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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 have previously provided the following briefs of evidence in these 

proceedings:  

 Evidence in Chief, 14 December 2015 2.1

 Rebuttal evidence, 18 December 2015 2.2

3 My qualifications, expertise and experience are as set out in those briefs. 

Additionally I have more recently been awarded a Fellow of the Royal New 

Zealand Institute of Horticulture (FRIH). 

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

(the Submitters): 

 Christchurch Civic Trust (3700); 4.1

 Lindsay Carswell (3641); 4.2

 NZ Notable Trees Trust (3618); 4.3

 NZ Institute of Landscape Architecture Canterbury West Coast 4.4

(3566); 

 Peterborough Village/Pia Kaik (3233); 4.5

 Royal NZ Institute of Horticulture (3287); 4.6

 NZ Arboricultural Association (3278); and  4.7

 Lady Barbara Stewart (3270). 4.8

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

Natural and Cultural Heritage proposal, insofar that it relates to 9.4 Significant 

Trees.  

6 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 
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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.  

INTRODUCTION: 

7 I provide this Statement of Evidence in response to the further submissions 

on trees reintroduced to the Proposed District Plan as a result of a mediated 

agreement reached between the Christchurch City Council and the Civic 

Trust. 

8 Except to the extent as identified below or through the sequence of briefs as 

filed, I adhere to the evidence in my previous briefs of evidence. 

BACKGROUND TO MY EVIDENCE 

9 My original Brief of Evidence (EiC) dated 14 December 2015 was filed in 

support of the Civic Trust and aligned parties’ original submission.  Broadly 

speaking that submission opposed the Proposed Christchurch Replacement 

District Plan’s (pRCDP) failure to list approximately three quarters of the trees 

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

significant or exceptional trees in the Proposed Plan. 

10 My evidence identified that the reason for this was that the City Council had 

adopted a new tree evaluation method (“unmodified CTEM”).  It was my view 

that the unmodified CTEM method had the following deficiencies as 

addressed in full in my evidence in chief:   

 CTEM was not bench-marked against other recognised and widely 

used tree evaluation systems (47, 48) 

 CTEM is overtly influenced by an arboricultural perspective (49) 

 Lack of independent peer review (55) and inadequate testing (56) 

 Aspects of CTEM were not included in the peer review (57 & 77)  

 CTEM is too challenging for the given target population with data 

bottoming out (61). Only 4 trees out of 1623 achieve ‘Very Good’ 

scores (90 points) 

 Some trees were missed out (94 & 95) 
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 Trees were not assessed for landscape or historic significance (only 

17 for landscape and 75 were assessed for heritage) (35, 71, 90 & 

91). 

 Several assessment criteria including ‘Shape’(74) had varying 

degrees of inappropriateness. 

These deficiencies resulted in failure to identify a significant number of 

trees that I would reasonably have expected to qualify for listing based on 

my experience as an experienced tree assessor using other accepted 

tree assessment methodology. This included some very significant trees 

as illustrated in my original EiC and that of Ms Lucas. (Cadwallader, 90-

95 & Appendix A images, Lucas, 51, 64 & Appendix A examples). 

 

11 Recognising the constraints of the pCRDP process, rather than pursuing the 

Civic Trust and Others’ original relief sought, my evidence concluded with a 

proposal to modify Council’s new assessment method (133-140) to address 

the concerns, summarised above. I believed that this offered a reasonable 

and practical refinement to the CTEM method that would ensure a more 

robust and arboriculturally appropriate listing of significant trees on private 

property in the Christchurch context, and one that was more consistent with 

national best practice. 

12 The matter then went to mediation, as a result of which the City Council 

agreed to adjust the CTEM method to focus on three secondary threshold 

criteria, which were considered to encompass significant or exceptional 

values sufficiently to warrant a tree or tree groups listing and protection. 

These adjusted criteria were: 50 points (Fair) and above for both Structure 

and Health, and a reduction of Shape from 50 (Fair) to 30 points.  

13  As a result of that I was satisfied that the most serious shortcomings of the 

CTEM method had been addressed to an acceptable level and the adjusted 

CTEM method achieved broadly similar results to the suggested modification 

proposed through my Evidence in Chief. I was also satisfied that the Modified 

CTEM method achieved an appropriate level of reliability in terms of 

identifying trees that were significant or exceptional, sufficient for me to be 

able to support the mediated agreement. I did however maintain my 

reservations about retention of the ‘Shape’ criteria addressed in 74.1 and 

74.6.2 of my EiC. 
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14 I believe that the material collated by Ms Lowe at her Appendix 1, also 

corroborates that, broadly speaking, the adjusted method has achieved an 

appropriate level of reliability in determining significance. This exercise 

highlights some very significant sites.  

15 Particular examples include 151 Cashmere Road, where the botanical 

collection was established by founding settler John Cracroft-Wilson, and is 

associated with the Category 1 Cracroft House, but is also of sufficient 

numbers and importance (including the Heritage Tree, TS 1838) that it 

suggests an assessment for exceptional landscape contribution is required. 

The elm and London plane avenues at 14 Hawford and 27 Glandovey Roads 

are both considered to warrant exceptional evaluations for both landscape 

and heritage, while TS 3813, the horizontal elm at 3 Harakeke Street is the 

third largest of this cultivar recorded in the world (largest and second largest 

also being in Christchurch) and TS 1849, the English elm at 151 Cashmere 

Road is one the tallest left in the world.  

16 I am firmly of the opinion that the mediated agreement (50 Structure, 50 

Health and 30 Shape) achieves the minimum acceptable level for 

determining which are Christchurch’s most significant trees. The concerns I 

have with CTEM that led me to this conclusion are fully described in my EiC 

(46-52 & 58-77). In my opinion, the combination of hasty development, flaws 

within the method, lack of identifying exceptional values, and inadequate 

testing and benchmarking against best practice make CTEM unreliable for 

the purposes it was designed for. It is on this basis that I still support the 

Mediated Agreement.  

17 I also do not think the new thresholds Council is proposing are appropriate as 

I consider that far too many significant and exceptional trees would be lost 

through the increase of shape from 30 to 50 in light of my concerns with the 

Shape criteria addressed in my EiC (74.1). Shape is also a significant 

contributing reason why the scores of trees that actually exist in Groups (e.g. 

avenues) were seriously affected by having been assessed as individual 

trees. This problem is compounded if exceptional values are either not 

identified or not acknowledged as detailed in the s32 report (3.3c).  

18 Very significant trees lost as a consequence of the increase of the ‘Shape’ to  

50 are;  
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 Heritage Stanmore elm (50/50/30) TS 4595 (EiC 90 & Appendix A 

image 3)  

 and the 151 Cashmore Road Heritage Wellingtonia (70/50/30) 

TS1838 

19 This list is not exhaustive, but by way of example only. 

20 The further proposed increase of the ‘Heath’ criteria threshold to 70 without 

considering exceptional criteria will see trees like Phoenix palms pass, while 

resulting in the loss of exceptionally significant trees like: 

 the 34 Governors Bay Teddington Road Wellingtonia (50/50/50) TS 

65892 (EiC 95 & Appendix A image 7)  

 the Purau Station Norfolk Island pine (70/50/70)  TS 65934 (EiC 92 

Appendix A image 5 & 5a);  

 At this level ALL of the trees in the significant group at 151 Cashmere 

Road would be lost. 

21 I consider raising the threshold for health to 70 (Good) is problematic in terms 

of a number of matters (80-84 EiC), including the age of the tree (since as 

with human beings, “good” for an 150 year old tree may be very different than 

“good” for a much younger tree); the time of year at which the assessment is 

undertaken, particularly for deciduous trees; and also the conditions at the 

time. For example, the health of a tree may in fact be very good, particularly 

for its age and species, but if it is has been subjected to earthquake and/or 

flood events or drought in swift succession may only appear “fair” when 

measured against the arboricultural ideal.  

22 Yet as the example of the Stanmore elm demonstrates, such trees can prove 

resilient and recover condition, despite adverse circumstances. And health of 

“fair” is in fact a reasonable indicator for a tree of its age and longevity in the 

landscape.  

23 Another example that demonstrates difficulties with the method’s outcomes in 

terms of “health” is the (pre-European) Burnside High School cabbage trees. 

The CTEM assessment rated these trees as “poor” (30) for both structure 

and health so they were not covered by the Mediated Agreement. Because of 

the historic and cultural significance of these trees and the Trust’s concern 
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around the accuracy of this rating, I was asked to reassess them. I found that 

they were in fact a group of trees growing in close proximity, which is not 

uncommon with this species, and that the CTEM rating did not recognise the 

botanical character of that group when assessing structure and health. My 

report was supplied as Appendix 4 to the Trust’s closing. 

24 In my EiC I gave reasons why listing and protecting significant trees is 

important but I would like to refer you to this section (24-28) again in terms of 

the reasons why I think retaining the 50/50/30 threshold is important. In 

summary, many of Christchurch’s trees have cultural, spiritual, aesthetic, 

historic, conservation, and scientific attributes that are of great interest to the 

scientific community, tree specialists and the people of Christchurch and of 

equal significance is that they define Christchurch’s “Garden City” character. 

25 As an experienced tree assessment arborist, I also recognise that tree 

identification and selection must be pragmatic. Avoiding trees that are clearly 

poor examples or are of low quality is important; however some exceptionally 

historic specimens may be worth higher levels of consideration for protection. 

Once trees are listed I also believe that there is a need to be proactive, 

pragmatic and aggressive in managing them appropriately.    

26 I saw the work done on the Plan’s policies and rules through the mediation 

process as trying to capture that approach in terms of situations where trees 

present unacceptable risk or the circumstances of the earthquake 

recovery/rebuild applied. So my consideration of the concerns raised in the 

late submissions was made within that context as well as what I consider 

arboricultural best practice, e.g. 

 Safety. Trees are inherently safe structures. However they can fail if 26.1

left to self-manage. The failure of stems and branches can be 

mitigated by bracing or cabling or by reducing load by reduction 

pruning. Some arborists are averse to reduction pruning but my view 

is that is a critical tool to be used in the management of our older 

trees and at times an aggressive approach is required to manage 

both the best interests of the tree and the circumstances it is growing 

in. of which its owner’s interests and well-being play an essential 

part. 

 Damage. Trees often provide conflicts with built structures. In some 26.2

instances the damage is minor and can be repaired or mitigated with 
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measures such as root barriers. In severe cases such as damage to 

dwelling foundations trees become untenable and require removal.  

 Shading. Shade and cooling can be a blessing during summer whilst 26.3

undesirable in cooler times of the year. Despite the effects of shade 

in winter the presence of a tree near a dwelling can also reduce heat 

loss. Appropriate pruning can reduce the effects of shade but there 

are limits on what may be achieved without destroying the amenity of 

the tree . 

 Nuisance. There are many solutions to the variety of nuisance that 26.4

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. 

 Cost. The financial burden of looking after trees can be an obstacle 26.5

for some, however pruning costs over a 10 year period can be less 

than caring for a lawn or having a hedge trimmed regularly. Some 

Councils around New Zealand provide financial assistance, expert 

advice and no consent fees to landowners with protected trees to 

reduce this burden with the added benefit of ensuring important trees 

receive the best care.  

27 The ideal situation would have been to undertake an evaluation of each tree 

or tree group raised in submission. Given the available timeframe and other 

commitments I have not had that opportunity. I have however reviewed the 

site assessments made by Mr Sard and whilst acknowledging the difficulties 

of assessing the health of deciduous trees in winter accept his 

recommendations based on his inspections.  

28 I continue, therefore, to stand behind the use of the modified CTEM method 

with its lowered threshold agreed through mediation as the appropriate way 

of identifying whether trees are sufficiently significant or exceptional to pass 

the first step of determining whether they should be listed for protection in the 

Proposed Plan.  Some examples of important trees that are proposed for 

rescheduling as a result of the mediated agreement are the Stanmore elm 

(while noting the individual submissions that have been made in respect of 

this tree), Eliza’s elm and the Purau Station trees. These trees are referenced 

in the original Evidence in Chief of both myself (Appendix A, image 3) and Ms 

Lucas (Appendix A, page 6 & 7)). 
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29 As an experienced arborist who also undertakes regular tree assessments of 

notable and historic trees, the second step I consider important to undertake 

is to evaluate whether, in spite of a tree’s significant or exceptional values, 

there may be other reasons, such as those outlined in policies 9.4.2.1C (ii) 

and (iii) , which would make it inappropriate to schedule them for protection.   

30 This two-step process cannot work if the first step does not involve a reliable 

assessment of whether the tree is indeed significant or exceptional.  The fact 

that protecting a particular tree may deprive its owner of the ability to rebuild 

their dwelling on their land makes the tree no less significant.  It only means 

that protecting it may no longer be appropriate.  The answer therefore is not 

to increase the threshold so that the tree is no longer considered significant 

or exceptional, because then you would lose what is essential for the first 

step, which is a reliable tool for determining what is significant or exceptional 

in the first place.   

31 The right approach is not to change the evaluation threshold so that the 

results it generates are false, by incorrectly designating trees as not 

significant or exceptional when they are indeed significant or exceptional.  It 

is rather to make provision for trees that are significant or exceptional to be 

removed from the schedule if there is sufficiently compelling non-

arboricultural and arboricultural reason to do so. However, in making this 

assessment I also consider that it is important to evaluate whether there are 

well established and accepted arboricultural and property management 

means that would provide for the resident’s use and enjoyment of their 

property while also allowing the tree to be sustained in the environment. The 

following examples illustrate this point: 

 The trees at Purau Station are in a great location (image 5 Appendix 31.1

A, EiC);  

 The Stanmore elm is in a manageable location (image 3 Appendix A, 31.2

EiC);  

 while the 4/9 Ludecke Place lime trees T897 & T898 are in an 31.3

untenable position.  

32 I note that many submitters have issue with restrictions that apply to pruning 

protected trees.  In this regard I need to clarify that the very latest version of 

the provisions as supported by the submitters closing submissions of 20 April 
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2016 make it considerably easier to prune trees that are protected than what 

the situation is under the existing Operative Plan.  I understand that Ms Lowe 

will address these in her evidence. 

33 Nevertheless, in addition to the examples already given, I have considerable 

experience for other Territorial Authorities, with using methods of guiding and 

managing appropriate pruning, which might further reduce the burden on 

scheduled tree owners.  I am happy to assist the Panel with additional 

suggestions in this area if proven necessary.    

CONCLUSION 

 

34 In conclusion, I do need to stress that what I was looking at with respect to 

the Mediated Agreement is simply being satisfied that the minimum 

requirements for an appropriate means of identifying those trees which were 

significant or exceptional had been met.  My general expectation would be 

that where objectives and policies say that trees that are significant or 

exceptional will be identified and protected, trees that meet that test are then 

listed.  Nevertheless, I accept that there will be circumstances as I have 

outlined at paragraphs 31.1-31.3 above, which means that certain trees 

which might ordinarily be protected because of their significant or exceptional 

values, would nevertheless not be protected for considerations of 

unacceptable arboricultural risk or a planning evaluation of wellbeing 

considerations.  I also fully accept that the number of trees that might fall into 

that category would be greater in Christchurch, given the added requirements 

of earthquake recovery.  Policy 9.4.2.1C (ii) and (iii) (now b (ii) and (iii), as 

supported in the submitters’ closing submissions of 20 April 2016, provide for 

this and related owner well-being considerations. 

 

Dated 29 July 2016 

 

 

Bradley Graham Cadwallader 


