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Introduction 

1 My full name is Diane Jean Lucas. I am a landscape architect for the 

company Lucas Associates, based in Christchurch. I founded this practice in 

1979. 

2 I hold the qualifications of BSc in Natural Sciences, and a Masters in 

Landscape Architecture (Planning). I am a Registered NZILA Landscape 

Architect, a Fellow of the NZLIA, and have 40 years’ experience in the 

industry. 

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

Submitters): 

3.1 Christchurch Civic Trust (3700); 

3.2 Helen Lowe (3211); 

3.3 Lindsay Carswell (3641); 

3.4 NZ Notable Trees Trust (3618); 

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

3.6 Peterborough Village/Pia Kaik Inc. Society (3233); 

3.7 Royal NZ Institute of Horticulture & Unitec Institute of Technology 

(3287); 

3.8 NZ Arborists’ Association (3278); and 

3.9 Lady Barbara Stewart (3270).  

4 I have been engaged by the submitters to provide evidence in relation to the 

Natural and Cultural Heritage proposal, insofar that it relates to Heritage 

Trees.  

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 
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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.  

Part 1 

Importance of trees to the overall character of Christchurch 

6 Substantial trees are important to the amenity, historic heritage and 

environmental quality of Christchurch. The maintenance and enhancement of 

amenity values, the protection of historic heritage, and maintaining and 

enhancing the quality of the environment are all Part 2 matters to be 

addressed by the Replacement District Plan.  

7 Substantial and mature trees provide important sense of place and identity to 

specific locales and to the urban and rural city in total. Solo and grouped 

trees, exotic and native trees, particularly when of considerable presence 

through age, stature, landmark location or association, have been observed 

to contribute substantially to the landscape and amenity of Christchurch.  

8 Significant trees are a resource that benefits the city in myriad ways. 

Recognition and management of the significant tree resource requires 

appropriate consideration during the recovery of the city.  

9 The Replacement Plan seeks to recognise this, as articulated in: 

Objective 9.4.1  

a. Maintain and enhance the contribution of significant trees ….. including in 
relation to: 

i. landscape character and amenity;  

ii. cultural values; 

iii. purification of air and rainwater; 

iv. releasing oxygen and storing carbon; 

v. cooling of the built environment and waterways; 

vi. stormwater and erosion management; 

vii. biodiversity protection and enhancement.  
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10 To implement the Objective, Policy 9.4.2.1 “Protection of Trees – 

Identification and Assessment of Significant Trees for Listing in the District 

Plan.(my emphasis) 

a. Identify significant trees where they are assessed as having significant 

botanical, heritage, landscape, cultural, ecological and/or environmental 

value; 

b. Assess trees for exceptional botanical, heritage and/or landscape value; 

and 

c. List significant trees, including for their exceptional values, in the District 

Plan.”  

11 The planning method thus involves assessment and listing of the significant 

trees identified. As outlined in the S.32, a new assessment methodology has 

been developed by the City Arborist to assess and list significant trees. The 

methodology has been variously referred to as STEM+, the new method, or 

CTEM. 

12 I have assessed the adequacy of the resultant listings in addressing 

landscape character and amenity. I have field-tested and refer to examples, 

and these are noted and shown in Appendix A. 

Consideration under the Christchurch City Council method 

13 In the s.32, the City Arborist Mr Shane Moohan identifies that  

“Significant” trees should be: 

 Large enough to be noticed or have an effect ; very important : 
having a special or hidden meaning (Webster Miriam); 

 Sufficiently great or important to be worthy of attention, noteworthy 
(Oxford).” 

I interpret these definitions to mean that a significant tree can be large or 

important or special. It can be great or important or noteworthy. It need not 

meet all thresholds. It is not all about size. And, it need not be a perfect 

specimen. 

14 I have not as yet seen the statement of evidence from Mr Moohan. However 

in developing CTEM, he stated (5 November 2015) that the “criteria were 
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designed to identify the highest quality trees on non-Council owned land that 

are currently protected as either Heritage or Notable trees in the Operative 

Plan.”   

15 The CTEM method that underpins the selection of the Significant Trees 

scheduled does not in my opinion address these attributes. Even the 

biodiversity protection and enhancement attribute is inadequately addressed 

in CTEM in that New Zealand native trees are lumped together regardless of 

whether or not they are native to Christchurch. 

16 That is, the CTEM method was not designed to implement Policy 9.4.2.1 

“Protection of Trees – Identification and Assessment of Significant Trees for 

Listing in the District Plan.(my emphasis) 

a. Identify significant trees where they are assessed as having significant 

botanical, heritage, landscape, cultural, ecological and/or environmental 

value; 

b. Assess trees for exceptional botanical, heritage and/or landscape value; 

and 

c. List significant trees, including for their exceptional values, in the District 

Plan.”  

17 Instead, Mr Moohan began with the current list of Heritage or Notable Trees 

and sought to identify the “highest quality trees” amongst these. In addition, 

in reviewing the methodology it is evident the pursuit of the highest quality 

was for (what I refer to as) “arboricultural perfectness”. The method does not 

seek to select for significance as per the definitions he’d noted in the s.32, 

nor for their botanical, heritage, landscape, cultural, ecological or 

environmental value as is specified in the policy. 

18 As he notes in the s.32 (page 10) significant trees were to be “above average 

in structure, health, shape and suitability in the landscape”. However only the 

already-recognised “cream of the crop” were assessed. Only the trees 

already scheduled were considered. Thus to be ‘significant’, trees had to be 

“above average” within these identified elite trees.  

19 Mr Moohan in his Will-Say identified that his CTEM method had been 

reviewed and tested by several arborists, with no mention of any “reality 
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check” being undertaken beyond this field of expertise. Caucus sessions and 

evidence from other arborists has indicated that when they have undertaken 

a “reality check” the method has proven inadequate in that it excludes a 

majority of what they consider to be significant trees. 

20 I note that in his Will-Say statement, the City Arborist, Mr Shane Moohan, 

stated (5 November 2015) that he intended that in his evidence he would 

address how the CTEM method was developed with the Council’s Senior 

Landscape Planner. The S.32 provides no evidence of any review being 

undertaken by landscape architects as to the adequacy of the assessment 

method to identify trees of landscape significance.  

Landscape Character and Amenity 

21 Specifically considering the task of identifying significant trees having 

landscape value, as per policy 9.4.2.1 a., from my review of the schedule of 

assessments undertaken (appendix B), the criteria and thresholds 

considered, and some samples in the field (Appendix A), the CTEM method 

has under-performed. Testing suggests that many significant trees of 

landscape value have not been identified in the re-assessment of the 

currently scheduled private trees. 

22 At Expert Caucusing “It was agreed that all trees have been under-assessed 

for landscape contribution.”  Yet the Objective and Policy direct that trees 

significant due to landscape value be identified. There is thus professional 

agreement that the method, utilising the CTEM assessment technique with its 

multiple thresholds, fails to implement Policy 9.4.2.1.a. 

23 The Policy 9.4.2.1 b. quite separately addresses trees with exceptional 

landscape value. There has been confusion between requirements to 

address significant and exceptional landscape values. Confusion is evident in 

submissions and at caucus and mediation.  

24 I have read the evidence of Jenny Moore, landscape architect, for 

Christchurch City Council. With regard to private realm trees, her statement is 

confined to addressing only “exceptional “tree assessments. That is, as per 

Policy 9.4.2.1 b. Assess trees for exceptional…. landscape value;  
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25 I have seen no landscape evidence from the council regarding addressing 

Policy 9.4.2.1 a. to “identify significant trees where they are assessed as 

having significant …… landscape…. value.”   

26 Thus, from my understanding of the Objective and Policy, significant trees of 

landscape value are to be identified and listed in the District Plan. I have 

therefore reviewed the method with regard to consideration of landscape 

value.  

27 I note Ms Moore states (para.3.3) that “CTEM was developed to ensure that 

landscape attributes were assessed as part of the assessment undertaken by 

a qualified arborist. Under STEM+/CTEM, the following landscape attributes 

are assessed: 

(a) 4.3.1 Shape, 

(b) 4.3.2 Stature, 

(c) 4.3.3 Canopy dimension, 

(d) 4.37 Visibility, 

(e) 4.3.8 Location, 

(f) 4.3.9 Role (which included: Traffic Calming, 

Visual Screening, Contribution to Property 

Values, Visually Soften Hard Landscapes, 

Food Source or Medicinal use by humans). 

28 Ms Moore makes no comment on these different landscape attributes and the 

appropriateness of their weightings. I note that one, namely Shape, is a primary 

threshold. Thus if a tree rates less than 70% on “Shape” it is automatically 

excluded.  

SHAPE 

29  “Shape” is explained to be assessed according to an intact natural tree form. If it 

lacks more than 20% of the canopy it would have in nature, it fails. Yet in urban 

areas, trees can seldom have a full intact form with no shaping, no limbing up, to 

allow people’s activity below or alongside. Unsurprisingly using this ideal shape 
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assessment approach, only 2 trees in Christchurch have been assessed as rating 

higher than 70% for shape.  

30 Ms Moore makes no comment on the appropriateness of such a requirement for 

perfection in a tree’s shape in terms of contribution to the Christchurch 

landscape. As asymmetry can be a very appealing aesthetic, can have very high 

amenity value, I question how such attributes are valued in this CTEM method 

that seeks arboricultural perfection. I note that more than 500 trees were 

excluded merely because their shape was assessed at 50%.  

31 As well as the Shape primary threshold, under the schedule in the Proposed 

Replacement Plan, a tree is not recognised as significant if it rates as less than 

70% for any one of 5 other primary thresholds: 

 Structure 

 Health 

 Life Expectancy 

 Height, or, 

 Suitability on the Landscape, 

32 Ms Moore does not refer to the appropriateness or not of these criteria being able 

to fail a tree which may have landscape significance. Nor does she make any 

comment on the “Suitability in the Landscape” criterion. Interestingly only 2 trees 

in Christchurch rated as “Very Good” in terms of ‘Suitability in the Landscape’. No 

analysis of the adequacy or appropriateness of this criterion in addressing the 

Plan’s Objective and Policy regarding trees of significance for landscape 

character and amenity has been provided by Council, either in the S.32, or in 

evidence. 

33 Mr Moohan in the S.32 page 6 para.3.2, notes that the widely used STEM 

assessment method assesses ‘condition, amenity and notability. The amenity 

category assesses stature, visibility, proximity, role and climate. He notes (table 

page 7) that for the Amenity criterion STEM “individually assesses visibility and 

proximity but no specific criterion for importance of position in landscape”  
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SIZE 

34 Ms Moore notes two dimensional criteria as landscape attributes, Stature and 

Canopy Dimension. 

 STATURE 

35 This criterion assesses either the height or the width of the tree, whichever is the 

greater (S.32 4.3.2 page 20). The tree is thus rated according to size. Trees must 

meet a Height or Width threshold, such as a 15 m height or a 10 m width for 

Exotic Trees.  

36 In landscape and amenity terms, I have observed very important, quite old and in 

my opinion highly significant smaller exotic trees in special spaces that would be 

failed by this Stature threshold. 

37 Stature as a formulaic primary threshold can work against the identification of 

significant trees for their contribution to amenity and landscape character. 

 CANOPY DIMENSION 

38 A second size threshold involves measuring tree canopies in square metres as 

half-circles, triangles or rectangles. Mr Moohan states that “Canopy dimension is 

a measure of a tree’s size as a visual feature in the landscape.” (S.32 4.3.3 page 

20). 

39 Bigger canopies often do contribute to a tree’s significance in the landscape. 

However size is not everything. It is appropriate that Canopy dimension is not a 

primary criterion. Size is counted multiple times in the 26-criteria that contribute to 

achieving a summary score, at the expense of other landscape and amenity 

attributes of trees. 

VISIBILITY 

40 Visibility addresses how far the tree can be seen from (s.32 pages 18 and 22). 

“Visibility is a measure of the prominence of the tree in the wider landscape (i.e. 

commercial, industrial, urban or rural areas).” The must stand out separately from 

other trees.” Visibility of 1 kilometre is rated as “Poor”, 30%.  
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41 I have reviewed a number of trees within the built and considered their visibility. 

Some trees are important for their visibility in combination with other trees, not 

separately.  

42 Some trees have very prominent visibility, standing out as landmarks in a 

neighbourhood, but over a distance of perhaps a half kilometre. Under CTEM, 

this degree of visibility is rated “Poor”. Prominent visibility for a 2 km distance, 

which is considerable in this city, is rated only Fair, 50%. 

43 In a rural setting, visibility has the same distance ratings, which I certainly 

question in terms of valuing visibility as a landscape attribute.  

44 CTEM’s formulaic method for addressing individual tree Visibility appears 

inappropriate in not addressing landscape character and amenity contribution. It 

is an arboricultural approach not adequately responsive to context. 

LOCATION 

45 Considering Location, “how many people can see the tree and how often the tree 

can be seen” CTEM involves a formulaic approach, as shown in the s.32 at page 

23. An address on an ‘urban collector road’ automatically gives a tree a rating of 

50, Fair. An example is described below which questions the way these ratings 

are allocated. Whilst the CTEM method purports to avoid subjectivity, the 

formulae are questioned in terms of their adequacy in addressing Location as a 

landscape attribute. 

ROLE 

46 As outlined at 4.3.9, page 24 in the S.32, the Role criterion is confined to 

assessing Traffic Calming; Visual Screening; Contribution to Property Values, 

Visually Soften Hard Landscapes; and, Food Source or Medicinal Use by 

Humans. Each can have only a maximum of 20 points. 

47 This interpretation of the Role of significant trees is very constrained. That a tree 

may have a major role in a hard urban space but that that attribute can contribute 

only 20 points of the 770 or so required is questioned. 

48 I assess that the weight placed on the role of trees in contributing to landscape 

character and amenity has been seriously diminished in the interpretation of this 

criterion. I agree with Mr Moohan’s comment in the S.32 that the criterion results 
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“in the likelihood that most trees have been under assessed for their role in the 

landscape.”  

49 The s.32 justification appears to be to avoid involving landscape architects in the 

rapid evaluation. However I understand other methods provide for more adequate 

assessment of trees’ Roles in the landscape without necessarily involving 

landscape architects. 

50 The primary thresholds that allow a tree to be significant or not, and the 

landscape criteria as noted by Ms Moore, are briefly considered for some sample 

trees shown at Appendix A. 

 

Part 2 Sample Assessments of Individual Exotic Trees 
 
 

The George Hotel Oak, Park Terrace 

51 The English Oak at the George Hotel Residence, 48 Park Terrace. However 

a rating of 50% for Service Life and 50% for Structure for this huge tree 

means it was excluded from scheduling. A 50% service life rating means it’s 

expected to serve only another 11 – 20 years, even though the arborist noted 

that the “Shape and health of the tree is good”. Looming to 24 m high and 18 

metres across, this landmark tree was failed on two attributes which do not 

address landscape character or amenity. (refer Appendix A, pages 2-3). 

52 The George Hotel Oak is a major landmark tree on Park Terrace. It is an 

important attribute to the river corridor. Highly visible along the street, from 

the river walks and from Hagley Park. The tree stands out quite separately. 

The tree is highly visible for around three blocks, or 300 m each way, along 

Park Terrace to the north, 300 m to the south, and some 300 m across the 

Avon and Hagley Park.  

53 Ms Moore suggests trees are assessed for Location and Visibility as 

landscape attributes. However through the CTEM assessment, the George 

Hotel Oak (wrongly referenced as at 54 Park Terrace) was rated only 30%, 

Poor, for Visibility. In my opinion this seriously under-rates a tree 

contributing significantly to the landscape character and amenity of the river 

corridor and Park Terrace through appearing as a highly visible individual 

landmark tree contributing to an important public realm. 
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54 The George Hotel Oak rates 50%, Fair, for Location. Given it’s very high 

prominence on Park Terrace, the Avon walks and cycle paths, and Hagley 

North beyond, with Location defined as addressing how many people can 

see the tree, and how often the tree can be seen, a high rating would be 

anticipated. The Fair rating is disappointing and points to a methodological 

problem. 

55 The George Hotel Oak stands grandly alongside Park Terrace, a “Central 

City Local Distributor” road (App.7.12, Fig.7.17a – Map of Road 

Classification). Presumably this is equivalent to the “Urban collector 

road”.(S.32, 4.2.8, page 23) which rates Location there as Fair, 50.  

56 However, the huge tree links importantly with Hagley Park and the Avon 

River corridor. I note that if it was assessed for Location in relation to this 

Urban Park, it would then rate as Good, 70%, as Hagley Park is expected 

would qualify as a Heritage Park. Considered with respect to landscape 

character and amenity, the Fair rating given for the Location of this important 

George Hotel Oak demonstrates a further problem with the formulaic 

approach under-valuing such attributes. 

57 Addressing the Role I note the George Hotel Oak rates 70, Good. I have not 

seen the breakdown of how the Role points were allocated, but presumably it 

was rated well for Visual Screening and Contribution to Property Values, and 

Visually Softening Hard Landscapes. Perhaps it rated less for Traffic Calming 

and Food Source. The criterion does not however address the important role 

that this tree has on the Park Terrace land its contribution to landscape 

character and amenity. 

58 Considering Suitability in the Landscape, which primarily addresses 

nuisance, The George Hotel Oak rates Good, 70%. I am unsure how this 

rating is arrived at. 

59 As such an important tree in an important area of the Garden City, the 

George Hotel Oak might be expected to trigger an Exceptional valuation on 

landscape grounds. Under CTEM, it is only for an Exceptional assessment 

that landscape architects become involved. However this did not occur for the 

George Hotel Oak.  

60 It remains unclear to me how Exceptional assessments are triggered. I note 

that if a tree is found to be Exceptional, that rating can over-ride failed 
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primary criteria in the Significance assessment. That is, a tree may be 

Exceptional but not qualify to be Significant. I question the appropriateness of 

this approach. 

61 The George Hotel Oak has a summary score of 990 points, well in excess of 

the 770 points required, but is excluded due to “fair structure” and “fair life 

expectancy”. These criteria are beyond my area of expertise. However I 

understand the failed ratings have been questioned by arborist experts. 

62 The George Hotel Oak is the street-front tree. Behind it is a Lime, and then 

an elm. The Oak is some 26.5 m high and the Lime 24.5 m. The arborist’s 

assessment noted that the Oak qualified to be assessed as a group with 

those behind (see Appendix A, page 2). The Lime was assessed, with a total 

of 950 points and was included in the Listing. 

63 I have considered the landscape attributes of the Lime as per the CTEM 

assessment. Unlike the Oak, the Lime is enclosed within the property. Whilst 

it contributes importantly to the on-site amenity and landscape character of 

the George Hotel and its Residence, the Lime does not contribute to the 

streetscape.  

64 The Common Lime on the George Hotel Residence site (48 Park Terrace, 

wrongly Listed as 54 Park Terrace) has tree ID 3427. Like the Oak, the Lime 

was rated 70% for both Health and Shape.  

65 However, surprisingly under the CTEM method the Lime was rated identically 

with the Oak for four of the “landscape attributes”, Visibility (30%), Location 

(50%), Role (70%) and Suitability in the Landscape (70%). Yet a “common 

sense test” would reveal that they have entirely different Visibility, Location in 

terms of being seen, and, very different Roles in the Landscape. The Lime is 

invisible in the public realm or beyond the site, and people do not see it 

unless they look out a south window of the hotel or walk into the garden to 

see the lime tucked in between the Oak and Elm. The Lime is a beautiful 

tree, but it contributes little to landscape character and amenity in comparison 

with the Oak. 

66 From my consideration of these 2 trees side by side, the CTEM method 

appears to not adequately assess them for significance regarding their 

contribution to landscape character and amenity.  
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The Wesley Village Elm, Harewood Road 

67 The English Elm at Wesley Village, 91 Harewood Road, (Appendix A, pages 

4 - 5) rated well on shape, structure and suitability,  

68 Considered in its context, the tree provides important landscape character 

and amenity in the Marble Wood Drive area. It provides a distinctive 

contribution to the retirement village streetscape. The tree provides a 

valuable linkage across the street, particularly in relation to continuity with the 

elm of similar stature in the park. However the tree was rated only 30% for 

Visibility, and 50 % for both Location and Role, the landscape attributes 

referred to by Ms Moore. 

69 Considering Visibility, it cannot be seen for a kilometre but is prominently 

located in the street and highly visible from the park opposite. It most 

certainly stands out separately as is required. The formulaic rating does not 

recognise the landscape context in assessing the trees Visibility purely on 

distance. 

70 Considering Location, “how many people can see the tree and how often the 

tree can be seen” under CTEM a tree on an ‘urban collector road’ such as 

Harewood Road is rated 50. Whilst the sites address is Harewood Road, the 

tree actually fronts Marble Wood Drive, a cul de sac (refer aerial image, 

Appendix A, page 5). I note a ‘local urban road’ would instead rate only 30 for 

Location.. However the tree contributes to the local park and streetscape. I 

note that considered for Location in terms of an ‘Urban park’, it would rate 70. 

Whilst the CTEM method purports to avoid subjectivity, the formulae are 

questioned in terms of their adequacy in addressing Location as a landscape 

attribute. 

71 However this tree has been failed due to an estimated Service Life rated 30, 

that is, 5 – 10 years only. This tree has thus been excluded from scheduling 

due to it’s limited life expectancy. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

72 Other examples have been assessed. A few of these are shown at Appendix 

A pages 6 – 21, as well as the cover images. Each demonstrates that the 

CTEM method has failed to address the individual or tree group’s significance 

with regard to landscape character and amenity. Aspects such as heritage 

appear to have been very inadequately addressed. Either the heritage value 

of trees or the heritage significance of the trees’ context. Heritage can be an 

important contributor to landscape and amenity, yet CTEM does not 

adequately address this aspect. Contrary to the understanding of the City 

Arborist, I note that tree removal is proposed as a permitted activity within 

Heritage settings as per Ch.9.3.  

73 Whilst CTEM seeks the arboricultural “cream of the crop”, this approach fails 

to address important Part 2 matters and fails as a method to adequately 

address Objective 9.4.2 and Policy 9.4.2.1, in particular 9.4.2.1 a. and b. 

regarding landscape value, and 9.4.2.1 c regarding exceptional landscape 

values.  

 

 

Dated 14 December 2015 

 

 

Di Lucas 
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