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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is Shane James Moohan.  I hold the position of City Arborist at 

Christchurch City Council [Council]. I have been in this position since July 

2006. 

 

1.2 I hold a Level 6 Diploma in Arboriculture from the Waikato Institute of 

Technology.  I have 18 years’ experience in arboriculture with 14 of those 

years as the City Arborist for a local authority. In my role as City Arborist for 

the Christchurch City Council I have managed a team of 6 arborists and 

various arboricultural contractors and consultants. I manage approximately 

113,000 Council owned street and park trees in urban Christchurch. Between 

December 2000 and May 2002 I managed one of the three Auckland City 

Council street and park tree contracts for Treescape Limited. Through the 

Christchurch City Council I am a member of the New Zealand Arboricultural 

Association and the New Zealand Recreational Association.   

 

1.3 As part of my role at the Christchurch City Council (Council) I have been 

asked to provide evidence in relation to the additional tree considerations on 

Topic 9.4: Significant Trees.  

 

1.4 I have been involved in the District Plan review of the Notable and Heritage 

trees since February 2014. I conducted workshops with Council staff and 

arborist consultants for the development of the Christchurch Tree Evaluation 

Methodology (CTEM). I developed the CTEM and conducted field trials with 

various internal staff and external consultants. I attended Technical Advisory 

Group and Council meetings throughout the process and wrote the Significant 

Trees Technical Report. I managed the on-site tree assessments by the 

consultant arborists on behalf of the Council. I developed the selection criteria 

that informed the proposed Schedule of Significant Trees in the Notified 

Proposal, which the Council approved in April 2015. I have attended expert 

conferencing and most mediation meetings. 

 

1.5 I undertook the following site visits in March and April 2016: 

 

(a) 6 Peartree Lane; 

(b) 28 Seamount Terrace; 

(c) 104 Glandovey Road; 

(d) 91 Harewood Road; 
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(e) 7 Penhelig Place; and 

(f) 3 Majestic Lane. 

 

1.6 I was unable to assess trees at the following sites because there was no 

response from the property owners: 

 

(a) 12 Bells Road T437 Betula pendula Silver Birch; 

(b) 1/80 Lake Terrace Road T858 Quercus palustris Pin Oak; 

(c) 207 Lincoln Road T888 Ulmus glabra Wych Elm; 

(d) 5 Lynfield Avenue T902 Fagus sylvatica Purpurea Copper Beech; 

(e) 85 North Avon Road T968 Ulmus glabra Camperdownii Camperdown 

Elm; 

(f) 19 Joyce Crescent T782 Fagus sylvatica Purpurea Copper Beech; 

(g) 1/165 Fendalton Road T606 Quercus palustris Pin Oak; and 

(h) 5/250 Manchester Street T938 Tilia x europaea Common Lime. 

 

1.7 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.  The Council, as my employer, has agreed to me 

giving expert evidence on its behalf in accordance with my duties under the 

Code of Conduct. 

 

1.8 In addition to the evidence I note in paragraph Error! Reference source not 

found. below, the key documents I have used, or referred to, in forming my 

view while preparing this brief of evidence are: 

 

(a) Section 32: Significant Trees Technical Report; 

(b) Evidence in Chief of Mr Robert Graham; 

(c) Rebuttal Evidence of Mr Robert Graham; and 

(d) Closing legal submissions on behalf of Christchurch City Council 

dated 20 May 2016; 
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1.9 I confirm that I have read the evidence in chief for the following Council 

witnesses: 

 

(a) Mr Alan Matheson; 

(b) Mr Edward Sard; 

(c) Ms Jenny Moore; and  

(d) Mr William Blake. 

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 My evidence addresses the specific relief sought by some of those who 

submitted additional tree considerations to the Independent Hearings Panel in 

July 2016.  It also addresses the reasons for the change in the mediation 

agreement thresholds, and the reasons for the changes to the provisions set 

out in Mr Matheson’s evidence. 

 

2.2 In preparing this evidence I have relied on evidence previously presented to 

the Panel and have cross referenced that evidence in my discussion below.   

 

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

3.1 I support adjusting the mediated agreement thresholds for protection so that 

“health” must be “good” or better and so that “shape” must be “fair” or better. 

 

3.2 I believe it is appropriate to raise the health threshold from fair to good 

because a rating of good places the tree in the category where it is 

representative of the species, while the health assessment of “fair” is a tree 

that is below average for the species, and in my opinion, tree protection should 

focus on trees that are above average.  

  

4. BACKGROUND 

 

4.1 The background to the development of the CTEM (previously titled STEM+) 

methodology is covered in Mr Robert Graham’s evidence in chief,
1
 and I agree 

with his evidence. 

 

                                                   
1
  Evidence in chief of Mr Robert Graham dated 3 December 2016 at 4.1 - 4.9. 
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4.2 The technical report at Appendix 6 (Technical Report) of the Section 32 Report 

for Proposal 9 provides detailed background information on CTEM and the 

assessment methodology, including how nuisance was addressed. 

 

5. THE COUNCIL'S REVISED THRESHOLD FOR SCHEDULING 

 

5.1 On Tuesday 26 July 2016 the Council filed a memorandum of counsel with an 

updated position on the criteria that would enable a tree to be included in the 

proposed Schedule of Significant Trees. In order for a tree to be scheduled, it 

would need to have either exceptional values or all three of the following 

characteristics: 

 

(a) Health of "good" or above, 70 points; 

(b) Structure of "fair" or above, 50 points; and 

(c) Shape of "fair" or above, 50 points.  

 

5.2 I agree that it is appropriate to raise the level of points required from that 

agreed in the mediation agreement on 16 December 2016, for the reasons 

outlined below.
2
 

 

Health 

 

5.3 An assessment of tree health assesses both vigour and vitality. Vitality 

describes the growth efficiency of the tree. Trees with higher growth efficiency 

are more likely to effectively resist strain from, and respond to, biotic and 

abiotic factors. Vigour describes the tree’s ability to grow and survive in the 

position that it occupies. 

 

5.4 During an assessment of a tree's health the following factors are taken into 

account:  

(a) leaf colour;  

(b) leaf necrosis;  

(c) shoot growth;  

(d) fruit set;  

(e) live crown ratio;  

(f) foliage density;  

(g) leaf size;  

                                                   
2
   The details of this mediation agreement are set out in the rebuttal evidence of Mr Rob Graham, dated 18 December 

2016 at 3. 
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(h) wound wood;  

(i) absence/presence of lichens on small diameter branching; 

(j) dieback;  and 

(k) pests and diseases. 

 

5.5 I believe it is appropriate to raise the health threshold from fair to good 

because the health assessment for “fair” is a tree that is below average for the 

species.  In my opinion, tree protection should focus on trees that are above 

average. 

 

5.6 Some trees may recover in health from a level of "fair" (depending on the 

problem and the extent of that problem e.g. Dutch Elm Disease) through 

specific interventions. Whether the intervention is successful or not may 

depend on the timeliness of that intervention as well as the intervention itself.  

For example a tree that is suffering from drought stress may recover by simply 

being watered. Other trees may recover through the use of fertilisers, 

insecticides or pesticides. Further methods could include ground 

decompaction and placing organic mulch layers over the tree’s roots. Some 

trees with "fair" health may not recover and continue to decline in health. 

 

5.7 Below is an example of a tree mortality spiral.  How far through the mortality 

spiral the tree is, and what the problem is, determines whether or not remedial 

action can be taken. 
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City of Melbourne Urban Forest Strategy Making a Great City Greener 2012 - 2032 

 

5.8 The trees that have been assessed as fair health will sit somewhere in 

between “stressed” and “declining”. 

 

5.9 Managing tree health does not include removing dead or dying braches as 

they become visible, e.g. the elm tree at 300 Stanmore Road, or by 

encouraging more vigorous grown. These actions manage the trees safety and 

aesthetics. 

 

5.10 In my opinion tree health is managed by the application of fertilisers, 

insecticides and pesticides. Continual tree canopy management incurs costs. 

These costs are placed on the tree owner, as is the duty of care regarding any 

risk to safety. The unhealthier the tree the greater amount and frequency of 

management that will be required. 

 

5.11 I am conscious that scheduling trees results in rules and associated costs 

being imposed on landowners.  In my opinion, scheduling trees that are below 

average in health may result in the public’s disillusionment with tree protection 
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in Christchurch and care needs to be taken not to protect trees that do not 

warrant that protection.. 

 

5.12 The difference between the trees that have fair health and good health is the 

percentage of the tree canopy that is in decline. The percentage of decline for 

a fair tree will determine whether it is at the higher end of fair i.e. just below 

good, middle of the range, or at the lower end of fair i.e. just above poor. This 

is assessed on a tree by tree basis. 

 

5.13 The more unhealthy the tree the easier it is to identify for a layperson. In my 

experience as the City Arborist for Christchurch and Tauranga City Councils it 

can be reasonably difficult to convince laypeople that a tree is declining in 

health, as laypeople tend to think that if a tree has a lot of green leaves then it 

is healthy. This is not necessarily the case. A tree with healthy leaves can also 

be in decline and it is the percentage of decline that will determine whether or 

not the layperson is able to identify it. 

 

5.14 Service life is a measure of the tree’s longevity in the landscape and means 

the tree's estimated remaining life span, where that the tree continues to 

provide environmental, economic, social and cultural services to the 

community with an acceptable level of tree safety. 

 

5.15 As this is a subjective evaluation it: was:  

 

(a) undertaken by an appropriately qualified arborist;  

(b) based on the tree’s condition at the time of assessment; and 

(c) is a conservative estimate. 

 

5.16 Service Life can be directly related to tree health as the healthier the tree the 

longer it can reasonably be expected to live. The evaluation did not consider 

future unforeseen effects on the tree e.g. changing conditions, storm damage, 

inappropriate pruning, mechanical or other damage that causes internal decay. 

 

5.17 In my opinion it is appropriate to have the threshold for health sitting at good 

rather than fair. This is because a rating of good places the tree in the 

category where it is representative of the species while a rating of fair places it 

in the category where it is below average for the species. Healthier trees have 

greater longevity in the landscape than unhealthy trees (not taking in to 
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account unforeseen circumstances). Trees with a rating of good health should 

cost the owner less to maintain as the requirement for remedial maintenance 

(removing continually declining/dead branches, fertilising etc) should be 

reduced. Restricting District Plan protection to trees of either good or very 

good health will also reduce the risk of public disillusionment with tree 

protection in Christchurch. 

 

Shape 

 

5.18 Shape is a measure of how the tree would naturally grow (i.e. “true to form”), 

undamaged by either natural or un-natural forces. With the exception of very 

large open spaces, there will be very few trees that grow “true to form” in an 

urbanised area. This is because pressures from pedestrian and vehicular 

traffic, overhead services, and the presence of close by buildings, affect the 

ability of the tree to co-exist in an unaltered state. 

 

5.19 The assessment is an established process and currently used by the Council’s 

arborists, including the tree services contractor, when assessing Council 

owned trees for the Council’s asset management system. These details have 

been in use since 2008 and were reviewed by the Council arborists and tree 

services contractor in 2012. 

 

5.20 The assessment of shape takes in to account the missing, modified or 

misshapen canopy for both natural occurrences (e.g. storm damage, 

windswept, growth extending beyond the main canopy, shedding of branches 

through natural processes) as well as pruning (including clipping in to a 

particular shape) and mechanical damage. 

 

5.21 The shape of the tree can be linked to the tree’s aesthetics. While some trees 

are “manicured” in to certain shapes others have their shapes altered through 

either storm damage, falling branches due to declining structure and health or 

inappropriate pruning practices. Trees that are “manicured” can be 

aesthetically pleasing however this is not necessarily the case for trees where 

their shape is altered by declining structure or health, storm damage or 

inappropriate pruning practices.  

 

5.22 As shape is an assessment of how the tree would naturally grow, “manicured” 

trees would probably score relatively low scores in this criterion. “Manicured” 
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trees may, however, be eligible for Exceptional Values as a landscape feature. 

 

5.23 The difference between the trees that have a shape of poor and a shape of fair 

is the percentage of the canopy that is missing, modified or misshapen. 

A tree assessed as fair shape can have one fifth to nearly one third of its 

canopy missing (ie two thirds to four fifths remaining) while a poor tree can 

have approximately one third to nearly three quarters of its canopy missing. 

With the shape set at ‘poor’, the potential for such trees to be managed in a 

way that would improve the shape to ‘fair’ would require a level of intervention 

and associated cost that is not justified.   

 

Structure 

 

5.24 Structure is an assessment of the structural integrity of a tree’s branches, trunk 

and roots. It considers: 

 

(a) defects such as cavities;  

(b) cracks;  

(c) presence of decay;  

(d) bleeding/sap flow;  

(e) wounding and previous failure (e.g. storm damage, mower damage);  

(f) ground cracking;  

(g) root plate slumping or heaving;  

(h) girdling roots;  

(i) trunk taper;  

(j) excessive end weight;  

(k) dead branches; and 

(l) loose/cracked bark. 

 

5.25 I did not consider it necessary to change the threshold for structure from fair to 

good because trees with fair structure have defects that can be remedied. 

 

5.26 For example dead branches can be removed by pruning, branches with 

heavily weighted ends can have the weight reduced by pruning, most included 

unions can be managed by either crown reduction or end weighting or cable 

bracing. 
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Overall Comments 

 

5.27 While structure and health can inter-relate they can also be separate from 

each other. For example it is possible to have a tree that has very good health 

but also has very poor structure, whereas as the health of the tree declines, so 

will structure. 

 

5.28 Declining health reduces the tree’s capacity to uptake sufficient water and 

nutrients. More branches and roots will die and the tree will get to a point 

where the decision to retain and manage the tree is dependent on its 

importance as an asset versus the risk and continued cost of managing it. 

 

Exceptional Values 

 

5.29 Trees can have landscape, heritage or botanical exceptional values.  

These values may, in their own right, determine whether or not a tree is 

included in the proposed schedule of significant trees regardless of whether 

they meet any of the proposed thresholds. 

 

5.30 In my opinion this is appropriate due to exceptional values being of high 

importance to the city on a city- wide not a local basis (eg suburb).  

 

5.31 Examples of trees with exceptional values are the kowhais at Templeton golf 

course and the elm at 300 Stanmore Road. 

 

6. AMENDMENTS TO PROVISIONS 

 

6.1 I support the proposed amendments to the permitted activity rule (P1) and the 

inclusion of P1a for pruning.  These changes will allow more flexibility for 

landowners in the pruning of their trees, but they retain some boundaries and 

protections in the permitted activity standards that are important from an 

arboricultural perspective.  Pruning still needs to be managed carefully, but I 

am comfortable that this careful management will be ensured by the revised 

permitted activity standards. 
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7. ISSUES RAISED IN LANDOWNER COMMENTS 

 

Nuisance 

 

7.1 The on-site tree assessment procedure included identification of the presence 

of nuisance.  Presence of nuisance was recorded based on the arborists’ 

professional experience when communicating with the public about the 

nuisance caused by their tree and also where residents independently 

specifically mentioned their presence. 

 

7.2 The consultant undertaking the tree assessment also recorded the presence of 

nuisance, whether or not there is a property maintenance or arboricultural or 

potential engineering or medical solution (i.e. human health issues that can be 

treated by medication, dietary modification), and what that solution was. 

 

7.3 The presence of “Safety Nuisance” i.e. nuisance which poses a threat to the 

safety of human health and property by virtue of the species (e.g. poisonous or 

allergenic association) or nuisance caused by virtue of the tree compromising 

the structural integrity of surrounding infrastructure or buildings, was identified 

along with any property maintenance, arboricultural, potential engineering or 

medical solutions for mitigating these. 

 

7.4 Where it was considered that there were no mitigating solutions for “Safety 

Nuisance” that involved structural damage to infrastructure or buildings, this 

triggered the requirement for an on-site review by the City Arborist and, if 

required, a structural engineer.  

 

7.5 If, after the on-site review, the arborist determines that the “Safety Nuisance” 

factor could not be mitigated (except where the tree was present before the 

infrastructure or buildings), the tree would not be considered as appropriate for 

listing in the new schedule of Significant Trees. 

 

7.6 Damage to infrastructure and property as well as debris were partially 

assessed under Suitability in the Landscape. The presence or likelihood of 

these was used to determine the appropriate points score allocated to the tree 

in that criterion. 
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Shade and Debris 

 

7.7 The following should be considered when assessing shade: 

 

(a) the season;  

(b) the time of day;  

(c) the angle of the sun;  

(d) which part of the property is shaded;  

(e) which part of the dwelling/building is shaded (e.g. are they frequently 

used rooms such as a dining room, lounge or kitchen or less 

frequently used rooms such as a study, bedroom, bathroom, utility 

room or are they landings and hallways or garages);  

(f) the length of time the affected property is shaded for;  

(g) whether the design or positioning of the dwelling contribute to a lack 

of sun; 

(h) whether there are tinted windows or closed curtains reducing the 

amount of light entering; 

(i) whether the shade is solid (e.g. a densely foliated evergreen tree) or 

dappled (e.g. a deciduous tree or an evergreen tree that does not 

have dense foliage);  

(j) whether the area is shaded all year round as in an evergreen tree or 

part of the year as in a deciduous tree; and 

(k) the contribution to that shade of other objects either on the property 

or in a neighbouring property  (e.g. other trees, buildings). 

 
7.8 The extent and period of shade can be determined either by a series of time 

and date stamped photographs or a solar study.  

 

7.9 Where the additional tree comment indicated that shade was a significant 

concern we endeavoured to produce solar studies showing the likely extent 

and period of shade cast by the tree(s).  These are attached at Appendix A. 

 

7.10 The following should be considered when assessing debris: 

 

(a) how much of the area of property is affected; 

(b) what areas of the property are affected; 

(c) the type of debris (e.g. fragrantly objectionable fruit, hinders mowing, 

prolific seeds, species that sheds large branches); 

(d) the amount of debris; 
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(e) debris from other trees in the vicinity; 

(f) whether the debris is seasonal or year-long (i.e. deciduous or 

evergreen); 

(g) the potential difficulty or cost in managing debris (e.g. multi storied 

building or single storied building, lawn or hard surface area); 

(h) the age of owner/occupier (if not a rental or commercial property); 

(i) the physical capacity of owner/occupier to manage debris; 

(j) whether financial assistance may be available to help manage debris 

(e.g. Government subsidy for grounds maintenance); and 

(k) whether the debris is compostable or whether it requires removal 

from the property. 

 

7.11 There is no Council Policy for addressing shade or debris caused by trees. 

 

7.12 Where residents request that a street or park tree be removed due to shade or 

debris, a Council report with a staff recommendation is placed before the 

relevant Community Board and the decision to remove or retain or prune the 

tree is then made by that Community Board. 

   

7.13 Nuisance can, in many instances, be managed. Management techniques 

include property maintenance e.g. raking up leaves/twigs/seed pods, installing 

gutter protection devices to prevent leaves/seeds blocking gutters and down 

pipes, pruning, weeding. Hard surfaces can also be repaired using methods 

that are sympathetic to the tree and do not cause undue harm or compromise 

the tree’s structural integrity and/or health. The use of methods such as root 

pruning and installing appropriate root barriers can prevent roots from 

damaging hard surfaces, buildings and other property such as fences. 

 

7.14 Where concerns over significant shade were raised a solar study was 

procured. The following trees have been the subject of a solar study and will 

be addressed under the Site Specific section of my evidence: 

 

(a) T777: Fagus sylvatica – European Beech, 416 Ilam Road; 

(b) T1088: Quercus robur - English Oak, 35 Rossall Street; 

(c) T1114: Eriobotrya japonica – Loquat, 123A Sparks Road; 

(d) T975: Ulmus glabra Camperdownii – Camperdown Elm, 92 Opawa 

Road;  

(e) T976: Platanus acerifolia – London Plane, 94 Opawa Road; and 
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(f) T965: Corynocarpus laevigatus – Karaka, 62 Nayland Street. 

 

The cost of tree maintenance 

 

7.15 Most trees require some form of maintenance within their life span. The 

exception to this would be trees in areas where the risk of causing damage or 

injury is low if the whole or part of the tree fails e.g. farm land or forests. It is 

reasonable to expect tree owners in urban situations to be responsible for 

maintaining their trees periodically to prevent damage occurring from falling 

dead or broken branches, to maintain them clear from electrical conductors 

and buildings, or for aesthetic reasons. 

 

7.16 Maintaining large trees that extend over the road corridor (including the live 

lane, footpath and any kerb side parking areas) may require the use of special 

machinery (e.g. an elevated platform truck or lift) as well as temporary traffic 

management control to be in place while the tree is pruned. The tree owner is 

responsible for these costs. 

 

7.17 Should the tree owner wish to have a protected tree removed and cease 

incurring maintenance costs, they may require a resource consent. 

 

7.18 The Council has a limited fund of $14,000 per annum to assist owners of 

protected trees with maintenance. This 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. There is no means 

testing undertaken by Council staff. The number of trees that are covered by 

this fund in any given year depends on the amount and type of work done, the 

location of and access to the trees and whether any special equipment is 

required to undertake the maintenance e.g. elevated platform vehicles. 

 

8. ANALYSIS OF SPECIFIC ADDITIONAL TREE COMMENTS  

 

8.1 I recommend that the trees listed in the Appendix D of Mr Matheson’s 

evidence that do not meet the revised thresholds of fair for shape and 

structure and good for health are removed from the proposed Schedule of 

Significant Trees, for the reasons outlined earlier in my evidence. 
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8.2 The following trees should be removed from the proposed Schedule of 

Significant Trees as was set out in Appendix B of the memorandum of Council 

dated 26 July 2016: 

(a) #63 Andrea Cayford, 35 Rossall Street T1088 English Oak; 

(b) #55 Michael Smale, 29A Snowden Road T1113 Copper Beech; 

(c) #72 Paul and Susan Stikkelman, 110 Sullivan Avenue, T1123, 

Rhododendron; 

(d) #12 Tilford Trust, 94 Opawa Road, T976, London Plane. 

 

8.3 Where tree condition was raised the owners were contacted requesting 

permission to enter the property for the purposes of conducting a re-

assessment of the tree.  

 

8.4 Where permission was granted (and the shape of the tree had not been 

originally assessed as poor) a site visit was conducted and the tree’s structure, 

health, shape and nuisance were re-assessed. 

 

8.5 I recommend that the following tree is removed from the proposed Schedule of 

Significant Trees because of immitigable nuisance: 

 

(a) T1123: Rhododendron – Rhododendron, 110 Sullivan Avenue. 

 

9. SITE SPECIFIC 

 

Exceptional Values 

 

9.1 The following trees have exceptional values but do not meet the revised 

thresholds. I recommend that these trees be included in the proposed 

Schedule of Significant Trees in the pRDP. 

 

Street 
No 

Street 
DP 

Number 
Exceptional Value Genus and 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 
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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 

 

Nuisance 

 

9.2 The following tree comments express concerns around nuisance i.e. debris on 

paths and lawns and blocking gutters and downpipes, trees overgrown and 

shading buildings, overhanging branches, roots damaging paths or blocking 

drains, and seedlings growing in gardens. 

 

9.3 These can be effectively managed by either arboricultural, property 

maintenance or engineering solutions, as detailed above at paragraph 7.13.  

 

9.4 In the absence of evidence to the contrary I recommend that these trees be 

included in the proposed Schedule of Significant Trees in the pRDP. For 

clarity, these trees meet the revised threshold for listing. 

 

Comment Name Property Tree Number 

#8 Mike and Cathy 

Crum 

108 Shortland Street TG18: Eucalyptus viminalis – Manna Gum (Tree 

Specimen 4949);  

TG18: Eucalyptus viminalis – Manna Gum (Tree 

Specimen 4949);  

TG18: Eucalyptus viminalis – Manna Gum (Tree 

Specimen 4950);  

TG18: Eucalyptus viminalis – Manna Gum (Tree 

Specimen 4950);  

TG18: Eucalyptus viminalis – Manna Gum (Tree 

Specimen 4951); 

 TG18: Eucalyptus viminalis – Manna Gum (Tree 

Specimen 4951); 

 TG18: Eucalyptus viminalis – Manna Gum (Tree 

Specimen 4952);  

TG18: Eucalyptus viminalis – Manna Gum (Tree 

Specimen 4952); 

#15 Peter W Helms 63 Nayland Street T966: Phoenix canariensis – Canary Island Palm 

(Tree Specimen 2083) 

#24 Murray 

Wilkinson 

45A Withells Road T1171: Acer pseudoplatanus – Sycamore (Tree 

Specimen 887) 

#41 Angela Marie 

Barclay 

170 Peterborough Street T938: Tilia x europaea - Common Lime (Tree 

Specimen 3347) 

#51 Margurite Vivian 5 Lynfield Avenue T902: Fagus sylvatica Purpurea - Copper Beech 

(Tree Specimen 1343) 
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#52 Lloyd Thomas 

Hardee and 

sarah Wilkinson 

Hardee 

379 Ilam Road T776: Agathis australis - Kauri (Tree Specimen 

5210) 

#58 Jeremy and 

Karen 

Buchanan 

14 William Street Akaroa T1169: Morus nigra - Common Mulberry (Tree 

Specimen 65870) 

#65 Wayne Anthony 

Wilson 

28 Park Terrace T1020: Ilex aquifolium - Common Holly (Tree 

Specimen 3786) 

#77 Christchurch 

Girls' High 

School Board of 

Trustees  

85 Papanui Road T979: Platanus orientalis - Oriental Plane (Tree 

Specimen 3605) 

#86 Susan Kay 

Wilson-Adam 

75 Deans Avenue T462: Arbutus unedo – Irish Strawberry Tree (Tree 

Specimen 108921) 

#38 Brian and 

Annette Watson 

133 Centaurus Road T503: Ulmus procera – English Elm 

 

Mr Sard's Assessment 

 

9.5 The following trees were assessed by Mr Ed Sard, and I concur with his 

assessment on the trees: 

(a) T49 - I recommend that this tree is included in the proposed 

Schedule of Significant Trees in pRDP; 

(b) T483 - I recommend that this tree is included in the proposed 

Schedule of Significant Trees in the pRDP; 

(c) T484 - I recommend that this tree is included in the proposed 

Schedule of Significant Trees in the pRDP; 

(d) T486 - I recommend that this tree is included in the proposed 

Schedule of Significant Trees in the pRDP; 

(e) T487 - I recommend that this tree is included in the proposed 

Schedule of Significant Trees in the pRDP; 

(f) T488 - I recommend that this tree is included in the proposed 

Schedule of Significant Trees in the pRDP; 

(g) T489 - I recommend that this tree is included in the proposed 

Schedule of Significant Trees in the pRDP; 

(h) T490 - I recommend that this tree is included in the proposed 

Schedule of Significant Trees in the pRDP; 

(i) T491 - I recommend that this tree is included in the proposed 

Schedule of Significant Trees in the pRDP;  

(j) T493 - I recommend that this tree is included in the proposed 

Schedule of Significant Trees in the pRDP;  
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(k) T494 - I recommend that this tree is included in the proposed 

Schedule of Significant Trees in the pRDP; 

(l) T495 - I recommend that this tree is not included in the proposed 

Schedule of Significant Trees in the pRDP due to it having been 

assessed as having poor structure; 

(m) T496 - I recommend that this tree is included in the proposed 

Schedule of Significant Trees in the pRDP; 

(n) T498 - I recommend that this tree is included in the proposed 

Schedule of Significant Trees in the pRDP; 

(o) T499 - I recommend that this tree is not included in the proposed 

Schedule of Significant Trees in the pRDP due it having been 

assessed as having poor shape and not having any proven 

Exceptional Values; and 

(p) T500 - I recommend that this tree is included in the proposed 

Schedule of Significant Trees in the pRDP. 

 

Trees proposed to be scheduled where no specific concerns from landowners were 

received 

 

9.6 In the absence of specific concerns raised in the additional tree comments I 

recommend that the following trees (excluding those listed in Appendix D of Mr 

Matheson’s evidence as having been removed from the Schedule for poor 

shape) be included in the proposed Schedule of Significant Trees in the pRDP: 

 

Landowner #21 Church Property Trustees 

(a) 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; 

(b) 6683 Christchurch Akaroa Road T517: Dacrycarpus dacrydioides – 

Kahikatea, T518: Dacrycarpus dacrydioides – Kahikatea; 

(c) 20 Lychgate Close T899: Ulmus procera - English Elm, T901: 

Quercus cerris - Turkey Oak; 

(d) 234 Hereford Street T759: Magnolia grandiflora, T761: Tilia europaea 

- Common Lime, T762: Quercus Palustris - Pin Oak; 

(e) 243 Durham Street T593: Acer Pseudoplatanus – Sycamore; 
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(f) 8 Tui Street T1144: Tilia europaea - Common Lime, T1145: Tilia 

europaea - Common Lime, T1146: Aesculus hippocastanium - Horse 

Chestnut,  T1147: Aesculus hippocastanium - Horse Chestnut; 

(g) 50 Kirk Road T850: Araucaria araucana - Monkey Puzzle, T851: 

Cedrus atlantica - Atlas Cedar, T852: Cedrus atlantica - Atlas Cedar, 

T853: Cupressus sempervirens - Italian Cypress; 

(h) 834 Gebbies Pass Road T621: Quercus robus - English Oak; 

(i) 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; 

(j) 26B Main South Road T925: Tilia europaea - Common Lime, T926: 

Tilia europaea - Common Lime, T927: Tilia europaea - Common 

Lime; 

(k) 28 Main South Road T915: Tilia europaea - Common Lime, T916: 

Tilia europaea - Common Lime; and 

(l) 30 Main South Road T917: Tilia europaea - Common Lime, T918: 

Tilia europaea - Common Lime, T919: Tilia europaea - Common 

Lime. 

 

Shade 

 

T777: Fagus sylvatica – European Beech, 416 Ilam Road 

 

9.7 Comments have been received from two respective landowners regarding this 

tree - #18 Chris Rae and #28 Graeme and Carole McDonald. This relates to 

the properties at 416 Ilam Road and 103 Bryndwr. 

 

9.8 The solar study shows that this tree does not cast shade on the dwelling at 

416 Ilam Road however given its proximity to the dwelling will almost certainly 

be casting shade to the rear of the dwelling and the entire back section. The 

solar study shows that the shade cast by the tree has a significant effect on 

the immediate neighbours to the east, south and west of the tree. 

 

9.9 The solar study attached at Appendix A shows that in March and September 

the dwelling at 103 Bryndwr Road (#18 Chris Rae) is in full sun from early 

morning until approximately 4pm onwards. It is unclear from the solar study 

whether or not the same is true for June.  

3723 CCC
Evidence of Shane Moohan

(incl Appendix A)
Page 21 of 48



 

28155692_7.doc  22 

 

9.10 I do not consider that the shade constitutes sufficient nuisance to remove this 

tree from the proposed Schedule of Significant Trees. 

 

9.11 I recommend that T1114 is included in the proposed Schedule of Significant 

Trees. 

 

T1088: Quercus robur - English Oak, 35 Rossall Street 

 

9.12 The solar study attached at Appendix A shows that in March and September 

the tree extensively shades the dwelling up until between 10am and 12 pm. 

From 12pm onwards the tree does not shade the dwelling. 

 

9.13 The solar study shows that in June the tree casts extensive shade up until 

10am and little to no shade between 10am and 4pm. 

 

9.14 In July the tree the tree will have no leaves and therefore sun will reach the 

dwelling. In September the leaves that are present will be juvenile and 

therefore not their mature size. Sun will also reach the dwelling in September. 

In March the tree will still be in full leaf and little to no sun would reach the 

dwelling. 

 

9.15 Given that June, July, August and September are reasonably cold months in 

Christchurch, the size of the tree and its proximity to the house, I consider that 

there is a reasonable nuisance of shade associated with this tree. 

 

9.16 I recommend that T1088 is not included in the proposed Schedule of 

Significant Trees. 

 

T1114: Eriobotrya japonica – Loquat, 123A Sparks Road 

 

9.17 The solar study attached at Appendix A shows that in March and September 

there is minimal shading of the dwelling between 12pm and 2 pm and 

relatively minor shading of the dwelling between 2pm and 4 pm. The solar 

study shows that in June there is no shading of the dwelling between 10am 

and 12 pm with some shading occurring between 2pm and 4pm. 
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9.18 I do not consider that the shade constitutes sufficient nuisance to remove this 

tree from the proposed Schedule of Significant Trees. 

 

9.19 I recommend that T1114 is included in the proposed Schedule of Significant 

Trees. 

 

T975: Ulmus glabra Camperdownii – Camperdown Elm, 92 Opawa Road 

 

9.20 The solar study attached at Appendix A shows that in March and September 

the tree will cause some shading before 10am however there is no shade cast 

on the dwelling between 10am and 3pm. 

 

9.21 The solar study shows that in July the tree will cast shade on the dwelling up 

until 10 am. Between 10am and 12pm approximately one third of the section 

may be shaded. From 12pm onwards the tree does not shade the dwelling or 

the section. 

 

9.22 I do not consider that the shade constitutes sufficient nuisance to remove this 

tree from the proposed Schedule of Significant Trees. 

 

9.23 I recommend that T975 is included in the proposed Schedule of Significant 

Trees. 

 

T976: Platanus acerifolia – London Plane, 94 Opawa Road 

 

9.24 The solar study attached at Appendix A shows that in March and September 

the tree will cast extensive shade of the dwelling for most of the morning. From 

12pm onwards the tree does not shade the dwelling. 

 

9.25 The solar study shows that in July the tree will cast extensive shade of the 

dwelling up until 10am when there is partial shade of the dwelling. From 12pm 

onwards the tree does not shade the dwelling. 

 

9.26 London plane trees are deciduous and the solar study makes no allowance for 

this. The solar study is casting shade as if the tree was a solid object. In July 

the tree the tree will have no leaves and therefore sun will reach the dwelling. 

In September the leaves that are present will be juvenile and therefore not 
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their mature size. Sun will also reach the dwelling in September. In March the 

tree will still be in full leaf and little to no sun would reach the dwelling. 

 

9.27 Given that June, July, August and September are reasonably cold months in 

Christchurch, the size of the tree and its proximity to the house, I consider that 

there is a reasonable nuisance of shade associated with this tree. 

 

9.28 I recommend that T976 is not included in the proposed Schedule of Significant 

Trees. 

 

#69 Sarah Baxter, #10 Ronene and Hamish Kelland, T965: Corynocarpus laevigatus – 
Karaka, 62 Nayland Street,  #93 Sarah Kelland,  #94 Ron and Shirley Burgess, T965: 
Corynocarpus laevigatus – Karaka, 62 Nayland Street 

 

9.29 Concerns raised in the additional tree comments are that this tree shades the 

whole house from early morning until mid-afternoon in winter marking the 

inside of the house particularly dark. They note that the shading is impacting 

on the residents health. The tree drops poisonous berries into the lounge on 

windy days. It is a poor example of the species and has structural defects. The 

canopy is a visual eyesore.  There is no historic, cultural, social, spiritual or 

recreational values. Tree is inappropriate in the setting due to size, proximity to 

neighbour’s house and toxicity. 

 

9.30 The solar study shows that in July the tree shades virtually the whole of the 

house from before 10am to some time between 12pm and 2pm. 

 

9.31 The solar study attached at Appendix A shows that in March and September 

a part of the house is shaded before 10am until just after 12pm.  

 

9.32 Given that June, July, August and September are reasonably cold months in 

Christchurch, that the tree is evergreen and reasonably densely foliated, the 

size of the tree and its proximity to the house, I consider that there is a 

reasonable nuisance of shade associated with this tree. 

 
9.33 In my opinion the owners of the property at 13C Wiggins Street (R & S 

Burgess, #94) have a genuine case as the shade cast by this tree, particularly 

in winter, will be excessive. 

 
9.34 I recommend that T9765 is not included in the proposed Schedule of 

Significant Trees. 
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#72 Paul Stikkelman – Rhododendron, 110 Sullivan Avenue 

 

9.35 The Rhododendron at 110 Sullivan Avenue was assessed by Mr Sard as 

creating an immitigable nuisance.  

 

9.36 I recommend that T1123 is removed from the proposed Schedule of 

Significant Trees because of immitigable nuisance. 

 

Other – Site Specific 

 

#5 – Oceania Healthcare – 207 Lincoln Road 

 

9.37 Landowner #5 (Oceania Healthcare) have raised concerns about their Elm 

Tree (T888, Ulmus glabra – Wych Elm, 207 Lincoln Road) because they do 

not believe the tree is 100% healthy. The tree dropped a large branch which 

blocked their driveway. The core of the branch was rotten. 

 

9.38 The Council did not receive permission to enter the property to inspect the tree 

was not received until 26 July 2016. A site visit will be scheduled and the tree 

inspected. I will cover this in my rebuttal evidence. 

 

#7 – Pentecost Family Trust – 85 North Avon Road 

 

9.39 Landowner #7 raised concerns that the Camperdown Elm does not look 

healthy, has rotten branches and borer. The tree may affect the earthquake 

rebuild. This rebuild is likely to cause damage to the tree’s roots as the tree is 

very close to the house. It is a large tree that may fall if we have another 

earthquake. The tree is at the front of the property and may cause damage to 

cars and people. 

 

#11, #101 – McCormack – 1 Wood Lane 

 

9.40 Landowner #11  has not raised any issues with the two tulip trees listed on his 

property. He has raised an issue with the Copper Beech, however this tree 

was included in the schedule for protection in the notified proposal.  
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9.41 I recommend that these trees are included in the proposed Schedule of 

Significant Trees. 

 

#14 – Snowdon – 32 Linwood Avenue 

 

9.42 I recommend that these trees (T890: Ulmus glabra Horizontalis – Horizontal 

Elm, T891: Ulmus glabra – Wych Elm, T892: Juglans regia – Common Walnut)  

are included in the proposed Schedule of Significant Trees in the pRDP 

because there is no evidence that the trees will affect the rebuild or conflict 

with services or access. 

 

#19 – Hargreaves – 43 Innes Road 

 

9.43 Landowner #19 Derek Hargreaves, Pin Oak, T779: Tilia x europaea - Common 

Lime, T780: - I recommend that these trees are included in the proposed 

Schedule of Significant Trees in the pRDP. 

 

#20 – Canterbury District Health Board – 1 Lincoln Road 

 

9.44 I recommend that T408, T409, T410 and T411 are removed from the proposed 

Schedule of Significant Trees in the pRDP and that T412 is included in the 

proposed Schedule of Significant Trees in the pRDP. 

 

#32 – Goring and Mulcock 

 

9.45 In the absence of evidence to the contrary I recommend that these trees (TG7) 

are included in the proposed Schedule of Significant Trees in the pRDP. 

 

#38 Brian and Annette Watson - 133 Centaurus Road 

 

9.46 Concerns were raised in the additional tree comments are that the tree (T503) 

is shared with the Council, is very large and sitting right over the property. 

Many dead branches in the canopy which fall off in a good blow. Up till now 

Council has maintained the tree. The tree is also over the footpath and 

Centaurus Road. Tree hangs over next door neighbour who has had many 

branches fall on their roof. Leaves block the spouting. Before the earthquake 

the tree uplifted the fence and cracked the driveway and garage floor. The tree 

sprouts in their back yard. The footpath has many cracks from the tree’s roots. 
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Trees this big should not be allowed to grow in a built up area so close to 

buildings. I recommend this tree should remain on the schedule. 

 

#55 Michael Julius Smail - 29A Snowdon Road 

 

9.47 Concerns raised in the additional tree comments are that the tree is too large 

for the section. It greatly reduces light and is too close to house (3.5 metres). 

Hard to establish garden plants under or surrounding the tree. Overhangs 

neighbour’s house. Sharp seed pods and branches have to be continually 

removed.  I recommend this tree be removed from the schedule. 

 

#63 - Andrea Cayford - 35 Rossall Street 

 

9.48 Concerns raised in the additional tree comments are that the tree is large and 

disproportionate to site, messy due to falling acorns and leaves, sap which is 

difficult to remove from weatherboards and cars. The tree often drops big 

branches in strong winds. It blocks quite a bit of sun. The tree is significantly 

damaged and dying, the upper part of the tree is dead. Tree overhangs 

entrance to drive that Village residents use and poses danger. See conclusion 

above at 9.12.  Due to the significant shading effects of this tree I recommend 

that it be removed from the schedule. 

 

#72 - Paul Gerard Stikkelman and Susan Maree Stikkelman - 110 Sullivan Avenue  

 

9.49 Concerns raised in the additional tree comments are that the tree’s health has 

deteriorating over last 5.5 years. Roots are uplifting the path and it is unsafe 

for people to walk on. Becomes worse in wet conditions because of 

slipperiness. Believe tree structure is unsafe. Too large for that part of the 

section. No cultural or historical significance. Front garden and lawn are 

poisoned by the tree. The tree shades the front of the house in early winter 

afternoons. Upstairs cold and damp in winter. Tree has caused damage to the 

house. Roots have cracked the front porch steps as well as the foundations for 

the house. Roots have also broken the volcanic rock front fence. 

 

9.50 The assessment undertaken by Mr Ed Sard reveals that the damage to the 

volcanic rock fence cannot be repaired without the removal of the tree. 
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9.51 I recommend that this tree is not included in the proposed Schedule of 

Significant Trees in the pRDP due to the nuisance caused to the wall and the 

need to remove the tree to undertake repairs or to renew the wall. 

 

#73 - St John of God Hauora Trust - 26 Nash Road 

 

9.52 Concerns raised in the additional tree comments are that with T961 there is a 

threat to children from falling branches. 

 

9.53 I refer to the evidence of Mr Ed Sard and recommend that this tree is included 

in the proposed Schedule of Significant Trees. 

 

#80  - MG Hadfield Family Trust - 273 Montreal Street 

 

9.54 T953. Concerns raised in the additional tree comments are that the tree is 

unsightly. They are redeveloping property and have planned the new building 

without the tree. Roots go under new building and caused problems with 

previous house on site. Tree shades neighbour’s play area and drops debris. 

Want to replace this tree with natives.  

 

9.55  I refer to the evidence of Mr Ed Sard and recommend that this tree is included 

in the proposed Schedule of Significant Trees. 

 

#95 - Lucy Ragg and Richard Coulter - 76 Palatine Terrace 

 

9.56 Concerns raised in the additional tree comments are that the integrity and 

strength of the tree is compromised by its growth habit. If branches fell or the 

tree fell over their house would get hit. Power lines are close to the tree.TC3 

land and proximity to river compromises tree safety. 

 

9.57 In the absence of evidence to the contrary I recommend this tree be included 

in the proposed Schedule of Significant Trees. 

 

#99 - Sandra Patricia Johnson - 92 Opawa Road 

 

9.58 Tree is old, misshapen regularly drops wood and severely shades house. 
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9.59 Refer to 9.5 for shade assessment. In the absence of evidence to the contrary 

I recommend that this tree is included in the proposed Schedule of Significant 

Trees. 

 

#100 - Peter Arthur Hoskins and Helen Mary Hoskins - 30 Holmwood Road 

 

9.60 Concerns raised in the additional tree comments are that they are designing a 

new house and 10m restriction is of concern. The house and outside seating 

areas would be shaded. The cost of maintenance was also raised. 

 

9.61 Most trees require some form of maintenance within their life span. It is 

reasonable to expect tree owners in urban situations to have to maintain their 

trees periodically to prevent damage occurring from falling dead or broken 

branches and to maintain them clear from electrical conductors and buildings 

etc. 

 

9.62 The 10 metre restriction (currently in the Operative Plan) has been superseded 

in the pRDP by the dripline of the tree. 

 

9.63 This restriction is there to carefully manage construction activities within the 

dripline of the tree to ensure that minimal damage is caused to the tree’s roots, 

trunk and canopy. It does not necessarily prohibit activities taking place within 

the dripline. 

 

9.64 In the absence of evidence to the contrary or detailed information I 

recommend that this tree is included in the proposed Schedule of Significant 

Trees in the pRDP 

 

#101 Susan Mary Anna McCormack, Anne McCormack, Christina McCormack - 1 Wood Lane 

 

9.65 Concerns raised in the additional tree comments are that the trees don’t have 

exceptional values. Their structural condition, shape and role and suitability 

and ecological have been rated as fair. The visibility and location rated as 

poor. There is a possibility that trees may create a safety risk. There is a 

concerned that in adverse weather the trees may fall in to the river. There is a 

concern at the possibility of debris falling from trees and causing injury. 

Retaining the trees could cause complications during the rebuild process. 
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9.66 In the absence of evidence to the contrary or detailed information I 

recommend that these trees are included in the proposed Schedule of 

Significant Trees in the pRDP. 

 

#102 - St George's Hospital - 137 Leinster Road 

 

9.67 This landowner is supportive of retaining T863, T864 and T866. 

 

9.68 Concerns raised in the additional tree comments are that T865 is in poor 

condition and not a good specimen.  

 

9.69 T865 was assessed by Ed Sard on 19 July 2016.  I recommend that this tree is 

not included in the proposed Schedule of Significant Trees in the pRDP due to 

it having been assessed as having poor structure and poor health. 

 

9.70 I recommend that T863, T864 and T866 are included in the proposed 

Schedule of Significant Trees in the pRDP. 

 

#T887 - Canterbury DHB - 1 Lincoln Road  

 

9.71 In the absence of evidence to the contrary or detailed information I 

recommend that these trees are included in the proposed Schedule of 

Significant Trees in the pRDP 

 

#104 - ER and CA Henshaw - 35 Macmillan Avenue 

 

9.72 T904. Concerns raised in the additional tree comments are the condition of 

tree and situation on site. 

 

9.73 This additional tree comment was received late and therefore no assessment 

has been undertaken. I will address this tree in my rebuttal evidence once a 

site visit has been undertaken. 

 

#67 - Simon Harty - 28 Seamount Terrace 

 

9.74 The CTEM assessment failed to adequately consider fit for context, safety, 

cost to those directly and indirectly affected, future risk implications, opinions 

of key stakeholders and alignment with district plan policies. 
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9.75 The tree is large, non-native, and out of context. It dominates the section, 

impeding views, falling limbs pose a serious health and safety risk. Further, the 

tree imposes substantial maintenance costs on the owner and restricts 

rebuilding. 

 

9.76 There is a cost to the Council of cleaning gutters from debris. 

 

Safety and Risk 
 

9.77 The “Condition Evaluation” in the CTEM assesses tree health and tree safety 

and has separate criteria for the structural condition (safety) and health 

condition of the tree. Condition evaluation was assessed by an appropriately 

qualified and experienced arborist. 

 
9.78 This assessment is to justify the inclusion of the tree(s) in the District Plan as 

significant trees or groups of trees and also to satisfy the requirement under 

Part 2 of the RMA that allows for consideration of the health and safety of the 

owners and occupiers of the properties affected by the scheduling of a tree(s). 

 

9.79 See section 5 for what is assessed under structure and health. 

 

9.80 Where a tree was assessed as having either very poor (10 points) or poor (30 

points) for either structure or health the tree was not included in the proposed 

Schedule of Significant Trees. In doing this the Council is not exposing tree 

owners to potential future risk by having their tree included in the pRDP. 

 

9.81 CTEM is a tree evaluation methodology and, as such, does not consider costs 

or key stakeholder opinion and it does not deduct points for negative traits. 

 
9.82 I undertook an inspection of this tree on 4 March 2016. My findings were: 

 
Structure Fair (50 points) 
Health  Good (70 points) 

 
9.83 I did not assess the shape of the tree as Mr Harty’s concerns centred on falling 

branches, historic branch failures and excessive end weighting of branches 

 
9.84 The assessment for Structure is considered as fair because there are a lot of 

dead branches in the canopy. There is a very large dead branch extending out 

over the shared driveway, some smaller dead branches over the public road 
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corridor, other dead branches that would fall in to the garden area beneath the 

tree. The garden area is pretty much overgrown and not "neatly" maintained. 

There is at least one dead branch broken and still lodged in the canopy. All 

this dead material can be rectified through pruning. The proposed permitted 

activity for pruning (minor pruning) will allow this to occur.  

 
9.85 There is also evidence of previous branch failure, some fairly large, however I 

do not consider that this has much of an effect on the structural integrity of the 

tree. 

 
9.86 I have upgraded the health assessment from Fair to Good. This is based on 

my opinion that the tree is no more than a 20% state of decline and not less 

than 6% state of decline. 

 
9.87 Most of the branches are heavily end weighted. This means that during wind 

events pressure placed on the end weight can cause the branches to snap. 

This is probably how the previous failures of healthy branches has occurred. 

With Eucalyptus trees it also possible for these branches to snap in good 

weather.  

 
9.88 The pictures provided by Mr Harty at mediation on 3 March 2016 show dead 

branches having fallen from the tree. It is normal for dead branches to fall as 

they have lost all structural integrity and is the reason why they should be 

removed. 

 
9.89 I consider that the end weighting can be effectively managed by appropriate 

pruning. However, this will come at some cost to the owner as the tree is right 

beside the road and to undertake the correct amount of pruning will involve the 

use of an elevated platform vehicle (EPV) as well as traffic management. 

EPV's and traffic management. This will be an ongoing cost to the tree owner 

however it is not something that would need to be done on an annual basis - 

maybe once every 4-5 years. 

 
9.90 Most of pruning required to alleviate the end weighting under the pRDP could 

be achieved without the need for a consent. However, should the need arise 

for a consent, there should be no charge for the consent as the work would be 

undertaken for the good of the tree (to prevent it shedding branches and 

causing wounds where decay can enter and ultimately affect the structural 

integrity of the tree). It also has a degree of safety for the road and road users 
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as well as nearby residents who use the shared driveway, as well as the 

Hartys themselves. 

 
Costs of maintenance 

 

9.91 See paragraphs 7.15 to 7.19. 

 

Fit for Context 

 

9.92 The CTEM assessment methodology undertakes a practical assessment of 

this under Suitability in the Landscape. 

 

9.93 Suitability in the landscape is based on: 

 

(a) a tree’s health and structural integrity; 

(b) a tree’s  visual appeal (visual appeal is measured by its shape, as 

shape of the tree has a direct correlation to its visual aesthetics); 

(c) whether or not the tree is causing damage to buildings, property or 

infrastructure and the likelihood of effective mitigation measures; and 

(d) whether or not the tree is listed in the Council’s Infrastructure Design 

Standards as an inappropriate tree for shedding debris.  

 

9.94 Unhealthy or structurally unsound trees, badly misshapen trees or trees that 

are causing damage to buildings, property or infrastructure (where there is no 

likelihood of effective mitigation) are not considered as suitable in the 

landscape. 

 

9.95 I recommend that this tree is included in the proposed Schedule of Significant 

Trees. 

 

 

 

Shane James Moohan 

29 July 2016 
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APPENDIX A: SOLAR STUDIES 

 

Solar Study – 62 Nayland Street 
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Solar Study: 35 Rossall Street 

 

 

35 Rossall Street, 21 March and September, 10 a.m. 

 

35 Rossall Street, 21 March and September, 12 p.m. 

 

35 Rossall Street, 21 March and September, 2 p.m 
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35 Rossall Street, 21 March and September, 4 p.m 

 

35 Rossall Street, 21 June, 10 a.m 

 

35 Rossall Street, 21 June, 12 p.m 
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35 Rossall Street, 21 June, 2 p.m 

 

35 Rossall Street, 21 June, 4 p.m 
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Solar Study: 94 Opawa Road 
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Solar Study: 123A Sparks Road 

 

 

 

123A Sparks Road, 21 March and September, 10a.m. 

 

123A Sparks Road, 21 March and September, 12 p.m. 
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123A Sparks Road, 21 March and September, 2 p.m 

 

 

 

123A Sparks Road, 21 March and September, 4 p.m 

 

123A Sparks Road, 21 June, 10 a.m. 
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123A Sparks Road, 21 June, 12 p.m. 

 

123A Sparks Road, 21 June, 2 p.m. 

 

123A Sparks Road, 21 June, 4 p.m. 
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Solar Study: 416 Ilam Road 

 

416 Ilam Road, 21 March and September, 10 a.m. 

 

416 Ilam Road, 21 March and September, 12 p.m. 

 

3723 CCC
Evidence of Shane Moohan

(incl Appendix A)
Page 46 of 48



 

 

416 Ilam Road, 21 March and September, 2 p.m. 

 

416 Ilam Road, 21 March and September 4 p.m 

 

416 Ilam Road, 21 June, 10 a.m 

 

416 Ilam Road, 21 June, 12 p.m 
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416 Ilam Road, 21 June, 2 p.m 

 

 

416 Ilam Road, 21 June, 4 p.m 
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