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Introduction 

1 My full name is John David Thornton. 

2 I am making a further submission as I oppose the removal of many of the trees from 

the new schedule that have been the subject of late submissions by tree owners. 

3 I have previously provided submissions in these proceeding: 

3.1 Submission 3600, 4th September 2015 

3.2 Supplementary Submission, 10th December 2015 

 

 Professional Qualifications and Experience  

4. A Batchelor of Arts majoring in Political Science from Victoria University (1990). 

5 A Post Graduate Diploma in Parks, Outdoor Recreation and Tourism Management 

from Lincoln University (1997). 

6. I have completed WINTEC Arboricultural Courses in: 

Tree Assessment (Twice); Tree Valuation (Twice); Hazard Tree Analysis (Twice); 

Tree Biomechanics; Professional Practice - RMA Report Writing; Treed Landscape 

Design. [2001 to 2016] 

7 I have 17 years of experience working for the Christchurch City Council dealing with 

and managing protected trees of all categories including Heritage and Notable trees. 

Currently I am the only staff employed full time in this area, and from 2006 until 2009 

I was the sole staff member dealing with protected trees. I personally assessed and 

surveyed approximately 1000 trees for addition to the city plan as Notable Trees from 

1998 to 2000, when first employed by the City Council, and have assessed and 

surveyed a significant number since then. I have also assessed and surveyed 

approximately 1500 trees on subdivision sites. 
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 Background To My Evidence 

8 My original submission in 4 September 2015 was made in support of retention of the 

current matrix system of tree assessment, and opposed the Proposed Christchurch 

Replacement District Plan scheduling of approximately only 25% of the privately 

owned trees currently listed as notable or heritage trees in the Operative Plan, due to 

the introduction of the new Christchurch Tree Evaluation Method (CTEM) tree 

assessment model. 

9 A further submission on 10th December 2015 scrutinised the defects of the CTEM 

system, and how it is skewed to lower the scores of assessed trees, and eliminate a 

vast number of the currently protected trees despite achieving the required 

thresholds, through numerous (seven) criteria thresholds. It also systematically 

showed how the criticism of the current matrix tree assessment model, which is 

contained in the Stage 3 Section 32 Appendix 6 – Significant Trees Technical 

Report (Part 3), is seriously lacking in foundation.  

10 As well it addressed some of the evidence presented by Robert John Graham re the 

suitability of some trees currently listed and other concerns with the current matrix 

system, and the supposed merits of the proposed CTEM model as argued by Mr 

Graham. 

 

 The Reason For My Submission 

11 I am making a further submission as I oppose the removal of many of the trees from 

the proposed schedule for the new District Plan, due to the allowance of late 

submissions by tree owners. 

 

 Issues Raised by Late Submitters 

 Cost of Tree Maintenance   

12 There have been a substantial number of the late submitters that raise the issue of 

the cost of maintenance of the protected trees, including the cost of resource consent 

fees for any pruning work carried out on the tree(s). However, this claim is largely 

thoroughly unfounded, as in my role at council I can personally verify that there have 

been no fees charged for normal maintenance pruning of the protected trees on 

grounds of health and safety, for decades.  
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13 Certainly since I started working for the council in 1998, the resource consent 

planning unit policy has always been to waive fees where the ongoing wellbeing of 

the trees is concerned. Also there is no fee charged for the removal of a dead, dying 

or hazardous tree. The only times fees that are charged is for the removal of healthy 

trees, or any construction/development work occurring within the 10 metres setback 

zone, which may impact detrimentally on their condition.  

14 This information is freely available on the council website and is mentioned in the 

resource consent planning fee schedule, which is on the public website under the 

resource consent planning unit information. In my role at council I am almost 

constantly in contact with protected tree owners and are discussing the maintenance 

of their tree(s), any issues they have with the tree(s) and in disseminating advice and 

information to them regarding council processes and consent applications.  

15 If the tree owners do not contact the council with regard to their tree concerns, then 

we do not know about them usually. Their avenues of contact include emailing 

council, talking with regional centre staff, civic office staff, and phoning the council 

call centre, who if they cannot answer the query will put the caller through to a 

council Arborist, or lodge a Customer Service Request in the council system. With 

limited resources of one full time Arborist positon and one Arborist working partly on 

protected trees, there is not the scope to initiate contact with the owners of 1600 odd 

Notable and Heritage trees, approximately 3600 Subdivision protected trees, and 

approximately 2000 trees protected via Land Use Consent.  

16 Another issue raised by late submitters is that the cost of actually pruning the trees is 

too great, however there are many instances where there appears to have been little 

or no pruning carried out on the trees, according to council records. For example the 

submission for the Irish Strawberry Tree at 3/4 Brockworth Place, cites the cost of 

consent fees as a reason for non-listing of the tree, yet there are no council records 

for any application to prune the tree since the year 2000. I also note that the tree is 

located 30 metres from the submitters dwelling 3/4 Brockworth Place, as it is actually 

located in front of 6/4 Brockworth Place.  I do not see therefore, how the submitters 

would need to be applying for consent to prune it. 

17 Also, for another example the site of 151 Cashmere Road owned by the Girl Guides 

Association contains a great many historically significant trees, which are listed in the 

current city plan. Their submission claims that the cost of maintaining the trees and 
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applying for consents is too high. However, according to the council records, since 

1976 there have only been three resource consents applied for regarding protected 

trees, all to remove the trees, including two Bhutan Cypresses and a European 

Beech.  

18 These consents occurred in 2001 and 2003, so none have been lodged in the last 

thirteen years. No records appear for consent applications for maintenance pruning, 

let alone for fees charged. It is also on record that no fees were charged for the 

removal consents due to the acknowledged poor condition of the trees by council 

Arborists. Hardly an argument for not retaining the numerous significant trees on the 

site, nor a huge cost to the association. Most of these trees are not in the way and 

any rebuilding or services, and there is no valid reason for most of them to be 

removed from the schedule. 

19 I have listed a number of examples of trees in the late submitters list, that have had 

applications lodged with council for pruning maintenance in Appendix 1, Resource 

Consent Applications lodged for Protected Tree Work. This shows many 

examples of trees that have been granted consent for pruning work with no consent 

fee applied, and council Arborist input to the tree owners. The list does not contain 

consents that have been granted for ‘work’ within 10 metres of the tree(s), including 

construction work and laying of utilities, which does include a fee. It also does not 

include tree removals where no consent has been necessary as the tree has been 

deemed sufficiently poor in health or structure as to be immediately removed from 

the city plan list as per  below: 

  “In Accordance With Section 10, Rule 2.2.6 Deletion Of Listed Items. Where a listed 

tree is in a dangerous or diseased condition such that its continued protection cannot 

be justified, it shall be deleted from the list without further formality.” 

20 The Council also has a Notable Tree Grants Fund of $14,000 per annum to assist 

owners of protected trees with maintenance, which is administered by myself, in the 

role of Arborist – Environmental Consents. This is a discretionary fund which can be 

applied for by contacting the Christchurch City Council. This is on a first come, first 

served basis and is subject to Annual Plan and Long Term Plan reviews.  
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 Safety Concerns 

21 Trees have evolved over millions of years, and are generally safe structures, which 

self-balance as they grow.  Many perceptions of trees being “dangerous’ by the 

public are not founded on facts or logic, but fear. The statistics for injury and death 

from tree failures is exceptionally low compared to many other risk factors humans 

have to endure. There are very few actual incidents of injury or serious injury/death 

that occur in the city as a result of tree failures, and most of these are due to extreme 

weather events, which cannot be predicted or controlled. The only absolute solution 

to totally eliminate such potential risk, if taken to its logical conclusion, is to remove 

all large trees from the city. This is obviously not a justifiable solution. 

22 In the United Kingdom, you are only twice as likely to be killed by a tree failure, than 

be hit by lightning. The risk has been calculated at a 1 in 10,000,000 chance of 

death, or 1/10 of what is classified as ‘Insignificant or Trivial Risk. The table can be 

seen in Appendix 2 - Hellis Tree Consultants: Risk of Trees Causing Injury or 

Death. 

23 However management of the risk of failure requires various means of ensuring the 

trees are as safe as can be reasonably expected. The failure of limbs can be 

mitigated by bracing/cabling or by reducing weight by reduction pruning. Some fairly 

severe reduction pruning may be necessary to ensure the safety of the tree(s) and to 

manage the best interests of the tree and its owner’s interests. 

 

 Shading.  
 
24 There is obviously going to be a certain amount of shading of a site if it has a 

substantial tree on it or on a nearby site, and this is generally inevitable. As they say, 

there is no such thing as a free lunch, and part of the usually accepted philosophy of 

the validity of tree protection is that there will be some drawbacks to their retention, 

but that the benefits will usually outweigh the drawbacks. Hence in the summer a tree 

providing shade in very warm temperatures can be a distinct advantage, but in the 

winter months when sunlight is at a premium, it can be at times disadvantageous.  

25 However, many of the trees are deciduous in nature and thus lose their foliage in the 

winter months, and in my opinion shading alone, unless it is causing particularly cold 

and dark conditions in a dwelling, is not sufficient reason alone to remove tree 

protection. Often appropriate pruning can mitigate the effects of shade to some 
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extent, although there are certainly constraints on what can be done often without 

affecting the amenity values of the tree detrimentally.  

  

 Damage. 
  
26 Trees often provide conflicts with built structures. In some instances the damage is 

minor and can be repaired or mitigated with measures such as root barriers. In 

severe cases such as damage to dwelling foundations trees become untenable and 

require removal. Often the damage is not that severe and can be rectified with the 

tree in place, and largely unaffected.  

27 For example the 133 Centaurus Road English Elm T503 is located in reasonably 

close proximity to the dwelling, and closer to the garage.. Due to earthquake repairs 

on the site the owners wanted to remove the tree protection in order to undertake the 

repairs, as they said it may affect the trees health and stability from root damage. 

However after close consultation between council Arborists, Treetech Arborists and 

the project manager involved, solutions were found and the repairs have been done 

with seemingly little effect on the tree observed so far. 

 

 Nuisance.  

28 There are many solutions to the variety of nuisance that trees can present. 

Sometimes they can be eliminated but sometimes only reduced in severity. A number 

of pruning solutions and remedies such as gutter guard can be employed to address 

these. 

29 Many of the late submitters express concerns around nuisance such as debris on 

paths and lawns, blocking of gutters and pipes, trees shading buildings, overhanging 

branches, tree roots damaging paths, and seedlings growing in gardens. However, 

these nuisance issues can almost always be managed by either Arboricultural 

measures, property maintenance or engineering resolutions. 
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 Inclusion of Trees in the Schedule Opposed by Late Submitters. 

30 I support the recommendations of City Arborist Shane Moohan in the inclusion of the 

following trees due to exceptional values in the Schedule of Significant Trees in the 

proposed District Plan: 

Num  Street  DP Num  Exceptional 
Value  

Species  Common Name  

27  Guys Road  T649  Heritage Botanical  Sophora microphylla  Small-leaved 
Kowhai  

33  Guys Road  T654  Heritage Botanical  Sophora microphylla  Small-leaved 
Kowhai  

33  Guys Road  T655  Heritage Botanical  Sophora microphylla  Small-leaved 
Kowhai  

33  Guys Road  T656  Heritage Botanical  Sophora microphylla  Small-leaved 
Kowhai  

33  Guys Road  T657  Heritage Botanical  Sophora microphylla  Small-leaved 
Kowhai  

33  Guys Road  T658  Heritage Botanical  Sophora microphylla  Small-leaved 
Kowhai  

33  Guys Road  T660  Heritage Botanical  Sophora microphylla  Small-leaved 
Kowhai  

33  Guys Road  T661  Heritage Botanical  Sophora microphylla  Small-leaved 
Kowhai  

33  Guys Road  T662  Heritage Botanical  Sophora microphylla  Small-leaved 
Kowhai  

33  Guys Road  T663  Heritage Botanical  Sophora microphylla  Small-leaved 
Kowhai  

33  Guys Road  T664  Heritage Botanical  Sophora microphylla  Small-leaved 
Kowhai  

280  Millers Road  T952  Heritage Landscape  Quercus robur  English Oak  
300  Stanmore Road  T1118  Heritage Landscape  Ulmus glabra 

Horizontalis  
Horizontal Elm  

 

31 I support the recommendations of City Arborist Shane Moohan in the inclusion of the 

following trees in the proposed Schedule of Significant Trees in the new District Plan 

as there is insufficient reason to remove them, as the nuisance issues can be 

managed by Arboricultural or other solutions: 

Num  Street    DP Num  Species    Common Name 

63  Nayland Street   T966:   Phoenix canariensis   Canary Island Palm 

170  Peterborough Street  T938:   Tilia x europaea   Common Lime  

5  Lynfield Avenue  T902:   Fagus sylvatica Purpurea   Copper Beech 

379  Ilam Road   T776:   Agathis australis   Kauri   

14  William Street Akaroa  T1169:   Morus nigra    Common Mulberry 

28  Park Terrace   T1020:   Ilex aquifolium   Common Holly 

85  Papanui Road   T979:   Platanus orientalis   Oriental Plane  

75  Deans Avenue   T462:   Arbutus unedo    Irish Strawberry  

133  Centaurus Road  T503:   Ulmus procera    English Elm 
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32 I support the recommendations of City Arborist Shane Moohan in the inclusion of the 

following trees in the proposed Schedule of Significant Trees in the new District Plan 

as there is was no specific concerns or reasons provided by submitters to remove 

them from the schedule: 

Num  Street    DP Num  Species    Common Name 
 
30  Church Square   T526:   Cupressus torulosa  Bhutan Cypress, 

T527:   Quercus robur    English Oak,  

T528:   Tilia europaea    Common Lime,  

T529:   Tilia europaea    Common Lime, 

T530:   Quercus robur    English Oak,  

T531:   Quercus robur    English Oak, 

T532:   Ulmus hollandica   Dutch Elm, 

T533:   Acer Pseudoplatanus   Sycamore,  

T534:   Quercus robur    English Oak; 

6683  Christchurch Akaroa Rd T517:   Dacrycarpus dacrydioides  Kahikatea, 

T518:   Dacrycarpus dacrydioides  Kahikatea;  

20  Lychgate Close   T899:   Ulmus procera    English Elm, 

234  Hereford Street   T759:   Magnolia grandiflora,   Southern Magnolia 

    T761:   Tilia europaea    Common Lime, 

T762:   Quercus Palustris   Pin Oak;  

243  Durham Street   T593:   Acer Pseudoplatanus   Sycamore; 

8  Tui Street   T1144:   Tilia europaea    Common Lime, 

T1145:   Tilia europaea   Common Lime, 

T1146:   Aesculus hippocastanium  Horse Chestnut, 

T1147:   Aesculus hippocastanium  Horse Chestnut; 

50  Kirk Road   T850:   Araucaria araucana   Monkey Puzzle, 

T851:   Cedrus atlantica   Atlas Cedar, 

T852:   Cedrus atlantica   Atlas Cedar, 

T853:   Cupressus sempervirens  Italian Cypress;  

834  Gebbies Pass Road  T621:   Quercus robus    English Oak; 

24  Main South Road  T909:   Quercus robur    English Oak, 

T910:   Ulmus procerea   English Elm,  

T911:   Ulmus procerea   English Elm, 

T912:   Ulmus procerea   English Elm, 

T913:   Quercus robur    English Oak, 

T914:   Quercus robur    English Oak;  

26B  Main South Road  T925:   Tilia europaea    Common Lime, 

T926:   Tilia europaea    Common Lime, 

T927:   Tilia europaea    Common Lime;  

28  Main South Road  T915:   Tilia europaea    Common Lime, 

T916:   Tilia europaea    Common Lime; and  

30  Main South Road  T917:   Tilia europaea    Common Lime, 

     T918:   Tilia europaea    Common Lime, 

     T919:   Tilia europaea    Common Lime. 
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33 I support the recommendations of City Arborist Shane Moohan and Arborist Ed Sard in 

the inclusion of the following trees located at 151 Cashmere Road in the Schedule of 

Significant Trees in the proposed District Plan: 

 

 DP Num  Common Name and Species     

 
(a) T482  Wellingtonia, (Sequoiadendron giganteum),  CCC ID 1838  
(b) T483  Manna Gum, (Eucalyptus viminalis),   CCC ID 1840  
(c) T484  English Oak, (Quercus robur),    CCC ID 1841  
(d) T485  Manna Gum, (Eucalyptus viminalis),   CCC ID 1843  
(e) T486  Manna Gum, (Eucalyptus viminalis),   CCC ID 1844  
(f) T487   Bhutan Cypress, (Cupressus torulosa),   CCC ID 1848  
(g) T488  English Elm, (Ulmus procera),    CCC ID 1849  
(h) T489  English Elm, (Ulmus procera),    CCC ID 1850  
(i) T490   Pin Oak, (Quercus palustris),    CCC ID 1851  
(j) T491   Turkey Oak, (Quercus cerris),    CCC ID 1852  
(k) T492  English Oak, (Quercus robur),    CCC ID 1853  
(l) T493   English Oak, (Quercus robur),    CCC ID 1854  
(m) T494  Sycamore, (Acer pseudoplatanus),   CCC ID 1878  
(o) T496  Tasmanian Blue Gum, (Eucalyptus globulus),  CCC ID 1895  
(p) T498  Lawson Cypress, (Chamaecyparis lawsoniana),  CCC ID 1897  

 (r) T500  English Elm, (Ulmus procera),    CCC ID 1900. 

  

34 I support the recommendations of City Arborist Shane Moohan in the inclusion of the 

following trees in the proposed Schedule of Significant Trees in the new District Plan 

as there is was not sufficient evidence of shading or of other concerns raised by 

submitters to warrant removal: 

 Num  Street   DP Num  Species    Common Name 
 416  Ilam Road  T777  Fagus sylvatica   European Beech,  
 123A  Sparks Road T1114  Eriobotrya japonica   Loquat,  
 92  Opawa Road  T975:   Ulmus glabra Camperdownii  Camperdown Elm 
 32  Linwood Avenue T890  Ulmus glabra Horizontalis  Horizontal Elm, 
     T891:   Ulmus glabra    Wych Elm, 
     T892:   Juglans regia    Common Walnut 
 1  Wood Lane TG19  Liriodendron tulipifera   Tulip Trees 

 43 Innes Road  T779:  Quercus palustris  Pin Oak,  
T780  Tilia x europaea  Common Lime 

 133  Centaurus Road T503  Ulmus procerea   English Elm 
 273  Montreal Street  T953.  Magnolia grandiolia  Southern Magnolia 
 76  Palatine Terrace T978:   Tilia europaea    Common Lime  
 30  Holmwood Road T771:   Ulmus glabra Camperdownii Camperdown Elm 
  28  Seamount Terrace T1108:  Eucalyptus viminalis   Manna Gum 
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35 Trees to be excluded by Christchurch City Council 

 I do not support the recommendations of City Arborist Shane Moohan to exclude the 

following trees in the proposed Schedule of Significant Trees in the new District Plan 

as there is was no valid reason to do so, as some shading of a site is not sufficient 

reason in itself to remove protection from a tree, unless of an extreme level. 

Appendix 3 shows photographs of the trees in winter causing minimal shading of the 

sites. 

Num  Street   DP Num  Species    Common Name 
94  Opawa Road,  T976,   Platanus acerifolia  London Plane Tree. 
35  Rossall Street  T1088   Quercus robur   English Oak; 

  
 
  
  
 Evidence of Alan Matheson 

36 Alan Matheson’s evidence considering various means of reducing significant tree 

numbers using various combinations of grades of shape, health and structure etc 

suggests a lack of acknowledgement of the mediated agreement reached in 2015 

with submitters represented by the Civic Trust.  This does not appear to be acting in 

good faith as one would expect from the council. 

 

37 A valid assessment system using a range of different categories should be able to 

give a total qualifying score to capture specific trees, that may not be that large or 

old, but which carry special significance due to the person that planted it, its 

uncommonness in the city, or local prominence in the neighbourhood.  

 

38 In particular, trees that are located in areas where large and old trees are very 

scarce, such as in the eastern suburbs of the city, need to be given more chance to 

qualify, due to their disproportionate amenity value compared to a similar tree in the 

middle of Fendalton. 

 

39 One glaring defect in the CTEM system is that of the definition of Shape. If the 

criteria are applied as laid out in the Description section of Shape, a tree is described 

as ‘Fair’ if “Approximately 21-30% of canopy shape missing, modified or misshapen”. 

The application of the very broad range of circumstances covered by “missing, 

modified or misshapen”, means that a great deal of very good specimen trees have 

been rated as Fair for Shape. Due to the stringent Criteria Threshold regarding 
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Shape, they have thus been eliminated from the schedule. In my opinion, almost any 

other tree assessment method that is currently being used in New Zealand or 

internationally, would not fail these trees. 

 

Tree protection regulations in 9.4.2.1.b.iv 
 

40 I recommend replacing statement 9.4.2.1.b.iv. regarding consideration of whether to 

protect a tree in the future (“the location and characteristics of the tree (e.g. density of 

foliage, actual and potential size) are such that it significantly compromises either the 

reasonable use and/or residential amenity of the property and surrounds”) with 

something more specific e.g. “damage to infrastructure.”  

 
The proposed statement is too general and open to wide interpretation, and could be 

used to reduce levels of future tree protection as many  trees are likely to become 

large, and therefore take up space which could  be used for other purposes and 

cause shading, drop litter etc., but still provide high visual amenity value. 

 

 

 

JOHN DAVID THORNTON 

3 AUGUST 2016 

 

 

List of Attachments 

1. Appendix 1 – Resource Consent Applications lodged for Protected Tree Work. 

2. Appendix 2 - Hellis Tree Consultants: Risk of Trees Causing Injury or Death 

3. Appendix 3 - Tree Photographs 
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Appendix 1 

Resource Consent Applications lodged for Protected Tree Work   

 
1. 30 Wai-iti Terrace: 
 
i) 17th October 2006. Pruning maintenance on a protected English Oak (Quercus robur). 

No fee charged for application. Council Arborist Input. 

 

ii) 9 June 2011. Pruning maintenance work on a protected English Oak (Quercus robur) 
Unique ID Number 5220. No fee charged for application. Council Arborist Input. 
 
 
2. 151 Cashmere Road: 
26 February & 19 March 2003. Removal of diseased/dying Bhutan Cypress X 2. 
No fee charged for applications. Council Arborist Input. 
 
 
3. 207 Lincoln Road: 
18th June 2009. Pruning maintenance on a protected Wych Elm (Ulmus glabra) ID No. 
2273. No fee charged for application. Council Arborist Input. 
 

4. 62 Nayland Street: 

16 December 2013. Pruning of a protected Karaka tree Unique ID Number 2090. 

No fee charged for application. Council Arborist Input. 

 

5. 416 Ilam Road: 

i) 20th December 2006. Pruning maintenance on a protected European Beech (Fagus 

sylvatica) ID No. 5211. No fee charged for application. Council Arborist Input. 

ii) 12 February 2013. Pruning of a protected European Beech (Fagus sylvatica) Unique ID 
Number 5211. No fee charged for application. Council Arborist Input. 
 
 
6. 109 Clyde Road: 
2 July 2013. Pruning of a protected Wellingtonia (Sequoiadendron giganteum) Unique ID 
Number 1397. No fee charged for application. Council Arborist Input. 
 
 
7. 14 Thorrington Road: 
10th June 2004. Pruning maintenance on six protected Black Beech Trees (Nothofagus 
solandri). No fee charged for application. Council Arborist Input. 
 
 
8. 23 Thornycroft Street 
i) 2nd June 2005. Removal of protection from a Notable Sweet Chestnut. 
No fee charged for application. Council Arborist Input. 
 
ii) 20th May 2005. Pruning maintenance on a protected English Elm. 
No fee charged for application. Council Arborist Input. 
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iii) 24th May 2010. Pruning of three protected trees: 1 X English Elm (Ulmus procera) Unique 
ID Number 1570 and 2 X Common Limes (Tilia x vulgaris) Unique ID Numbers 1340 & 1341 
No fee charged for application. Council Arborist Input. 
 
 
9.  133 Centaurus Road 
26th March 2004. Pruning maintenance on a English Elm (Ulmus procera).  
No fee charged for application. Council Arborist Input. Pruned by Council at their expense on 
many occasions. 
 
 
10. 165 Fendalton Road 
12th January 2009. Pruning maintenance on a Pin Oak (Quercus palustris). 
No fee charged for application. Council Arborist Input. (pruning work paid by council) 
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Appendix 2 

Hellis Tree Consultants: Risk of Trees Causing Injury or Death 

Fatalities in 'Daily or Normal Life' 

The following table compares the calculated risks that are experienced in 'daily or normal life'. 

Annual risk of death Annual risk Annual risk per million 

All causes, aged 45-64 

(England and Wales, 2003) (1) 
1 in 190 5263 

All causes, aged 30-44 

(England and Wales, 2003) (1) 
1 in 940 1064 

Accidents in the home, all ages 

(England and Wales, 2004) (3) 
1 in 17,000 59 

Road accidents 

(Great Britain, 2010) (2) 
1 in 32,000 31 

Injuries to all employees in different industries 

(Great Britain, average 2001/02-2005/06) (4) 
1 in 140,000 7 

Insignificant or Trivial Risk (HSE) 1 in 1,000,000 1 

Trees 1 in 10,000,000 0.1 

Lightning (5) 1 in 19,000,000 0.05 

1. Office for National Statistics Focus on Health 

2. Department for Transport Road Casualties Great Britain: 2010 

3. Office for National Statistics Mortality Statistics – Injury and poisoning 

4. Health and Safety Commission Statistics of Fatal Injuries 2005/06 

5. Deaths and injuries caused by lightning in the United Kingdom: analyses of two databases, D 

M Elsom, Tornado and Storm Research Organisation, 2000 

 

http://www.hellistreeconsultants.co.uk/kbi1000001_risk_of_trees_causing_injury_or_death.html 
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Tree Photographs 

 

1. 94 Opawa Road Tree T976 London Plane.  

The view is from Google Street View taken July 2012 in mid-winter when the foliage is absent, and 

shows the house mainly covered in sunlight with only minor shadows from the trunk of the Plane 

visible on the house. 
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2. 35 Rossall Street Tree T1088 English Oak. 

The view is from Google Street View taken August 2015 in winter when the foliage is absent, and 

shows the house mainly covered in sunlight with only minor shadows from the trunk of the Oak 

visible on the house. 
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