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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
 

1.1 My full name is Dr Trevor Royce Partridge.  My experience and qualifications 

are set out in my evidence in chief dated 16 October 2015.  

 

1.2 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.   

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 My rebuttal evidence is provided in response to the evidence of Dr Judith 

Roper-Lindsay for Fulton Hogan Limited dated 29 October 2015.  In particular, 

my rebuttal evidence focuses on the following areas where I disagree with 

aspects of Dr Roper-Lindsay's assessment: 

 

(a) the current ecological values of the Templeton Golf Course site (site); 

 

(b) the likely impact on the ecological values of the site of current 

management practices by the golf course (i.e. the likely ecological 

values of the site in the future); 

 

(c) the potential to mitigate and offset adverse effects on ecological 

values lost by removing all indigenous vegetation on the site for 

quarrying purposes, by using 1 hectare of land in the rehabilitated 

Pound Road Quarry as a Biodiversity Conservation Area; and 

 

(d) the level of establishment risk involved in creating a new Biodiversity 

Conservation Area. 

 

3. THE CURRENT ECOLOGICAL VALUES OF THE GOLF COURSE 

 

3.1 Paragraphs 43 to 57 of Dr Roper-Lindsay's evidence set out her assessment 

of the ecological values of the golf course site. 
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3.2 In my view I generally agree with the assessment of Dr Roper-Lindsay subject 

to the comments that follow. In my opinion the values of the vegetation within 

the site have been understated, and the site is of greater importance than what 

her emphasis suggests, as based on the same biological information that has 

been made available to both Dr Roper-Lindsay and myself.  

 

3.3 Dr Roper-Lindsay states at paragraph 51 of her evidence that "only 29 S. 

microphylla trees are listed". In my view, the word "only" downplays the 

significance of the trees from an ecological perspective.  Nowhere else would 

you find 29 trees of this species in the dryland savannah of the Waimakariri 

floodplain, let alone all within such close proximity. The other areas have them 

in small groups or mostly scattered over vast areas.  

 

3.4 Accordingly, their ecological value is considerable, especially within the 

context of an extremely degraded landform, and 29 trees represents a 

considerable biodiversity resource.  

 

3.5 Likewise, at paragraph 54 of her evidence, Dr Roper-Lindsay notes that only 

1.15ha of the total site contains dryland indigenous species.  Within that, she 

suggests that only 184m
2
 is actually covered by indigenous species. However, 

the locations of the species that make up this area are scattered around the 

course, not grouped together.  The fact that indigenous vegetation covers only 

a comparatively small portion of the golf course site should not be taken as a 

reason to discount its significance.  In my view, if anything, it serves to 

emphasise the rarity of these types of vegetation and how easily they can 

become fragmented or lost.  

 

 

4. THE IMPACT ON THE ECOLOGICAL VALUES OF THE SITE OF CURRENT 

MANAGEMENT PRACTICES BY THE GOLF COURSE  

 

4.1 At paragraphs 56 and 92, 105 and 109 of her evidence Dr Roper-Lindsay 

assesses the effects on ecological values of continuing to manage the site as 

a golf course.  In particular, her key conclusion in this regard appears to be 

that these management practices will result in a "trend towards a loss of cover, 

diversity and abundance of indigenous vegetation biodiversity." (paragraph 

102 of her evidence) and that the "current management regimes are having 

adverse effects on indigenous biodiversity values" (paragraph 109). 
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4.2 In my view, this was as a result of a change in course management practices 

between 2007 and 2009, and was not caused by an ongoing process of 

decline. Golf has been played at the site for many years with no obvious 

detrimental impacts upon the vegetation.  

 

4.3 Indeed, up to 2007 when I last visited the golf course prior to that damage from 

changed management, the species composition and condition showed that the 

management of this course, from an ecological perspective, was better than if 

the area had been grazed. The sudden losses occurred mostly through 

changes to the areas regarded as 'the rough', which up to that stage had been 

left alone, but were then mown, cleared of native vegetation and sown in 

grass. 

 

4.4 There is the implication in Dr Roper-Lindsay's paragraphs 56.5 and 56.6 that 

the effects of management at Templeton Golf Course have been worse than 

farming as there are no indigenous shrubs at Templeton Golf Course. 

Certainly, as a growth form, trees are better in a golfing context than shrubs, 

but conversely, farming practices are destructive to both. The suggestion that 

the other dryland savannah areas that are farmed are full of shrubs is 

incorrect. In my experience, the numbers of shrubs on dryland savannah farms 

on the Canterbury Plains is generally low, with those that are still present 

being either heavily grazed by stock, or preserved within stock-proof fences.  

 

4.5 To the extent that there has been a change in golf course practices, resulting 

in a loss of indigenous vegetation, I understand from Mr Wedge's evidence 

that the golf club as lessee is required to comply with all statues, ordinances 

and bylaws applying to the site – including in relation to the protection of 

indigenous vegetation.  Accordingly, there is the potential for the Council to 

work with the golf club to improve ecological management in the future. 

 

4.6 Accordingly, in my view it is not inevitable that the rare indigenous vegetation 

on the golf course will continue to decline.  There is the ability to improve how 

it is managed and to ensure its survival for future generations.  As an 

ecologist, that would be my preferred outcome.  
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5. CREATING A 1 HECTARE BIODIVERSITY CONSERVATION AREA AT THE POUND 

ROAD SITE 

 

5.1 At paragraphs 17 and 18 of her evidence Dr Roper-Lindsay states it is 

proposed by Fulton Hogan to set aside 1 hectare of land within the Pound 

Road Quarry site as a Biodiversity Conservation area. 

 

5.2 Dr Lindsay-Roper states in paragraph 60 of her evidence that as a result of 

this mitigation proposal, it would be possible to "clear indigenous vegetation 

[on the golf course site] while achieving a better long-term outcome for 

indigenous biodiversity".  I disagree with this conclusion for the following 

reasons:  

 

(a) The planting at the proposed new golf course in the quarry (if 

successful) will be a conservation garden, that is like a botanic 

garden where the plants are maintained in an ex situ capacity rather 

than the in situ context of semi-natural habitat. For real biodiversity 

protection, the latter, as presently occurs at the golf course with its 

semi-natural ecological context is the more desirable and achievable.   

 

(b) The use of the word "proportion" in paragraph 65 by Dr Roper-

Lindsay suggests that there are unimportant areas of this type of 

vegetation. The priorities of the Land Environments of New Zealand - 

Threat Category - 1, are that all remnants have value. By the time the 

situation has reached this perilous state, the concept of what 

proportion of the local or national population is represented on the 

site and is to be protected or removed becomes irrelevant because 

every part of the remnant population is important and warrants 

protection. 

 

(c) Paragraph 76.2 of Dr Roper-Lindsay's evidence contains a number of 

ecological assumptions in relation to the creation of a Biodiversity 

Conservation Area to mitigate the effects of removing vegetation from 

the golf course. They represent a belief that it is possible to create 

something better than that which is lost based on the assumption that 

the situation at Templeton Golf Course will continue to decline. 

Instead, in my opinion it would be more ecologically appropriate to 

repair and improve the ecological situation at the golf course itself, 
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after all the ecological context and habitat parameters are in many 

ways already there. Attempting to establish the mitigation in the base 

of an old quarry is very different and involves untried practices to 

create new habitat. That habitat will have very different controlling 

ecological factors in terms of stress relationships between the 

environment and vegetation (dryland savannah is a stress-based 

ecosystem), and will require ongoing ecological intervention to 

maintain the vegetation and ecological processes to a degree that is 

far greater than is required within the golf course. The best they might 

achieve is an ecological garden in an inappropriate context. The loss 

is the degree of naturalness.  

 

(d) The concept of a "Biodiversity Conservation Area" advocated by 

Dr Roper-Lindsay at paragraphs 76.4, 76.5 and 76.7 does not include 

the concept of 'natural', 'ecological' or 'landscape', all features 

present or restorable at the current golf course site. That context is 

what will be lost. There is a big difference between vegetation 

restoration and vegetation creation. There are many examples of the 

former in New Zealand and a great deal is known about the 

techniques required. The latter is seldom tried and usually the 

outcome is different in the form of a highly managed plant collection 

(as has occurred in an old quarry site nearby at Prebbleton). I do not 

have the same confidence that in this situation, vegetation creation is 

going to be at all straightforward. Costs are likely to play a major role 

in this, the question of how much is the unknown. The proximity of 

the proposed course in distance from the present one may be small, 

but in terms of habitat and ecology it is vast. Therefore I lack the 

same confidence in the outcome of the proposed "Biodiversity 

Conservation Area". 

 

5.3 At paragraph 80.1, Dr Lindsay-Roper recognises that "it will not be possible to 

avoid, remedy or mitigate all adverse effects on indigenous biodiversity should 

quarrying establish on the Golf Course site" and that a further, but unspecified, 

biodiversity offset would be needed.  No details of an off-set proposal have 

been put forward so I can only comment generically.  It is correct that, 

hypothetically, such an offset could increase indigenous biodiversity 

elsewhere, if successful.  There are significant questions of feasibility, cost and 

ongoing management and no detail is available regarding these factors.  In 
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any event, the values associated with the existing indigenous vegetation at the 

Golf Course, including the long established rare kowhai trees, would be lost.   

 

5.4 A further factor in relation to the proposal is who is going to undertake such a 

project and how much are they going to spend to overcome problems that may 

arise, but more importantly, who is going to maintain and enhance them over 

the many years they will require such actions? 

 

5.5 In regard to the 2011 Ian MacKinnon report referred to in paragraph 97, it 

notes that over the years since they received protection in the City Plan in the 

1990s, the number has barely changed. Now we are expected to consider that 

23 will succumb in the next 10 years. Perhaps the concept of "contribution….to 

the environment" means something else. In my view this overstates the level 

of risk.  This is a potential outcome, but in my view it does not seem likely.   

Indeed, these trees frequently resprout from the base, meaning that the 

branches are replaced through time. 

 

6. THE LEVEL OF ESTABLISHMENT RISK INVOLVED IN CREATING A NEW 

BIODIVERSITY CONSERVATION AREA  

 

6.1 At paragraphs 122 to 123 of her evidence Dr Roper-Lindsay responds to 

concerns expressed in my primary evidence in relation to "establishment risk".  

That evidence is based on the belief that the application of standard 

techniques will overcome any difficulties the site provides. Some of the actions 

involved in such techniques have already been commenced (seed collection, 

growing nursery material etc.). What such techniques fail to address is the 

differences in ecological parameters between the golf course site and the 

quarry site. They are not the same habitat, so while we may have new habitat, 

there is the question of whether it is equivalent that will need to be addressed. 

I therefore do not have the same confidence that this will create an 

ecologically comparable outcome to that which is being lost, and in my opinion 

such a requirement should be the basis of any ecological mitigation.  

 

7. COSTS AND BENEFITS OF STATUS QUO AND THE FULTON HOGAN PROPOSAL 

 

7.1 Dr Roper-Lindsay has provided a cost benefit analysis of the proposal in her 

evidence which I disagree with.  Following from my evidence above, I believe 

that the status quo retention of the golf course is less costly (in terms of 
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ecology and financial cost) with greater benefits to indigenous biodiversity than 

that proposed by Fulton Hogan.  In my view an important aspect of a cost 

benefit analysis in terms of the biological values must also take into account 

the fact that the proposal includes inherent risks and that maintaining the 

status quo does not. 

 

7.2 The ecological values of the golf course are present, measured and within an 

appropriate ecological context. Those of the proposal are potential, risky and 

within a non-equivalent ecological context. 

 

7.3 The loss of the ancient kowhai trees cannot be compensated for by the 

development of a totally new stand at a completely artificial site. They 

constitute a connection with the past that would be lost. 

 

7.4 The costs of maintaining the vegetation in the proposed Biodiversity 

Conservation Area will be considerable and it will require a level of ongoing 

maintenance that will result in an artificial ecosystem reliant upon considerable 

management rather than a semi-natural functioning system that is present at 

the golf course. 

 

7.5 The potential to repair the recent losses from within the golf course is both 

easier in practice and more likely to result in a desirable outcome than would 

the attempt to create new habitat at the Pound Road Quarry site. Restoration 

is therefore a better option than the proposed new vegetation. 

 

8. CONCLUSION 

 

8.1 Overall, having read the evidence of Dr Roper-Lindsay the conclusions 

expressed in my primary evidence remain unchanged. 

 

 

 

 

Trevor Royce Partridge 

6 November 2015 


