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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is William Blake. My qualifications and experience are set out in 

my 2 December 2015 evidence in chief for the Natural and Cultural Heritage 

proposal.  

 

1.2 I have been instructed by the Christchurch City Council (Council) to provide 

evidence in relation to the impact on property value of having significant trees 

scheduled, with a focus on particular properties where valuation matters have 

been raised in comments provided to the Independent Hearing Panel (Panel) 

on or about 8 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 key documents I have used, or referred to, in forming my view while 

preparing this brief of evidence are: 

 

(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). 

 

2. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

2.1 The scheduling of trees on private property may have a negative impact upon 

property value, which will be site specific depending on a number of factors 

including tree placement relative to existing buildings or proposed buildings. 
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3. IMPACT ON VALUE OF SIGNIFICANT TREES 

 

3.1 The scheduling of a significant tree or trees on a particular property has the 

potential to create additional consenting requirements in relation to use and 

development of a property, over and above that which might apply from land 

use zoning or other regulations.  This imposes a constraint on the property 

owner’s rights and opportunities that might otherwise exist in an 

unencumbered state.  The requirement to obtain resource consent to remove 

and maintain a significant tree can impact upon an owner’s ability to use and 

enjoy their property. There may also be an additional cost burden if the 

maintenance of the tree through pruning and the like is required to be done by 

experts, and subject to a Resource Consent process. Notwithstanding, owners 

of trees may have a cost burden for tree maintenance, regardless of 

scheduling. 

 
3.2 The potential negative effects of a large or inconveniently located tree on the 

use and amenity of a property, and therefore upon the market value of that 

property, are likely to arise as a result of the following considerations: 

 

(a) undesirable shading; 

(b) loss of view and outlook; 

(c) nuisance effects of fallen leaves, seeds, wind-blown branches and 

the like; 

(d) interference with underground services such as drains, or overhead 

services such as power lines; 

(e) safety concerns from falling branches; 

(f) loss of the useable land due to occupation by the canopy and root 

system, that might otherwise be available for buildings, and ancillary 

improvements such as swimming pools, outdoor dining areas, 

greenhouses and the like; and 

(g) potential impact on subdivision or reconfiguration of boundaries. 

 

3.3 I recognise that the impact upon value of a significant tree notation will be site 

specific.  The impact on a particular property will be dependent on a number of 

factors including the location of the tree within the boundaries, its size, the size 

of the site occupied and the nature of surrounding development.  For example, 

a significant tree located in the south west corner of a large site that contains a 

residence designed with the tree in mind, may be quite limited and have a 
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negligible effect on value.  The same tree located at the north western corner 

of a much smaller building site may severely compromise the potential to use 

the site and enjoy full amenity, and to that extent have a material negative 

effect on the market value. 

 

3.4 As a broad observation, I believe the scheduling of trees will, at best, have no 

negative impact on value, but will most likely have a detrimental effect. 

 
3.5 I recognise that some buyers may see merit in having significant trees on their 

property, and believe the benefits outweigh the disadvantages. They may be 

enjoyed from a visual amenity perspective, provide desirable shading, and 

confer some intangible benefit to citizens who believe they are doing the right 

thing for the wider community by facilitating tree retention. 

  

3.6 Notwithstanding the advantages of having a significant tree listed on a 

property, I do not believe a potential buyer would pay more to have a 

scheduled significant tree, compared to the option of being able to purchase 

the property with the same tree, but without the limitation of scheduling.  I 

believe most owners would prefer to have the option to either retain a tree, 

prune, or perhaps remove, at their discretion. 

 
3.7 I recognise that there is a wide community and neighbourhood benefit in 

having large trees.  I believe however that most citizens prefer to view large 

trees from a distance, rather than within their own property boundaries. 

 

3.8 I have been asked to comment on three submissions received by the IHP, 

referring to value considerations and the proposal relating to protected trees.   

 
The Westall Trust (#FS5094) 
 

 
3.9 I have read the submission of AJF Wilding and The Westall Trust, relating to 

the property at 104 Glandovey Road.  The submission includes a report by Mr 

Mark Shalders, Registered Valuer, of Ford Baker Valuation Limited. Mr 

Shalders does not attempt to quantify a value loss as a result of protected 

trees being within the property, but has made observations about the effect of 

protected trees on property value.  His report includes at paragraph 5.1 (h) 

“overall it has been our experience that protected trees on a site to have a 

negating effect on property values if the trees are located on the portion of the 

site that either impacts on the subdivisional development potential of the land, 
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or excessively shades the building platform or causes some other significant 

nuisance.”  I agree with this statement.  I note, however, that the Council is no 

longer proposing to schedule the Camperdown Elm and the Coast Redwood 

that are present on this property. 

 

McCormack (#11) 

 

3.10 The second site which I have been asked to comment on specifically relates to 

1 Wood Lane. Mr Robert McCormack, who is a co-owner of the property, filed 

comments with the Panel.  His comments refer to a valuation of the property at 

$2.75 million, with the Copper Beech tree removed, but with the Tulip tree and 

Lombardi Poplar remaining.  The comment also states that the same property 

with the Copper Beech tree remaining (along with the Tulip Tree and Lombardi 

Poplar) has a value of $1.75 million.   

 
3.11 There is no reference as to how the values above were arrived at, or whether 

a registered valuer was involved.  

 
3.12 I have viewed the property from the roadside and am aware that it has been 

marketed for some time.  I have not completed a valuation of the property and 

am therefore unable to comment specifically about the quantum of values 

referred to, or whether a differential of $1 million between the value with and 

without the Copper Beech is appropriate. It may be that the loss has been 

calculated on the basis of an intended subdivision or multi-unit development 

not being possible solely due to the significant tree (i.e. disregarding the 

possibility that a resource consent could be applied for to fell the tree). Some 

potential buyers may see merit in a less intensive development, perhaps 

desirous of constructing a single residence as was previously on the property. 

In that instance the impact of the tree may be significantly less, and the buyer 

less motivated to discount price.  Nevertheless, based on my observation and 

in particular noting the scale and location of the Copper Beech tree, I have 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. 

 

3.13 My understanding is that the Copper Beech tree was in the proposal as 

originally notified, and that the two trees that were proposed to be added to the 

Schedule in December 2015 were the two Tulip Trees.  I note the statement 

from Young Hunter on behalf of Mr McCormack that he has no problem with 
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the Tulip Tree and Lombardy Poplar being protected in some way because of 

their placement.  

 

McDonald (416 Ilam Rd) 

 

3.14 The landowner comment in relation to this tree includes the statement: 

 

"Importantly the tree now has a detrimental effect on the value of our 

property and our ability to sell it.” 

 

3.15 I have viewed the property from the street and agree the tree likely has a 

negative effect on market value. This does not necessarily mean the owners 

have less ability to sell, but rather some potential buyers might be ruled out by 

the presence of a scheduled tree, and some discount on price should be 

expected relative to a situation of a non-scheduled tree. 

 

3.16 I recognise 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. 

  

4. CONCLUSION 

 

4.1 I believe that scheduling of significant trees will have no positive effect on 

individual property values, and is most likely to have a negative effect.  This 

effect may be mitigated in a wider sense by the amenity value that the wider 

neighbourhood and community enjoy by having large trees in their midst, but 

in most cases the scheduling of significant trees will have a cost in terms of 

reduced amenity value, potential use of land, and maintenance that is borne 

by the individual property owner. 

 

 

 

 

William Blake   

29 July 2016 

 


