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Executive Summary 

1 The Proposed Replacement District Plan (pRDP) process for evaluating and 

listing significant trees has resulted in a 75% reduction of individual trees, 

and 81% of groups of trees currently listed on the Operative District Plan 

(oCDP) as Heritage/Notable Trees (Appendix 4).  

2 Even at face value, such a large reduction suggests that the method used 

must vastly under-identifying acceptably significant trees. For example, of 

1623 trees surveyed, only the following numbers were found to be “Very 

Good” against the following criteria: 

Structure:  0 trees 

Health:  4 trees 

Shape: 2 trees 

Suitability in the landscape:  0 trees 

3 Statistically, this is just not credible.  

4 In order to undertaken this review, the CCC introduced a new untried 

assessment method. The reasons given included suggestions that the old 

method was insufficiently robust. I do not support this view.  

5 In my evidence I present a number of concerns with CTEM, including 

inconsistency and lack of clarity, that I consider have contributed to this 

result. Acknowledging the time constraints and expectations of the current 

process, I have actively sought a remedy that can be implemented using 

essentially the existing data. I believe it will ensure a more robust 

assessment of significance in the Christchurch context, one that is more 

consistent with arboricultural best practice and provides confidence that the 

existing resource has been fairly evaluated.  

6 From an arboricultural perspective, I support this, but would add that the 

tree heritage of Christchurch, both native and especially exotic, in my 

opinion, is of national and international interest. As an arborist, tree 

historian and manager of a national database of NZ’s notable trees, I 

consider that it is these trees that define Christchurch’s “Garden City” 

character.
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A. Introduction: 

1 My full name is Bradley Graham Cadwallader. I am a self-employed 

consultant arborist, based in Nelson. I have been in this role since 2006.  

2 I am authorised to give evidence on the behalf of the following Submitters 

(the Submitters): 

 Christchurch Civic Trust (3700); 2.1

 Helen Lowe (3211); 2.2

 Peterborough Village/Pia Kaik (3233); 2.3

 Lady Barbara Stewart, QSO (3270);  2.4

 NZ Arboricultural Association (3278); and 2.5

 Royal NZ Institute of Horticulture & Unitec Institute of Technology 2.6

(3287); 

 Mark Belton (3410); 2.7

 NZ Institute of Landscape Architects, Canterbury West Coast (3566); 2.8

 NZ Notable Trees Trust (3618); 2.9

 Lindsay Carswell (3641); 2.10

 Annette Wilkes and Diana Madgin (3974) 2.11

3 I have been asked by the submitters to provide evidence in relation to 

Section 9.4, Significant Trees, which forms part of Chapter 9, Natural and 

Cultural Heritage in the proposed Replacement Christchurch District Plan. 
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B. Qualifications and Experience: 

4 I hold the following qualifications: 

 Diploma in Amenity Horticulture (Massey); 4.1

 a National Certificate in Horticulture (Arboriculture) Adv. L4 (NZ); 4.2

 Arborist Certificates I and II – the Tree Care Industry Association 4.3

(USA); 

 Arborist Certificate – British Columbia Institute of Technology 4.4

(Canada); and 

 Three Papers in Dendrology – University of British Columbia 4.5

(Canada).  

5 I also manage the NZ Tree Register (a national register of notable and 

historic trees for the New Zealand Notable Tree Trust). I have worked in the 

field of Arboriculture and Amenity Horticulture for 35 years. 

6 I am a professional member of both the NZ Arboricultural Association (NZ 

Arb), the International Society of Arboriculture and the Royal New Zealand 

Institute of Horticulture. The following awards have been received by NZ 

Arb; Life Membership for services to the association (2008) & The Ronald 

Flook Award for excellence and contributions in the field of arboriculture 

(2014). 

7 Since 2009 I have been the appointed Tree Arbitrator for the Ministry of 

Economic Development - Energy Safety Service (pursuant to the Electricity 

(Hazards from Trees) Regulations 2003. 

8 I have 25 years of practical experience working as an arborist in the 

following fields of practice; District Plan tree surveys for various Local 

Authorities, State Highway hazard tree surveys, consent monitoring, general 

tree report writing, tree inspection, hazard tree management, management 
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of trees on development sites, heritage tree management, tree valuation 

and evaluation using variety of tree appraisal methodology. 

9 I was a committee member of the STEM TM (NZ Standard Tree Evaluation 

Method1) Review 2009 to 2011 subsequent to disbandment. 

10 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.  

C. SCOPE OF EVIDENCE: 

11 In my evidence, I shall address: 

 Examine the methodology used to arrive at the list of scheduled and 11.1

protected trees and whether I consider it has reliably and 

consistently reviewed Christchurch’s current list of Heritage and 

Notable Trees (Appendix 4 of the Operative District Plan) in order to 

determine whether they should continue to be listed in the pRDP; 

 Address whether the previous methodology (“Walter’s System”) 11.2

used under the Operative Christchurch District Plan (Operative Plan 

or oCDP) can be relied upon to have consistently and appropriately 

assessed those trees currently listed on Appendix 4; 

 Comment on whether the list proposed under Appendices 9.4.5 11.3

Schedules Of Significant Trees therefore represents the most 

appropriate list for inclusion in the pRDP; 

 Finally, to propose, in light of this discussion, what I believe would 11.4

be a consistent and reliable list of Christchurch’s significant trees. 

                                                      

1
 Flook, R. (1996). ‘STEM™, A Standard Method of Tree Evaluation’. Flook, R. Nelson. 



5958761_1 4 

12 In preparing my evidence I have reviewed the following documents: 

 Significant Trees Technical Report, Shane Moohan, Christchurch City 12.1

Council (Appendix 6) 25th July 2015;  

 9.4 Significant Trees, Chapter 9 Natural and Cultural Heritage 12.2

(November 4), Christchurch City Council, Proposed District Plan;  

 Appendices 4 (Heritage/Notable Trees) and 5 (Assessment System 12.3

for Listing Protected Trees), Part 10, Heritage and Amenities, of the 

Operative Plan; 

 Evidence of Edward Sard on behalf of the Christchurch City Council - 12.4

Significant Trees (2 December 2015);  

 Evidence of Dr Trevor Partridge on behalf of Christchurch City 12.5

Council - Protection Status of Native Trees including those at 

Templeton Golf Course (2 December 2015);  

 Evidence of Peter Barnes on behalf of Christchurch City Council (2 12.6

December 2015);  

 Evidence of Robert Graham on behalf of Christchurch City Council – 12.7

Significant Trees (3 December 2015).  

 Evidence of Jennifer Moore on behalf of Christchurch City Council – 12.8

Landscape Architecture (3 December 2015). 

 Evidence of Simon Miller on behalf of Fulton Hogan Limited (10 12.9

December 2015) 

13 I note that I attended Expert Conferencing on Monday 9 November, 

together with Ms Lucas. The final draft has been agreed but it has not yet 

been signed off and finally circulated.  
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D. DEFINITION OF TERMS 

14 To assist the Panel, I will refer to the three tree evaluation methods under 

discussion in the following way: 

 The Old Method: refers to the “Walter’s System” previously used by 14.1

the Christchurch City Council to establish the current list of Heritage 

/Notable Trees in the Operative Plan; 

 CTEM refers to the new Christchurch method, initially referred to as 14.2

STEM+ and now as CTEM, used to reassess part of the current list in 

the pRDP.  

 STEMTM (STEM) a system used by some 30 local authorities 14.3

throughout NZ2, which was developed in partnership with those 

stakeholders named, amongst others, under Paragraph 15 below.  

E. BACKGROUND TO THE NZ NOTABLE TREES TRUST SUBMISSION (3618) 

15 Prior to commencing my evidence I wish to signal my involvement with the 

STEM (1996) method.  

16 STEM is a nationally recognised method, which was developed in 

consultation with a wide range of interested professional and expert parties, 

for example the NZ Arboricultural Association  (NZ ARB), NZ Institute of 

Landscape Architects (NZILA), NZ Planning Institute (NZPI), Royal NZ Institute 

of Horticulture (RNZIH), New Zealand Recreation Association (NZRA), Lincoln 

University and others. It is widely used by local authorities (approximately 

thirty in New Zealand) to evaluate trees for their respective district plans. It 

is also a benchmark methodology taught in arboricultural qualifications 

standards3. 

17 I am a board member of the NZ Notable Trees Trust and lodged the Trust’s 

submission. The Board was concerned that CTEM (described in Appendix 6 

                                                      

2
 www.notabletrees.org.nz/pages/19/STEM   

3
 NZQA unit standard 2776 Use amenity tree evaluation methods 



5958761_1 6 

(Technical Report) of Christchurch City Council’s Section 32 report) being 

used in Christchurch purported to be a form of STEM, while in fact 

significantly departing from it, and without the same extent of external 

consultation and peer input.  

18 When looking at how CTEM had been applied in practice, the Board was also 

concerned of reports that 77% of currently listed trees on the oCDP would 

be excluded from the pRDP, which seemed an extraordinarily large number 

given my understanding that the previous Council method (“Walter’s 

System”) was suitably robust and had been in use for many years. This led to 

careful assessment of CTEM and its application. 

19 The combination of both these concerns regarding CTEM, as it is described 

in the Technical Report, led to the submissions of NZ Notable Trees Trust 

(3618), NZ Institute of Landscape Architect Canterbury West Coast (3566), 

Royal NZ Institute of Horticulture & Unitec Institute of Technology (3287), 

and NZ Arboricultural Association (3278), all of which had a professional and 

expert involvement in the development of STEM and related commitment to 

seeing reliable, consistent, and professionally appropriate assessment 

methods employed in the New Zealand context.  

20 Although STEM is now the intellectual property of the NZ Notable Trees 

Trust (since Dec 2012), the Trust has made it freely available for use in the 

public domain and receives no financial remuneration for its use throughout 

New Zealand. Similarly, none of the other submitting bodies under 

Paragraph 14 have any financial interest in STEM or its use. I also have no 

financial interest in, and receive no financial remuneration for STEM or its 

use, either in my role as a board member of the NZ Notable Trees Trust, or 

in any other capacity.  

21 In 2008 a review was initiated, with permission from the previous copyright 

owner4.  A committee was established (including myself, Robert Graham, 

                                                      

4
 Initiated by the NZ Arboricultural Association with permission from the Flook Family 
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Shane Moohan and others) along with a broader external consultation group 

of various stakeholders. 

22 In December 2011 the committee was disbanded after a year of inactivity 

having partially completed a SWOT5 analysis of STEM. No consultation with 

the wider stakeholder group had been achieved. STEM subsequently 

became the intellectual property of the NZ Notable Trees Trust who 

undertook responsibility for the document and to manage its development 

moving forward for the stakeholder parties. 

23 I signal this at the outset to reaffirm that I have no vested interest in the use 

of STEM or my concerns with respect to the Council’s new method.   

F. THE IMPORTANCE OF TREES IN THE CHRISTCHURCH URBAN CONTEXT 

24 The significance of trees in forming Christchurch’s urban character has been 

addressed in the landscape evidence of Ms Lucas.  

25 I also note that the Technical Report does not specifically state why 

identifying and protecting the significant trees of Christchurch is important, 

but it does provides an excellent summary as to why trees are important: 

That ‘trees are dynamic, multi functioning green infrastructure assets that 

provide Communities with a multitude of very important environmental, 

economic and social services and benefits’6. That ‘planting, maintaining and 

protecting trees presents an opportunity for Christchurch to not only 

ameliorate the effects of climate change and air pollution, but also retain 

and enhance Christchurch’s internationally recognised Garden City identity’7. 

26 From an arboricultural perspective, I support this, but would add that the 

tree heritage of Christchurch, both native and especially exotic, in my 

opinion, is of national and international interest. Many of Christchurch’s 

trees have cultural, spiritual, aesthetic, historic, conservation, and scientific 

                                                      

5
 STEM review committee incomplete SWOT 15.10.09 compiler Shane Moohan CCC 

6
 Section 32, Appendix 6, page 41 

7
 Section 32, Appendix 6, page 42 
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attributes that are of great interest to the scientific community, tree 

enthusiast and general public.8 The greater Christchurch area has an 

enviable collection of exotic trees that date back to earliest European 

plantings. As an arborist, tree historian and manager of a national database 

of NZ’s notable trees I consider that it is these trees that define 

Christchurch’s “Garden City” character.  

27 I believe all these factors should frame the identification and listing of 

significant trees in the Christchurch urban context. Other important 

considerations include recognising that many of Christchurch’s large, older 

trees on private land are “irreplaceable”, in the sense that they are unlikely 

to be replaced by new plantings due to higher density development. 

28 Given the loss of so much built heritage as a result of the Christchurch 

earthquakes, the contribution of significant trees to the city’s character and 

amenity is more rather than less important in the post-earthquake 

environment. 

G. SUMMARY OF CONCERNS REGARDING APPENDIX 9.4.5 TREES (PCDP) AND THE 

NEW ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY (CTEM) 

29 When reviewing Section 9.4 Significant Trees (pRDP) and the Technical 

Report I noted that the following, currently recorded on Appendix 4 

Heritage / Notable Trees (oCDP), were proposed for exclusion: 

 1186 individual trees that have been assessed;  

 15 un-assessed trees;  

 17 found trees to be missing, and 

 18 groups of trees  

 Native trees were significantly underrepresented compared with exotic 

species. 

                                                      

8
 NZ Tree Register Analytics Reporting 
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30 This would leave just 380 private trees remaining on the pRDP list9. 

31 Even at face value, such a large reduction suggests to me that CTEM is vastly 

under-identifying acceptably significant trees. This alone gave rise to 

concerns around the development and robustness of the method. 

32 Of the 2450 trees on Appendix 4 (oCDP) only 1623 have been assessed, all 

on private land; 15 trees were not assessed due to access issues. 72 trees 

were recorded as missing altogether. 

33 A further 16 trees on private land and all trees currently scheduled in the 

public realm (724) have not been assessed; these include some very 

important trees which have been delisted. (Note to 20.1, 20,2 & 20.310) 

34 CTEM is unclear about the difference between “Exceptional” and 

“Significant” trees;  

35 A very small proportion of the current Heritage/Notable list has been 

evaluated in terms of their wider landscape (only 17) or have received 

scoring for heritage value (only 75 from my understanding of the data), 

which is inconsistent with best practice under both the Old Method and 

STEM. 

36 One of the main reasons cited for needing to develop CTEM was alleged 

“problems” with the Old Method.11 I do not agree with these assertions to 

the extent that an entirely new methodology needed to be developed and 

deployed, particularly given the time constraints on the process. In view of 

my concerns with CTEM (Sections I – O following) I shall first address the Old 

Method, immediately below. 

37 Regardless of what method a Council adopts, I believe any method used 

should be easy to understand by the professionals using it, but also by the 

general public. It should also give consistent and repeatable results. I believe 

my evidence will show that the CTEM does not meet these tests. 

                                                      

9
 Section 32, Appendix 6, 7.0 page 41 

10
 There are difficulties aligning the assessment data directly with the operative appendix 4 

Notable/Heritage list, i.e. a number of single trees now appear as part of tree groups 
11

 Section 32, Appendix 6, 3.1 page 6 
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H. THE OLD METHOD, AKA “WALTER’S SYSTEM”  

38 The Technical Report includes criticism of the existing method used to 

evaluate the trees on the oCDP12. It is widely acknowledged that no 

evaluation method is perfect. What is important is that whatever system is 

used is robustly tested, simple, produces consistent results in the hands of 

experienced users, that the principles are easily understood by the public 

and importantly, it should identify the notable and historic trees within a 

local community that are truly worthy of protection. 

39 In my opinion much of the criticism described in the Technical Report is 

invalid and that the existing system worked very well. Rather than throw the 

system out entirely and start again, some of the ‘issues’ stated with the 

method could have been addressed and clarity or minor changes made to it. 

40 For example, one criticism is that ‘There are no guidelines as to how the tree 

is to be assessed’13. A solution might have been to write some. It seems an 

odd thing to spend 7 months writing and developing a whole new method, 

rather than develop the guidelines for the existing method. 

41 A further example of criticism levelled at the existing method: ‘trees that are 

50 years old receive either 2 or 4 points out of a maximum of 32 points, 

dependant on the assessor’. The criticism is that the age range values 

overlap (i.e 5-50 yrs, 50-100 yrs, 100-150 yrs). A simple solution would be to 

remove the overlap (i.e 5-49 yrs, 50-99 yrs, 100-150 yrs). It is ironic that the 

same error appears on the CTEM field scoresheets, where a 35 year old tree 

can be scored both 50 points or 70 points, or a 50 year old tree either 70 

points or 90 points, depending on the assessor. 

42 The most perplexing criticism is that the Old Method ‘is not a nationally 

recognised system for evaluation a tree‘. I would have to say that former 

City Arborist, Walter Fielding-Cotterell, and his contribution to arboriculture 

in New Zealand since 1971, is well-known to arborists throughout the 

                                                      

12
 Section 32, Appendix 6, 3.1 page 6 & 7 

13
 Section 32, Appendix 6, 3.1 page 6 & 7 
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country14. Walter was among the first to establish a tree evaluation method, 

pioneering the Christchurch method at the same time one was being 

developed for New Zealand. ‘Walter’s System ‘of tree evaluation, as it is 

locally known, may only be in use in Christchurch and Selwyn District but it is 

most certainly recognised nationally as being as valid as any of the others 

currently in use. At its core, it is based on the UK Helliwell Method, which is 

also well recognised. 

43 Also, as I address below, because of the hurried development process and 

limited peer review CTEM is also not a nationally recognised system, despite 

the Technical Report’s claim that it took STEM as its starting point.  

44 In my view, therefore, the Old Method is sufficiently robust for me to 

believe the current listings on Appendix 4, Heritage/Notable Trees in the 

Operative Plan were warranted when made, although re-evaluation for 

continued condition (structure and health) is always appropriate over time, 

and particularly in view of extraordinary events such as the Christchurch 

earthquakes.  

45 I shall now address my particular concerns regarding the development and 

implementation of CTEM.  

I. CONCERNS WITH CTEM: DEVELOPMENT OF THE METHOD 

46 I have the following concerns about development of the method, as 

described in the Technical Report. 

47 Ideally, when changing a tree evaluation method it should be done in the 

context of the most recent industry developments, including a 

comprehensive review of international tree evaluation methods to see what 

has been developed since STEM, the current “industry standard”, was 

established in 1996. 

48 Any new method should also be bench-marked against other recognised and 

widely used tree evaluation systems to see if it meets set objectives. At the 

                                                      

14
 NZ Arboricultural Association, 2002 Ronald Flook Award for Services To Arboriculture 
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minimum, CTEM should have been measured against the Old Method or 

STEM (1996). Yet no bench-marking was undertaken. 

49 In my opinion, CTEM is also too strongly influenced by the arboricultural 

perspective, with little landscape architectural or broader stakeholder input 

into its development, such as the industry-wide and stakeholder 

consultation that accompanied the development of STEM. This process took 

place over a number of drafts and a period of years, including taking the 

time to test and benchmark. 

50 In contrast, CTEM was written in a very short time frame and under great 

pressure, and the Technical Report speaks of making changes to the method 

right up until the time of implementation15. 

51 Given this pRDP review is the first time CTEM has been used, and 

recognising the time constraints cited in the Technical Report, deploying an 

untested method represented a very high-risk approach.  

52 In addition, the threshold scoring approach (both Primary and Secondary) 

was established after the tree assessments had been undertaken16. This 

means it would have been far more difficult to ensure that no bias affected 

the threshold establishment process.  

J. PEER REVIEW 

53 Section 4.4 of (Graham evidence) states that a SWOT analysis undertaken by 

the industry working party reviewing STEM was used to develop CTEM.  

54 In my view this should not be taken as a validation of industry involvement, 

as the SWOT document17 was not complete and had many conflicting 

opinions that remained unresolved. The document was not official in any 

way and had not been released to the STEM consultation group, which was 

made up of a broad range of interested stakeholders, for feedback. 

                                                      

15
 Section 32, Appendix 6, 4.0 page 14 

16
 Section 32, Appendix 6, 3.3c, page10 

17
 STEM review committee SWOT (incomplete) 15.10.09 compiler Shane Moohan CCC 
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55 Mr Graham was on the STEM Review Committee and also had direct input 

into the development of CTEM (Graham, 6.7). From my understanding of 

what a peer review comprises, it is an evaluation undertaken by the 

professional peers of the producers of a work. However, given there was 

only one peer review undertaken, and that the peer reviewer, Mr Graham, 

was also involved in the development of CTEM, I consider that a wider peer 

review process would have been desirable.  

56 I am also concerned that further testing is not mentioned in respect of the 

peer review evaluation. Without such testing there can be no corroboration 

that the method would achieve the design objective, i.e. that it should 

identify significant trees to a best industry standard. 

57 As I also discuss with respect to the Second-Tier Criteria Threshold under 

Paragraph 75, below, I am concerned that these criteria appear not to have 

formed part of the material that was peer reviewed.  

K. CONCERNS WITH NEW METHOD: CTEM UNDER-IDENTIFYING:  

58 In this section I address why I believe the 75% reduction of individual trees, 

and 81% of groups of trees listed means CTEM is vastly under-identifying. 

59 The starting point is summarised in this table, which shows that practically 

no trees have been assessed as ‘Very Good’ (90 points) for health, structure, 

shape, or suitability in the landscape. 

Table 1: Statistics taken from supplied Tree Assessment Data18 

Points Structure Health Shape Suitability in 
Landscape 

 No. trees No. Trees No. Trees No. Trees 

90 - Very 
Good 

0 Trees Only 4 Trees Only 2 
Trees 

Only 2 Trees 

70 - Good 594 836 567 477 

50 - Fair 613 437 534 279 

30 - Poor 232 160 346 663 

10 - Very poor 18 20 8 36 

                                                      

18
 A detailed XL spreadsheet of assessment data was obtained under OIA request 



5958761_1 14 

60 If one accepts that the Heritage/Notable trees register in the Operative Plan 

(Appendix 4) represents a significant record, and arguably the cream, of 

Christchurch's notable trees, built up over a 30 year period (M. Ostash, 

Submission 3661), then even allowing for change over time and potential 

effects arising from 2010-2011 earthquakes, it does not seem credible.   

61 Looking at Table 1, the statistical phenomenon in which most data points fall 

in the very low range of possible values (“bottom out” on the “floor” of the 

measure) is known as the ‘Floor Effect’19. The floor effect is often seen in 

assessment when a test is too challenging for a given target population. This 

explains why the majority of the currently protected heritage and notable 

trees of Christchurch appear to be “below average”, when in fact they may 

well not be. 

62 In my view this “Floor Effect” is the result of the way the assessment criteria 

have been written. Trees would have to be near perfect to attain the top 

level of scoring in each category. This means that the midpoint for the 

allowed range of values, which is 45, now falls in the “Poor” category.  

63 Unfortunately the thresholds described in the Technical Report are complex 

– how trees pass/fail is not straightforward (3.3 Procedure for establishing 

the Threshold Score). 

64 Under CTEM, there are 4 distinct categories of total evaluation point 

minimums that trees must achieve to qualify20: 

 Exotic individual trees – 770 points  

 Native individual trees – 690 points  

 Mixed exotic / native group of trees – 910 point, &  

 Native group of trees – 870 points 

65 In order to determine the total threshold score, a tree or tree group is 

evaluated against 26 assessment criteria21. So the initial threshold score is 

the sum of all these assessment criteria. 

                                                      

19
 http://link.springer.com/referenceworkentry/10.1007%2F978-1-4419-1698-3_230 

20
 Section 32, Appendix 6, 3.4 pages 11-13 
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66 Once the field score-sheet comes back into the Council’s office, the tree 

then receives a second-tier assessment against six of the field score-sheet’s 

criteria, which occur under the Condition and Landscape categories (of that 

primary score-sheet.)  These six criteria must also all be met, together with 

the overall score, for a tree to pass as “significant.”22 

67 By contrast the Council’s Old Method (Walter’s System) and STEM (Flook 

1996) have a single total score threshold that trees must achieve to pass. 

68 The six contributing criteria that are given additional weight are:  

 Structure – 70 points and higher 

 Health – 70 points and higher 

 Shape – 70 points and higher 

 Service life – greater than 20 years 

 Suitability in the landscape – 70 points and higher; and 

 The tree or groups of trees must also meet height or average spread 

minimums 

69 To summarise; CTEM has both a Primary Threshold Score (of total points 

gained in the field assessment) and Second-Tier Criteria Thresholds (applied 

as a desktop exercise) that trees must pass. 

70 Trees can achieve the Primary Threshold Score but can fail on even ONE, or a 

combination, of the Second-Tier Criteria Thresholds. 

71 However, “Exceptional Values” (Landscape, Heritage, Botanical attributes) 

can override the above – and on that basis a tree can pass. (s.32 – 3.3, 4.0 & 

4.5) First however, an “Exceptional” evaluation has to have taken place. This 

occurred in very few instances. In addition, the way in which exceptional 

values are measured is far from clear in the Technical Report. 

                                                                                                                                           

21
 Section 32, Appendix 6, 3.2 pages 8-9 

22
 Section 32, Appendix 6, 3.4 page 11 
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72 I agree with a second-tier assessment for “structure” and “health” 

(condition) because it serves no purpose to have sick or hazardous trees on 

the register. This is consistent with both STEM and the Old Method. 

73 However, the four other second-tier assessment criteria have already been 

evaluated as part of the Primary Threshold Score. For this reason, I can see 

no justification for giving them additional weight by retaining them in a 

second-tier assessment. 

74 I will now address each of the four Second-Tier Criteria that I consider 

should not be retained: 

 Shape23: The concept of a ‘shape’ assessment in CTEM is unique to a 74.1

tree evaluation method. It does not relate to health or condition but 

simply tries to measure a tree against the concept of an ideal tree. 

There is no documented ‘ideal’ shape for a tree that I am aware of 

and I consider the concept unrealistic, particularly for historic trees, 

e.g. the 150-year old Stanmore elm. It also unfairly penalises a tree 

in an urban environment for being pruned to accommodate human 

needs.  

 Height and width: These criteria have already been assessed under 74.2

“stature” (i.e. height), canopy and diameter in determining the 

Primary Threshold Score, so it seems redundant to single them out 

again. 

 The Technical Report also states that a significant tree must “have a 74.3

considerable stature (either height or width)”24, The report then 

goes on to make provisions for small but old trees. But the default 

position is that small trees are insignificant, leaving it up to historical 

or dendrological expertise to prove age, and thus significance. 

 The reassessment of the 53 Browns Rd English oak #3036 (Sard 74.4

evidence 6.10) is an illustration of how subjective the assessment of 

                                                      

23
 Section 32, Appendix 6, 4.3.1 page 19-20 

24
 Section 32, Appendix 6, 3.3 page 11 
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tree age is. Initially it was assessed as 50+ years old and evidence 

provided established that the tree was 120 years old. 

 Service Life25: I believe there was agreement through mediation that 74.5

“service life” is inherently problematic because the estimation of the 

‘service life’ that a tree may have remaining is particularly difficult to 

assess and will lead to wide variances amongst assessors. I consider 

that “structure” and “health” adequately cover what it is trying to 

achieve, in a far more objective manner. I note also that the “Service 

Life” criterion was not discussed in the peer review as further new 

feature26 and therefore may have been added later. 

 Suitability in the landscape27: This is considered inappropriate for 74.6

three reasons. It: 

 isn’t actually a measure of context in a Landscape 74.6.1

Architecture sense; and also 

 incorporates considerations such as shape (effectively, for a 74.6.2

third time: i.e. primary assessment; secondary assessment 

for “shape”; third assessment for “suitability in the 

landscape”); as well as 

 nuisance which is already assessed elsewhere, to an extent I 74.6.3

consider reasonable when determining significance, as part 

of the Primary Threshold Score. 

75 These problems with the Second-Tier Criteria are compounded because of 

the problems with the way the data works in the first instance, as 

highlighted in paragraphs 58 – 62 above. 

76 I am not aware of any other system, either in New Zealand or 

internationally, that uses multiple tiers to exclude trees after they attain a 

Primary Threshold Score, other than through the “fail safe” criteria of 

structural integrity or for severe biological issue (health.)  

                                                      

25
 Section 32, Appendix 6, 4.3.6 page 21-22 

26
 Section 32, Appendix 6, pages 47-50 

27
 Section 32, Appendix 6, 4.3.10 pages 25-26 
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77 In addition, the Primary Threshold Score and Second-Tier Criteria Thresholds 

were not part of the peer review reports28 and were established after the 

tree assessments had been carried out29. Nor are they discussed in the 

evidence of Robert Graham, e.g. in paragraph 4.8 only the Primary Threshold 

Scores are discussed.  

L. SUBJECTIVITY 

78 The Technical Report cites concern over subjectivity with STEM as a reason 

for developing CTEM.  

79 In my view, however, CTEM does not resolve this problem. For example, the 

CTEM still retains subjectively assessed criteria such as ‘age’, but adds 

further criteria that require subjective evaluation, such as ‘service life’ and 

‘nuisance’.  

M. TREE HEALTH  

80 Under CTEM, only 4 trees scored “Very Good” for health. This does not seem 

credible given the number of trees assessed. If I look at the  tree shown in 

Appendix A (image 1 & 2), located at 60 Glandovey Road, they appear to be 

in excellent health. Yet under the CTEM method, they have only rated as 

“Good” (70 points) for Health. 

81 It is important to understand that health is an uncertain criterion and that 

tree health is very dynamic. For example, a tree that appears highly stressed 

in late February, particularly after a drought, could readily rebound the 

following year.  

82 The effects of the earthquake will have affected many trees this way but 

trees are very resilient and highly adaptable. For example, the 300 Stanmore 

Rd elm was assessed in the 2012 Treetech report to be in decline when in 

subsequent years the tree has improved in health. (See the David James 

Report in the evidence of Hadfield, Submission 5076). The CTEM health 

condition descriptors, however, necessarily constrain the assessor to report 

                                                      

28
 Section 32, Appendix 6, Appendix 1 A & B, pages 47-50 

29
 Section 32, Appendix 6, 3.3c page10 
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only on what – when assessing trees – is a highly uncertain “moment in 

time”.  

83 To compound this uncertainty, some trees are reported as having been 

inspected in early spring before leaf development occurred. In many of the 

assessments the arborists made observations such as, “Health is 

questionable as leaves have not fully bloomed due to spring time”30. The 

requirement to score for “health” at that time, however, resulted in these 

trees receiving a score of 50 points (Fair) that would immediately fail them 

when the Second-Tier Criteria Thresholds were subsequently applied. 

84 For these reasons, unless a tree is obviously dead or in a seriously poor 

condition, I consider it is inappropriate to weight health (especially at certain 

seasons) equally with structure as a measure of a tree’s viability. 

N. LACK OF CLARITY AROUND “SIGNIFICANT” AND “EXCEPTIONAL” TREES  

85 The Technical Report is unclear on the question of when, exactly, a tree 

becomes “exceptional.” In particular, it appears that a tree may fail the 

threshold tests for “significance” (regardless of whether or not these are 

themselves considered appropriate) and yet still be listed on “exceptional” 

grounds. These appear to be tied to “exceptional” landscape, heritage, or 

arboricultural matters. 

86 For example, on page 11 Technical Report it states that:  

‘Where the tree or group of trees has a structure and health assessment of 

average, good or very good, and where at least one of the Exception values is 

ranked at a minimum of City level, expert testimony (i.e. landscape architect, 

arborist, historian, and botanist) will be used to determine whether or not 

the tree should be included irrespective of whether or not it meets the above 

criteria.’ 

87 This means that trees must score a minimum of 50 points (assuming 

‘Average’ means ‘Fair’) yet in the prior paragraph it states:  

                                                      

30
 Trees Assessment Info 2015-01-09 received under OIA request 
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‘Additionally, there may be cases where a tree or group of trees does not 

meet the above criteria but has “exceptional” qualities which may, in 

themselves, qualify the trees for inclusion in the Schedule of Significant Trees 

(e.g. the kowhais in the Templeton Golf Course grounds which have poor to 

average condition and shape and are relatively small in stature’ 

88 The inclusion of ‘Poor’ above would mean a tree with a score of 30 rather 

than 50 points could still qualify to be included if an Exceptional Value is 

assessed. 

89 Yet overall very few trees were actually assessed for exceptional qualities, 

including for heritage and landscape and ecological significance.  

O. OTHER OUTSTANDING CONCERNS, CITING REPRESENTATIVE EXAMPLES 

90 Of 1623 individual trees assessed, very few were evaluated for heritage 

significance. In the case of the 300 Stanmore Road elm, (Appendix A image 

3, tree ID 4595) there was a plaque present that provided information to the 

assessor that the tree was of great age (ca. 150 years) and had an historical 

association to the site. I also understand from Mr Hadfield, who has a family 

association with the tree, that he had previously supplied the Council with 

material covering the historical significance of the tree. 

91 In addition, only 17 of the 1623 trees assessed were evaluated for landscape 

significance, despite landscape context being regarded as very important 

under both STEM and the Old Method. This is addressed in more detail in 

the evidence of Ms Lucas. The double avenue of limes at 60 Glandovey Road 

is one example of trees that did not receive a landscape assessment. Yet as 

an experienced arborist, I would consider them a significant landscape 

feature (Appendix A image 4, tree ID 1596-1633). The trees are also 

associated with the Category 2 Historic home, being planted to complement 

its construction in 1932.  

92 Purau Station Homestead, 2a Camp Bay Road, is the first settled site 

Lyttleton. Three trees (Appendix A image 5, tree ID 65932, & 65935) at the 

site have been excluded. Despite their great age, and their association with 

the Category 1 Historic Place, the trees were not assessed for their heritage 
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values. The bunya (Appendix A image 5a, tree ID 65933) is also a highly 

significant arboricultural specimen, being ranked 6
th
 overall for size in NZ 

and is the largest southern-most growing specimen known of in New 

Zealand
31

. 

93 Passing Trees Still Excluded: The Norfolk Island pine at the above property is 

also an example of a tree that achieved both a CTEM Primary Threshold 

Score of 970 points, and did not fail any of the Second- Tier Criteria 

Thresholds (Appendix A image 5, tree ID 65934), but has still been excluded 

from the pRDP.  

94 Very important trees were not able to be evaluated but have still been 

deleted: Perhaps one of the most outstanding exotic trees in Christchurch is 

the copper beech tree at the Christchurch Arts Centre, 2 Worchester Street 

(image 6, tree ID TS 436). Other currently scheduled trees on the Arts Centre 

site (the red-twigged lime and the two Totara trees) have also been 

excluded through lack of assessment. Given my view that the Old Method 

does constitute a robust arboricultural assessment method and the 

unquestioned significance of the site I consider that there is sufficient 

evidence available to maintain these trees in the pRDP’s Appendix 9.4.5. 

95 Highly Significant Trees Have Not Been Listed, Despite Being 

Assessed: Perhaps the most significant example where this has occurred is 

the giant redwood (Sequoiadendron giganteum) at 34 Governors Bay-

Teddington Road, opposite the gate of Ohinetahi. In February 2015 I 

measured and documented this tree (Appendix A image 7 ID 65892), which is 

one of those that T.H. Potts planted in 1866 as part of an experiment to 

record the growth rate of 77 different conifer species
32

, for the NZ Notable 

Trees Register.  

96 Further examples of highly significant trees that have not been assessed 

because they are in the public realm, but nonetheless warrant listing, would 

include the Cooptown lime trees on SH 75 (just past Little River) and the 

“Yaldhurst” (Tasmanian Blue) Gum on SH 73. Currently listed under the 

                                                      

31
 New Zealand Tree Register record CR/1234 

http://register.notabletrees.org.nz/tree/view/1234  
32

 New Zealand Country Journal (1878, 1 November). Through a young plantation [Part 1], 11 
(6): 390-397 

http://register.notabletrees.org.nz/tree/view/1234
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highest category of “Heritage Tree” on the Operative Plan (Appendix 4), I 

recall when this latter tree was featured on the Council’s website as an 

example of one of Christchurch’s most significant trees.  Having recently 

measured and recorded this tree I would agree with that its heritage tree 

status (Appendix A, image 8) 

97 Yet I also understand, from mediation on November 19, that Council’s 

planner, Ms Rachlin was considering amending the pRDP so that the general 

rule covering all trees over 6m in height in public realm road corridors would 

no longer apply to State Highways. Without listing of significant and 

exceptional (or Heritage and Notable) trees in the public realm, there will be 

nothing to alert NZTA (and others in similar circumstances) to the high 

values associated with these trees when managing the State Highways. I also 

understand that Ms Lowe will address this question from a planning 

perspective.  

98 Native Trees Under-Represented In 9.4.5 Appendices – Trees:  Native 

species only make up 15% of the total single trees on the pCDP33. I believe 

this may be because CTEM favors stature and many significant native 

species are smaller growing trees height and width—as the list under Rule 

9.4.32.1 P2 c iv recognises. As Christchurch City Council are trying to 

encourage the retention of natives in the city34, it is my view that they 

should be given a higher priority in order to increase their numbers 

represented on the pRDP. If the Single Native tree threshold score was 

lowered to 600 points, and the Native Groups of Trees to 800 points, then 

only 60 of those currently excluded trees would fail (27.8%). This percentage 

aligns more closely to the Single Individual Exotic tree ratio of 19% failure. 

P. EVIDENCE OF EDWARD SARD 

99 In his evidence, Edward Sard describes the process of tree assessment in the 

field (Paragraph 3.2). He also observes that:  

                                                      

33
 Trees Assessment Info XL Spreadsheet 2015-01-09 received under OIA request 

34
 Section 32, Appendix 6, 3.3c page10 
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“The Council's team then applied the thresholds that had been set to 

determine which trees should be scheduled in the pRDP. When carrying out 

my assessments, I had no knowledge about the threshold that would be used 

to determine the protection status of the tree(s) within the pRDP.” 

100 This is consistent with my understanding of how the Primary Assessment 

Threshold and Secondary-Tier Criteria Threshold work, from the Technical 

Report. 

101 I also note Mr Sard’s observation, in paragraph 5.2, that “CTEM is a ‘well-

considered and effective method of assessing trees” and his further 

observation that:  

“I found the methodology and practice of collecting data and assessing the 

tree(s) was efficient and comprehensive. I consider the methodology and 

scoring criteria are appropriate and easy to understand.” 

102 My concern is whether CTEM/New Method delivers a methodologically 

robust outcome in terms of the application of the Primary and Secondary 

Threshold. I would not expect Mr Sard to be able to comment on this, 

however, as he has said that he was not involved with that part of the 

process.  

103 With respect to the reassessment of the Karri Gum (Sard, 6.17) that “The 

Karri had not been previously assessed or listed as a protected tree in the 

District Plan.” 

104 In fact the tree is currently listed on the Banks Peninsula District Plan, 

Appendix VII, Notable Trees, where it has been recorded has having 

significance for its size, age, form and condition.  

Q.  EVIDENCE OF ROBERT GRAHAM 

105 I have already commented on Robert Graham’s evidence with respect to the 

Peer Review. I have also addressed some of the general observations about 

the Old Method that inform his understanding of the Council’s motivation in 

developing CTEM. (See Graham 4.1 and 4.2.) 
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106 In terms of Graham 4.4, I have addressed my concern regarding the use of 

the STEM SWOT analysis in terms of development of CTEM. 

107 Also re Graham 4.4, although CTEM may have removed the potential for 

unconscious subjectivity in the field (I have assumed the Technical Report 

did not intend any inference that field assessors might deliberately 

‘massage’ results) this does not address concerns around the Primary and 

Secondary Thresholds being set after the field data was in and how this 

could influence the outcome.  

108 In terms of a counter against unconscious subjectivity, however, now the 

Technical Report, including the “passing” Primary and Secondary Threshold 

scores have been published, that will no longer apply to the CTEM method.  

109 As noted under Paragraph 75, I cannot see where Robert Graham’s evidence 

addresses the appropriateness of the Primary Threshold Scores and Second-

Tier Criteria Thresholds.  

110 While Graham addresses concerns about the method’s level of difficulty in 

6.2, he does not accept it as significant criticism, stating that Sard did not 

identify any problems with applying the method. However, I consider ease 

of understanding of how the method works (i.e. in the Technical Report), as 

well as its application in the field (Sard), to be important.  

111 Since listing significant trees is a public good that affects private property 

owners, I also believe it is important that the public understand the 

methodology. In this respect, Lady Barbara Stewart (3270) has several 

notable trees currently listed on her property yet in her statement she has 

indicated that she did not find the assessment information she was given 

easy to understand.  

112 In terms of the related concern that CTEM “has led to inconsistent results 

and inadequate assessment of trees” (6.1), that Rob Graham does not 

address in any substantive way.  

113 Graham (6.3) states that bias will have been mitigated from the assessments 

by removing inconsistencies between assessors, but there was certainly the 
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potential for bias when establishing threshold levels that would decide 

which trees would be excluded and which trees would remain35.  

114 Graham also states that he result may mean ‘some marginal trees fall 

outside the current listings but that this will be the case no matter what 

system is used’. Yet the examples under my paragraphs 90 – 98 

(Representative Examples), which highlight trees that have been proposed 

for delisting, are by no means ‘marginal trees’; they are clearly highly 

significant trees. In terms of the methodological concerns discussed, I 

believe they are more likely to be representative of wider failure, rather 

than isolated instances. 

115 Rob Graham also comments on a number of other matters, including: 

116 Emergency work and felling (8.6 – 8.13): This particular context of 

emergency work and felling was not addressed in Expert Conferencing or in 

the mediation on November 19 when the public realm rule was discussed. If 

this only applied to the general run of public realm trees covered by the 

general rule, I would feel more comfortable, but it also is intended to apply 

to the city’s most significant trees.  

117 I have given my view earlier that many of these trees, in light of their size, 

age, and urban intensification will probably never be replaced once felled. 

The example of the copper beech at 29a Snowdon Avenue [Appendix A 

image 9] also illustrates how pruning can destroy a tree’s notable character. 

And as discussion around methodologies has indicated, assessment of 

matters such as ‘the structural integrity or health of the tree’ can be 

subjective and have the potential to vary among arborists.  

118 My feeling is that this should only relate to work that has recently come to 

light (a sudden event or report of a recently changed condition). In my 

opinion any tree that has declined in health is not a sudden event and 

therefore should not be included in emergency work unless the result of 

failing health has created a sudden event that requires urgent intervention. 

                                                      

35
 Section 32, Appendix 6, 3.3c page10 
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119 Yet in terms of a sudden event, as an experienced arborist I am aware that 

local authorities and network utility operators already have powers to 

undertake emergency works under the Resource Management Act and that 

there is also a defence for private individuals in emergency situations of the 

kind this proposed provision (although I have not yet seen the wording that 

is proposed.)  

120 So although I regard it as primarily a planning matter, balancing these 

considerations with the significance of the trees and the irreversibility of an 

inappropriate assessment, I am not convinced the relaxation is necessary in 

this case.  

121 Protection of Additional Exotic Species Under the Public Realm Rule (9.1 – 

9.5): I do not disagree with the discussion of the two Ulmus varieties or the 

reasons for their inclusion on the list with respect to Rule 9.4.3.2.1 and 

Activity Specific Standard P2 c iv. I understand Ms Lowe’s submission was to 

confirm that Ulmus horizontalis is a sufficient ‘umbrella’ to capture the 

range of cultivated weeping elms and I have advised her that it is. 

122 Mr Graham (9.6 – 9.7) has also addressed Ms Lowe’s submission with 

respect to whether public realm trees that are currently listed as 

Heritage/Notable under the Operative Plan should continue to be listed 

under the pRDP where they form part of the proposed Character Areas. The 

particular example used was that of the avenue of Bartram Oaks (Quercus 

heterophylla) in Dudley Street.  

123 I understand Ms Lowe will address the importance of listing, as a planning 

approach, for significant trees in the public realm.  

124 In my opinion as an experienced arborist, the Dudley Street oak avenue is a 

significant (or notable) group of trees in the streetscape and the wider area, 

and merit continued listing. In the same way as the lime avenue at 60 

Glandovey Road, on the basis of my experience, I would identify them as an 

exceptional feature in the landscape. (Appendix A, image 10). I would also 

consider their location in a Character Area as a factor that should be 

assessed when evaluating their significance. 
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R.  EVIDENCE OF JENNIFER MOORE 

125 Matters of landscape assessment will primarily be addressed by Ms Lucas. 

However, given my knowledge of STEM and significant tree assessments I do 

consider it is important to have landscape architectural involvement in the 

process, in my view to a far greater extent than has occurred with the pRDP 

assessments. 

126 In particular, I find it hard to credit that only 17 landscape assessments were 

carried out for the 1623 trees assessed: less than 1.5 %. This is the core of 

my concern with this aspect of the process.  

127 I also noticed that the landscape assessments that were undertaken used 

STEM (1996) criteria (Moore, 6.2) and not the CTEM criteria?36 This seems 

not to align with 7.2, which suggests current practice is to use CTEM 

(originally called STEM+.)  

128 I also note that 2.3 refers to  

“My evidence will also cover the following matters that remain outstanding 

or where some further discussion is required around my response to relief 

sought in submissions and further submissions: 

  
(d) selection of streets for further landscape assessment (i.e. Dudley Street, 

Bowenvale Avenue, Francis Avenue, Gambia Street, Poplar trees on Oxford 

Terrace between Manchester and Madras Streets).” 

129 Yet the outcome of the reassessments for Dudley and Bowenvale Avenues 

has not been addressed in the evidence.  

S.  EVIDENCE OF SIMON MILLER 

130 Miller (15 & 19) agrees in general with the CTEM assessment criteria used to 

assess trees but disagrees that trees can qualify for exceptional scores over 

and above the Primary Threshold Score. He considers that scoring trees 

again for criteria already assessed is a double-up. 
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131 I also agree in general with the range of criteria assessed (with reservations 

about some specific criteria as stated earlier) but disagree that the 

Exceptional Value assessments are a double-up. 

132 In my opinion the Exceptional Values assessment provides a very important 

additional acknowledgement for important trees that have exceptional 

cultural, spiritual, aesthetic, historic, conservation, and scientific values. I 

consider that as long as the these trees are of an acceptable minimum level 

of health, and that they do not pose a hazard, then those Exceptional Values 

should be able to offset any shortfall in other arboriculturally assessed 

criteria. 

T.  RELIEF REQUESTED 

133 The relief sought by a number of the submitters, chiefly NZ Notable Trees 

Trust (3618), Christchurch Civic Trust (3700) and New Zealand Institute of 

Landscape Architects, Canterbury and West Coast (3566) sought that CTEM 

and its outcome in terms of scheduled trees on private land be revisited. NZ 

Notable Trees Trust (3618) also asked that the existing schedules in the 

Operative Plan be retained and only trees that no longer existed should be 

delisted.   

134 Nevertheless, through mediation and expert conferencing it has become 

clear that the Council’s position is that the time constraints and expectations 

of the current process make granting that relief problematic. As a result, I 

am authorized by the above parties to put forward a solution within the 

CTEM context, which can be implemented using essentially the existing 

data.  

135 I have done this and set it out below.  Although less than the full retention 

of Appendix 4 (oCDP) or a full reassessment in scope, I believe that the 

following refinement to the CTEM method will ensure a more robust and 

arboriculturally appropriate listing of significant trees on private property in 

the Christchurch context, and one that is more consistent with national best 

practice.  
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136 In particular it will ensure that that sufficient existing notable and heritage 

trees listed on Appendix 4 are retained to provide adequate confidence that 

the list of significant trees is not seriously deficient and that only the trees 

that are in very poor health and condition are delisted. 

137 I shall refer to this method as Modified CTEM. 

138 The modification amends CTEM’s two-tier scoring system to qualify trees for 

retention in Appendices 9.4.5, Trees (pRDP) by using the “passing” points for 

the current Primary Assessment Threshold as follows: 

 Exotic Individual Trees – 770 points 138.1

 Exotic Groups & Native/Exotic Groups of trees -- 850 points 138.2

 Reduce the Scoring Thresholds for  138.3

 Native Individual trees to -- 600 points 138.3.1

 Native Individual Trees and Native Groups of trees -- 800 138.3.2

points 

139 In all four categories, the Second-Tier Criteria Threshold for “Condition”, that 

is, Structure and Health, should be retained. Otherwise, all trees that score 

above “Very Poor” for these criteria should be retained.  

140 Delete the other four Second-Tier Criteria Thresholds, i.e. as discussed in 

Section K, paragraph 75, i.e. Shape, Service Life, Suitability in the Landscape, 

and Height and Width. 

141 I agree that trees identified as no longer existing can be deleted. 

142 With respect to Public Realm Trees, I believe that the Old Method is in fact 

sufficiently robust that those trees and groups of trees listed under it as 

Heritage or Notable Trees should continue to be listed under Appendices 

9.4.5 pRDP. I believe this is more appropriate than having no listed trees at 

all in the public realm and relying on appropriate management under a 

generalized rule. 
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143 I consider that similar reliance on the Old Method is appropriate for the 15 

instances of trees on private property that have not been assessed at all, 

including the currently listed trees at the Christchurch Arts Centre. 

144 As with the trees addressed under paragraphs 138 to 141 that have already 

been assessed, trees that are known to be missing, dead, or in very poor 

condition can be excluded from 9.4.5 Appendices – Trees.  

 

Dated 14 December 2015 
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Image 1 & 2 60 Glandovey varegated elm Scored ‘Good’ (70 points) for ‘Health’
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Image 3: 300 Stanmore Road – The ‘Hadfield Elm’ ca150 years 
Has an historical association to this site. Largest known for species in NZ  

 

 

Image 4: 60 Glandovey Road double avenue of Limes 
Associated with a Category 2 Historic place with high landscape contribution 
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Image 5: Three Heritage trees associated with Purau Station Homestead, 2a Camp Bay Road, 
First settled site in Lyttleton 1842. Bunya pine 6th largest in NZ 

 
 

 
 

Image 5A: Purau Station Homestead Bunya pine  
6th largest recorded in NZ and largest southrern growing specimen 
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Image 6: Christchurch Arts Centre, 2 Worchester Street (image 2009) 
Arguably one of the most outstanding specimen trees in Chrischurch 

 
 

 
 

Image 7: 34 Governors Bay-Teddington Road, opposite the gate of Ohinetahi.  
T.H. Potts planting 1866  
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Image 8:“Yaldhurst Gum” (Tasmanian blue gum)  on SH 73. 
Currently listed under the highest category of “Heritage Tree” 
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Image 9: example of the copper beech at 29a Snowdon Avenue 
illustrates how pruning can destroy a tree’s notable character 

 

 

Image 10: Dudley Street, Bartrams Oaks – a significant landscape contribution 
significant (or notable) group of trees in the streetscape and the wider area, and merit 

continued listing 
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