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1. INTRODUCTION  

 

1.1 My full name is Patrick Dean Turley. My qualifications and experience are:  
 

BBS (VPM) | Bachelor of Business Studies (Valuation & Property Management) – 1989  

Registered Valuer | Valuer’s Act 1948 – 1993  

ANZIV | Associate of the NZ Institute of Valuers – 1994  

SPINZ | Senior Property Institute of New Zealand – 1995  

AREINZ | Associate of the Real Estate Institute of New Zealand – 1995  

Registered Property Consultant | PINZ – 1996  

LINZ Accredited| Land Information New Zealand Accredited for Crown land statutory actions – 

1998  

 

1989 Massey University sole recipient of Valuers Registration Board prize for “Excellence in Valuation 

Studies”.  Valuers Registration Board:  Registered Valuer | 8 Dec 1993 | #3022. 

 

Founded Turley & Co in 1998 with co-director and co-shareholder Susan Turley.  Shareholding and 

directorship unchanged to current day.  Staff of 5 people – 4 professionally qualified practitioners 

including 3 property valuers. 

 

Hawke’s Bay based Turley & Co that is led by myself, has a well-established valuation and land 

economy advisory practice, which services principally public land and prime corporate clients for 

properties in Hawke’s Bay and nationally (primarily North Island including occasionally Auckland).  

 

I am a regular and well-experienced valuation arbitrations expert witness and valuation and land 

economy expert witness retained in recent years by IRD Investigations (plus $40m resort property) 

and Commerce Commission (wool industry proposed merger deliberations).  I have also appeared as 

an expert witness in the Environment Court. 

 

Turley & Co activities led by myself, include all Crown-to-Crown landbanking acquisitions nationally by 

Ministry of Justice for Office of Treaty Settlements since 1998 to current day.  In this role I am a land 

economy advisor to Ministry of Justice (Office of Treaty Settlements), for urban and rural properties 

$40,000 to $10,000,000, from central Auckland to very remote hinterland New Zealand.  I instruct 

valuers nationally, and audit their findings/ advisory for the Crown.    

 

1.2 I have been instructed by the Christchurch Civic Trust and the aligned submitters identified on the first 

page of this evidence, to provide expert opinion rebuttal evidence in relation to the impact on 

property value of having significant trees scheduled further to: 
 

 Statement of evidence of William Blake on behalf of Christchurch City Council 29 July 2016 

 

1.3 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained in the Environment 

Court Practice Note 2014 and that I agree to comply with it. I confirm that I have considered all the 

material facts that I am aware of that might alter or detract from the opinions that I express, and that 

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

another person.  

 

1.4  The sole hearings panel document I have referred to in preparing this brief of evidence is:  
 

 Statement of evidence of William Blake on behalf of Christchurch City Council 29 July 2016 
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1.5 I am presently unfamiliar with so have not considered: 
 

(a) The Canterbury Regional Policy Statement;  

(b) Schedule 4 (Statement of Expectations) of the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch District 

Plan) Order 2014;  

(c) The Section 32 report Natural and Cultural Heritage Appendix 6 Significant Trees Technical 

Report;  

(d) Closing legal submissions on behalf of Christchurch City Council dated 20 May 2016;  

(e) The Council Revised Proposal for Topic 9.4 Significant Trees dated 22 July 2015; and  

(f) The comments from submitters Westall Trust (104 Glandovey Rd) McCormack (1 Wood Lane), 

and McDonald (416 Ilam Rd).  

 

1.6 The focus of my evidence is independent objective genuine expert observation and opinion unfettered 

by the opinions or influence of competing others or the Trust. 

 

1.7 DISCLOSURES: I am currently volunteer chair of Maraetotara Tree Trust (MTT) 

www.maraetotaratreetrust.co.nz that is an environmental restoration project in Hawke’s Bay focused 

on riparian native vegetation planting.  I am an amateur arborist and planter of over 200 specimen 

trees on my own land.  

 

2. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF REBUTTAL EVIDENCE 

 

2.1 The scheduling of trees may have an adverse impact upon property market value in specific property 

cases, but in almost all instances, the market value effects for an individual property caused by the 

protection of significant pre-existing trees would be minor, and particularly, relative to the weight of a 

myriad of other more substantial land use and development controls in law. 

 

2.2 The collective effect for a neighbourhood and city of significant trees amenity has to be accepted as 

positive and properties value added for a community collectively. 

2.3 Community land/ property market values in aggregate (the community’s collective property wealth), 

would be impinged and potentially substantially less if a good proportion of decades in the making 

significant trees within an urban environment/ city were destroyed.   

 

2.4 Buildings can be replicated, but 30-100 year old trees cannot be immediately replaced.  

 

3. WILLIAM BLAKE EVIDENCE OF 29 JULY DIRECT OBSERVATIONS  

 

3.1  Mr Blake’s valuation effects observations are narrowly-based and do traverse fully some significant 

valuation topic considerations.  

 

3.2 Mr Blake in 2.1 observes scheduling of trees “…may have a negative impact on property value…”  This 

observation is generalist, and not all circumstances universally true as is conferred by the word “may”.  

In 3.3 he acknowledges effects will be “site specific”.   

 

3.3 Mr Blake in 3.1 observes scheduling of a significant tree “…has the potential to create additional 

consenting requirements…”  Again, the observation context is property site specific and not universally 

the case conferred by citing of “potential”.  

 

http://www.maraetotaratreetrust.co.nz/
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3.4 Mr Blake’s observations do not substantially address relative valuation effects that are considerably 

varied property-by-property because these are necessarily site specific (that is acknowledged by him). 

 

3.5 Mr Blake does not acknowledge the considerably weightier valuation effects of other regulations that 

impose land use constraints, and more substantially, impact land use permissibility. The potential 

value effects of trees are referred to in a vacuum and without reference to broader and weightier 

regulation effects (principally imposed via a District Plan). 

 

3.6 Mr Blake makes the negative market value effects case, but does not acknowledge the reciprocal 

point:  if an adverse value effect may apply for a particular property, then the impediments removal 

(de-listing of a scheduled tree enabling destruction), must have a corresponding consequential gain 

(windfall) effect for the landowner.  

 

3.7 Mr Blake in 3.12 refers to a site specific Copper Beech and says he has “… no doubt that there would 

be a significant negative impact upon the market value of the property as a result of the Copper Beech 

being protected”.  By this he also implicitly says that de-listing of the tree would provide a “significant” 

value gain (windfall) to the landowner.  

 

3.8 In 3.16 of his evidence, Mr Blake says that “…adjustments to value as a result of the existence of a 

scheduled tree are highly subjective, with no precise means of measuring value loss if any”.  This is not 

a correct statement in terms of valuation principles and the fundamental method of before and after 

valuation.  If market value can be reliably estimated/ judged/ assessed/ measured, then too can before 

and after values (before and after particular trees for instance).  

 

3.9 In his conclusion 4.1, Mr Blake says “… in most cases the scheduling of significant trees will have a 

cost…”  Mr Blake elsewhere in his evidence acknowledges value effects/ consequences are site 

specific.  His contention of “cost” per 4.1 is unqualified by him as to effects measurable degree: 
 

- Immaterial or indiscernible value effects 

- Modest 

- Moderate 

- Significant 

- Great 

 

3.10 Mr Blake does not acknowledge that other land use controls/ regulations/ zoning rules, by-and-large; 

have much greater consequential land use/ land economy effects and more particularly; in only a 

small incidence of urban property unique circumstances, do scheduled trees have potentially a 

significant land economy valuation consequence (in site specific terms).  

 

3.11 Mr Blake has not addressed collective/ aggregate valuation effects for a community/ city. He has only 

addressed site specific valuation effects.   
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4. LAND ECONOMY PRIMARY CONSIDERATIONS 

 

4.1 Mr Blake in his evidence speaks broadly to the valuation of land. Real property market valuation is a 

branch of land economy that has the internationally recognised concept of highest and best use at its 

core: 
 

"The most probable use of a property which is physically possible, appropriately justified, legally 

permissible, financially feasible, and which results in the highest value of the property being valued.” 

[Property Institute of New Zealand website/ glossary].  

 

4.2 The foregoing land economy and valuation concept of highest and best use core conditions include: 
 

- practically feasible/ physically possible,  

- legally permissible, and;  

- supported by adequate market demand/ financially feasible;  

 

These give recognition to the primary considerations that influence land use/ occupancy and its 

market competitive value/ worth, and development potential, relative to property characteristics and 

considerations: 
 

- the property physical including intrinsically trees, and; 

- the property legal. 

 

4.3 The real property physical does not exist in a vacuum, but is governed by a bundle of rights that is 

prescribed or allowed by law (statute and common law), and not least of all land permissibility, and 

constraints of: 
 

- The Resource Management Act 1991 and related law 

- District Plan rules  

 

4.4 The highest and best use of a parcel of land and its associated most probable competitive market price 

(market value) at a particular moment, is always a function of the market/ supply equation influenced/ 

determined by the push-pull interplay of a property’s physical characteristics (advantages, 

impediments) and its legal considerations (permissibility, opportunities, constraints). 

 

4.5 Highest and best use considerations are changeable over time, relative to shifts in the factors: legal 

permissibility, practical/ physical considerations and market supply/ demand conditions.  Changes in 

planning rules can therefore give rise to property market value diminution or a windfall benefit. 

 

5. EFFECTS OF TREES ON LAND CONSIDERATIONS 

 

5.1 Mr Blake in his evidence speaks to the effects of trees on land.  These are multiple and very broad 

ranging, and changeable over time, dependent upon: 
 

- Land nature and scale 

- Land use 

- Site location and locality 

- Neighbouring land uses 

- Trees type and condition 

- Tree numbers and density 

- Trees scale and age 
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5.2 Trees on land have effects for: 
 

- People 

- The environment (flora and fauna including birdlife, and climate considerations, micro and 

macro) 

 

5.3 The foregoing effects may be consequences for landowners as individuals, other people individually, 

and also; as a community collectively and the environment with land value effects potentially: 
 

- Positive 

- Neutral 

- Negative 

 

5.4 The effects of trees on land can be considered and measured in terms of: 
 

- A specific site/ land title (individual landowner or occupier viewpoint)  

- A locality or neighbourhood (community or communities) 

- A city 

- A country 

- Globally 

 

5.5 The measurement of the effects of trees on land, are multi-faceted and cannot be generalised, which 

Mr Blake does not seem to clearly state.  The effects are substantially site specific and also, locality/ 

community related. 

 

6. LAND ECONOMY EFFECTS OF TREES 

 

6.1 With regard to Mr Blake’s land valuation observations about the effects of trees:  Trees on land and 

their growth, maintenance, modification or destruction; are part of an array of land features/ 

characteristics that have land economy interplay effects that are tied to considerations of 

permissibility, practical/ physical effects including land use(s) feasibility (with associated costs and 

market value add influences).  These considerations culminate in buyer market demand effects that 

manifest in market value effects: 
 

- Positive (value attribution) 

- Neutral (nil value effects) 

- Negative (value diminution) 

 

6.2 The relative market valuation effects of trees on land will vary/ change over time and at a particular 

moment, are property site or title unique, i.e. are not generic or universal in their measurement.  It is 

impossible to credibly contend otherwise or to generalise. 

 

6.3 The market valuation effects of notified trees for an urban site specific case/ title could be negative 

(value diminution), and if this is accepted the de-listing of scheduled tree(s) would create value 

attribution (a windfall), for an individual property landowner. 

 

6.4 The market valuation effects of notified trees for an urban neighbourhood or community in aggregate 

could only be positive (added value attribution).  Significant trees in aggregate across an urban 

environment (and the benefits and amenity they provide), enhance the economic (property values) 

and environment wealth of the neighbourhood/ community.  
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6.5 The converse to the above must be true:  there would be a community collective properties loss in 

value occurrence if significant numbers of significant trees were lost/ destroyed (and also; a coinciding 

reallocation of land-based wealth).  

 

7. BROADER PERMISSIBILITY EFFECTS OF PLANNING LAWS AND RULES 

 

7.1 Mr Blake talks to the valuation effects of regulation:  Land ownership is represented by a physical 

property and a bundle of rights that is limited including rules that govern land: 
 

- Use permissibility and obligations/ liabilities 

- Development intensity and extent permissibility rules 

 

7.2 Landowners never possess unfettered unlimited land use rights/ prerogatives including items explicitly 

managed by Councils via District Plans and the RMA: 
 

- Fencing 

- Set-backs 

- Height and building recession planes 

- Density 

- Off street parking 

- Subdivision 

- Trees  

- Etc. 

 

7.3 Other laws also govern aspects of land occupancy and substantially impact the land economy equation 

including the Building Act 2004, including building performance minimum standards, engineering 

requirements, etc. 

 

7.4 Notable trees scheduling for trees existing on land (trees already well-established on land), which 

protect the significance to a community of notable trees, in almost all urban/ city land title 

circumstances; is regulation consistent with other land use rules that govern land use and impact 

individual landholdings highest and best use, and thus market value.  

 

7.5 The individual property unique market value effects that may occur as a consequence of well-

established longstanding trees protection, is pragmatically comparable to the land economy 

limitations imposed by a range of other laws that govern land use (as outlined 7.2). 

 

8. CONCLUSION 

 

8.1 The evidence of Mr Blake’s implicit contention that existing notable trees scheduling should be 

disallowed or perhaps moderated, because of possible unique/ individual landholding site marked 

market value effects (a possibility in a small minority of site cases), needs to be weighted against and 

alongside: 
 

- The weight and effects of existing land use rules/ constraints (that are abundant and in 

aggregate are economic effects for land considerably more significant) 

- Community amenity and environmental effects collectively (collective land-based wealth 

represented by aggregate valuations that intrinsically include significant trees across the city 

environment).  
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8.2 The scheduling of existing well-established notable trees in almost all unique site land circumstances is 

a potential valuation/ economic effects consideration that would be effects very minor and 

particularly, if compared to the collective effects weight of existing planning/ land use rules/ 

obligations.  

 

8.3 The decimation of large numbers of notable/ significant urban trees would detrimentally affect 

(destroy) community land-based wealth by collective valuation diminution and thereby; effectively 

reallocate/ transfer land wealth to a minority of properties that gain development potential windfall 

value escalation.  

 

8.4 It is incorrect to view the topic of long-existing and protected urban trees valuation effects through 

the lens of a minority of individual landholders (who “may” be detrimentally affected), without 

weighting the collective community of landholders and occupiers effects and also, weighting the 

windfall economic effects that may accrue to a few individual landowners by the de-listing of a tree 

(with corresponding negative valuation effects for the community at large).  

 

 

 

 

P D Turley 
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