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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 submitted evidence in relation to the above on 14 December 2015, and on 18 December 

2015. This brief is supplementary to that evidence. Also I wish to advise of an error in my para 

67 – 71 and  Appendix A, pages 4 -5, in that the two elms at 91 Harewood Road were 

confused. My qualifications and undertaking to comply with the expert practice note are 

contained in my original brief.  I adhere to that undertaking. 

3 I am authorised to provide this brief of evidence on behalf of the Christchurch Civic Trust and 

aligned submitters.  This brief of evidence addresses the further submissions in relation to the 

reinsertion of trees into the Proposed Replacement District Plan Schedules, as per the 

mediated agreement between the Christchurch City Council and the submitters. 

4 In my brief of evidence of 18 December 2015 I supported that mediated agreement.  I did so 

because the thresholds were adjusted appropriately to ensure that the shortcomings of the 

original CTEM method were sufficiently addressed to render the test of significance 

acceptable.   

5 Unfortunately the Christchurch City Council appears now to have resiled from the mediated 

agreement.  My original evidence in chief, which was filed on 11 December 2015 identifies the 

extent to which the original CTEM method failed to identify trees which were significant by 

virtue of their contribution to landscape and amenity values of Christchurch City.  Rather than 

reproduce that original evidence in this brief I wish simply to refer back to it.  In particular I 

refer to paragraphs 21 to 50, which particularly address the criteria most relevant to landscape 

character and amenity. Under the approach that the Christchurch City Council now puts 

forward, as per its memorandum of 26 July 2016, those problems with the original CTEM 

method re-emerge.  By way of illustration, I have addressed a number of trees below which 

will cease to be protected under the latest CCC approach, but which in my professional 

opinion clearly do have significant landscape value. 

6 Under the Mediated Agreement, the Hadfield Elm (Tree ID 4595) at 300 Stanmore Road (my 

December Appendix A, pages 6 – 7) would have been included, having rated Structure 50/ 

Health 50/ Shape 30. In addition, in my opinion this tree would rate as Exceptional for 

Landscape. However with Council’s proposed revisions of Shape to a threshold of 50, and 

Health to 70 this major specimen tree would be excluded. However it forms a very important 

landmark in Richmond. In my opinion, considering the landscape and amenity contribution, the 

Hadfield Elm should remain listed. 
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7 Under the Mediated Agreement the Eliza’s Manor Elm (Tree ID 3451) at 83 Bealey Avenue 

(my December Appendix A, pages 8 – 9), would have been included, having rated Structure 

70/ Health 50/ Shape 50
1
. However with Council’s proposed revisions of Health to a threshold 

of 70, this tree would be excluded. Whilst the shape is certainly somewhat compromised, the 

proximity to and association with other avenue trees, and the Manor building, means that the 

stature and character of the tree contributes very importantly to landscape and amenity. It is 

not a landmark specimen, however it forms an important contribution to the Bealey Avenue 

landscape, and to the landscape contribution of the Manor. I understand the health to be 

acceptable and thus the exclusion demonstrates the failings with respect to landscape and 

amenity in the council’s proposed method. In my opinion, the Elm should remain listed. 

8 The London Plane (Tree ID 1514) at 39 Kahu Road, Christchurch Boys High School (my 

Appendix A pages 10 – 11), was rated 50/ 50/ 50, and thus met the threshold for inclusion in 

the notified plan. It is at the end of the cul de sac at the main entrance to an important school, 

and alongside the sportsfield. It has a very elegant shape that complements and adds 

importantly to this entrance landscape. Under the mediated agreement it continued to be 

listed. Under the Council’s most recent proposed revision of thresholds to 50/70/50, the 

London Plane would not be listed. However, whilst I have not seen the health review, it 

appears to require only some minor pruning. Due to the important landscape and amenity 

provided by this tree, in my opinion it should be listed.  

9 Of the few trees that I described in my original evidence in chief, a number would be excluded 

from district plan status under the council’s proposed revision. The adjustments requiring 

higher thresholds for Health and Shape distorts the assessment and ignores the value and 

contribution that large and distinctive trees make to this city. The revision is in my opinion 

inappropriate, and the mediated agreement is a bottom line compromise for landscape 

consideration.  

10 I accept that due to the earthquake recovery and associated legislation, trees that are 

significant and may have been protected in the pre-earthquake scenario may no longer be 

appropriate for protection.  However, simply raising the thresholds at which they are 

considered significant enough for listing in the schedules will not be a proper way of identifying 

those particular trees which, despite their significance, may not be able to be protected as a 

result of safety risk, actual or probable future damage to property, the need to reinstate a 

property following earthquake damage, or amenity considerations that cannot be remedied or 

sufficiently mitigated by arboricultural or property management means to justify continued 

protection.  

                                                      

1
 I mistakenly state in my December Appendix A that the shape was 30, but it is in fact 50 
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11 The appropriate way is to use a proper significance assessment method, of which the 

approach in the mediated agreement represents an appropriate threshold of what might be 

acceptable, and then assessing whether there are particular trees that for earthquake 

recovery or other enabling related considerations as addressed by Ms Lowe’s evidence 

should nevertheless not be protected.  

12 Under the approach put forward by the City Council in its latest redline version a considerable 

number of trees which have significant landscape value, but for which there is no established 

reason as to why their protection would be inappropriate, will nevertheless lose protection. 

13 For these reasons I wish to stress that had the list in the 26 July 2016 redline version been the 

version of the schedule that had emerged from mediation, my subsequent brief of evidence of 

18 December 2015 would not have supported that approach, but I would have presented my 

original evidence in chief seeking an entirely different method far more aligned to the 

traditionally accepted methods of assessing significance of trees for their landscape 

contribution.  As it is I realise that the realities are that we are very far down the process and 

that may no longer be possible.  That means that at the very least there should be no 

adjustment to the thresholds in the mediated agreement.   

14 If that adjustment is made as proposed by the City Council, then it is my professional opinion 

that it will result in a significant loss of amenity and landscape value within Christchurch City to 

a level that is neither justified by the needs for recovery or enabling the owner’s wellbeing nor 

demonstrated by evidence before the panel to be necessary. 

Dated 1 August  2016 

 

Diane Jean Lucas   


