some parts 

of Christchurch– in particular in the Flatland “Red Zone”. There is now one 

significant tree listed in Dallington, one in Avonside and none in Richmond– 

the places where people most traumatised from having to leave their homes 

are most reliant on the memory of family land now marked only by trees. 

4.4 In Proposal number 9, Provision number 9.4.5.1 Schedules of Significant trees 

( Christchurch City and Banks Peninsula) 

Appendix 5 (Current document Operative District Plan) Rules for Tree Assessment 
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 The Draft Replacement District Plan contains no indication of the Rules for 

Tree Assessment that are being used at present. However the current document 

outlining rules “ Rules on Heritage and Notable Trees” states that: 

 “The system for assessing the suitability of trees for listing is set out in 

Appendix 5. A tree must accumulate at least 30 points in one or more 

categories to be deemed worthy of listing under this system” [Appendix 5 of 

the Operative District Plan] 

 I wish to have the assessment system (now actually being used) described, 

appended in the Replacement District Plan and changed to give greater 

weighting to what communities consider to be the attributes of a significant 

tree. Only they know what is significant to them. An arborist cannot know 

unless he asks them and listens to what they say. 

Reason: The CTEM procedure described in Rob Graham’s evidence as the one 

actually being used is skewed towards dimension, age, indigeneity and 

landscape significance  and is focussed on the monetary value of trees. It gives 

only minor attention to social, historical, memorial, wellbeing and ecological 

values. Determination of significance needs to be done by public consultation 

and should include other evaluation methods such as the botanical system 

utilised by Dr Trevor Partidge and described in his evidence for retention of 

the Kowhai trees at Templeton. The botanical evaluation permits the retention 

of trees of ecological heritage value which would not otherwise meet the 

criteria either under the ‘old system’ or the new CTEM system now adopted [ 

Evidence on behalf of the Christchurch City Council of Robert Graham 

(3/12/2015) and of Dr Trevor Partridge (2/12/2015)]. 

 
5. Conclusion 

5.1  Tree protection is essential because many species can never reach the 

dimensions, growth rates and visual attractiveness ( and therefore ‘monetary’ 

value required to be assigned in the category of ‘significant’ or heritage) yet 

they may really significant to a particular community because of who or what 
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they have represented. It is necessary that they too can be protected by the City 

Plan and by a system of evaluation that assigns significant value to their 

contribution to social and emotional wellbeing of citizens. 

 

Annette Marie Wilkes 

10/12/15 

 

6. List of Attachments 

1. Appendix 1– Copy of original submission 3974 

2. Appendix 2– Photographic and textual evidence relating to social 

significance of trees 

3. Appendix 3–Abstract of a paper that Rob Graham presented at the 

RNZIH Heritage Tree Conference symposium “ Our Future 

Heritage”, 8 May 2008 

4. Appendix 4(a) Rules on Heritage and Notable Trees: Christchurch City 

Plan Rules regarding protected trees ( pamphlet from current 

Operating Plan in use until 2014) 

 4(b) Book Review–Article by Ron Flook regarding S.T.E.M 

methodology from RNZIH website 

http://www.rnzih.org.nz/pages/STEM.htm 
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