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Introduction 

1 My name is Dr Judith Roper-Lindsay. I am a self-employed ecological consultant. I 

specialise in ecological impact assessment processes, with an emphasis on the 

incorporation of biodiversity and ecological values into planning, policy and project 

development. 

2 I have been asked by Fulton Hogan Ltd (Fulton Hogan) to provide evidence in 

support of the aspects of its submissions on Stage 3 of the Proposed Christchurch 

Replacement District Plan (Replacement Plan) concerning Chapter 9.1 Indigenous 

Biodiversity and Ecosystems.  In particular, I have been asked to evaluate its 

requests in relation to: 

2.1 Identification and management of ecological sites (Objective 9.1.1.1, Policies 

9.1.1.1.1 and 9.1.1.1.2); 

2.2 Biodiversity offsetting (Policy 9.1.1.1.5 and Appendix 9.1.4.5). 

3 I have also been asked to consider the botanical significance of the kowhai trees on 

the Templeton Golf Course (TGC) site.   

Qualifications and Experience 

4 I have the following qualifications: A BSc (Ecology) and PhD (Plant community 

ecology) from the University of Durham, England. I am a member of the Environment 

Institute of Australia and New Zealand (EIANZ) and of the Chartered Institute of 

Ecology and Environmental Management (CIEEM) (UK). I am a Certified 

Environmental Practitioner.  

5 My qualifications and experience are set out in full in Annexure 1 to this evidence. 

6 I have read and understood the Code of Conduct for expert witnesses (Section 7, 

Practice Note 2014) and agree to comply with it. I confirm that I complied with it in 

preparing this evidence. 

Scope of Evidence 

7 In my evidence I: 

7.1 Explain why the values and functions of ecosystems need to be protected, 

rather than just the vegetation itself; 
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7.2 Explain why and in what circumstances better outcomes for ecosystems and 

indigenous biodiversity can be achieved through offsetting than by simply 

avoiding activities that will have adverse effects on significant indigenous 

vegetation and habitats; 

7.3 Explain what offsetting is, when it could deliver a better outcome than simply 

avoiding activities within SES’s and when an offset will not be an appropriate 

response to adverse effects on an SES; 

7.4 Refer to the TGC site as an example of when offsetting may provide greater 

ecological benefits than avoiding adverse effects within an SES; 

7.5 Consider whether Fulton Hogan’s requested amendments would achieve the 

ecological aims of other, relevant policy documents include the Canterbury 

Regional Policy Statement; 

7.6 Respond to Dr Partridge’s evidence addressing protection status of native 

trees including those at TGC1. 

8 In preparing my evidence, I have reviewed: 

8.1 The Revised Proposal (2 December 2015) for Chapter 9 of the Replacement 

Plan; 

8.2 Chapters 17 and 18 of the Replacement Plan; 

8.3 Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013, Chapter 9 and Appendix 3; 

8.4 Canterbury Biodiversity Strategy 2008; 

8.5 Christchurch Biodiversity Strategy 2008; 

8.6 Conservation Management Strategy DOC 2000; 

8.7 Guidance on good practice biodiversity offsetting in New Zealand, NZ 

Government 2014; 

8.8 Proposed National Policy Statement on Indigenous biodiversity 2011; 

8.9 Relevant publications and web-site material from the Department of 

Conservation and a range of authors in relation to biodiversity offsetting. 

                                                      
1
 Statement of Evidence of Dr Trevor Partridge on behalf of the Christchurch City Council (Chapter 9) 2 December 2015 
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9 I have also reviewed the evidence submitted for this hearing on behalf of 

Christchurch City Council, in particular  from: 

9.1 Ms Debbie Hogan; 

9.2 Dr Trevor Partridge; 

9.3 Dr Antony Shadbolt; 

9.4 Dr Clive Appleton; 

9.5 Edward Sard; and 

9.6 Rob Graham. 

Summary of Evidence 

10 It is important to consider the components of ecosystems when planning and 

managing biodiversity, and this is now reflected in the Revised Objectives 9.1.1.1.(a) 

and (b) through the addition of the words “values and ecosystem functions”. 

11 Further, it is important to consider planning and management at a landscape or 

Ecological District Scale since it provides for ecological features across territorial 

authority boundaries., and this is also incorporated in the Revised objectives. 

12 Protection of biodiversity and sites of higher biodiversity values (including Sites of 

Ecological Significance) has legal and ecological components. Ecological 

management recognises that because of the high level of modification or weed and 

pest presence, active intervention is needed to maintain biodiversity values in most 

areas of indigenous biodiversity in the Low Plains Ecological District, including SESs. 

Adverse effects through natural events or through permitted activities will occur in the 

absence of intervention. 

13 Active intervention requires often considerable resources, which is a problem 

nationally as well as locally. Options to address it include sponsorship or pro bono 

work by individuals, organisations and businesses. I consider offsetting is also a 

means of addressing the lack of resources.  It provides an opportunity to secure long-

term protection and gain in biodiversity values. 

14 Biodiversity Offsetting is a widely recognised tool for addressing residual adverse 

effects after the “mitigation hierarchy” has been applied in a proposal. NZ 
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Government Guidance has been developed to assist in the use of offsetting in a still-

evolving field. The goal of biodiversity offsetting is “no net loss” or preferably “net 

gain” in biodiversity on the ground. 

15 There is strong guidance in relation to issues such as equivalence and measurement 

of biodiversity, providing a rigorous framework against which any proposal can be 

assessed. Stakeholder consultation is a prominent feature of the Guidance.  

16 In my view, the changes to Policy 9.1.1.1.2 requested by Fulton Hogan will allow for 

ecological outcomes that meet the requirements of other relevant statutory and 

strategy documents. 

17 In relation to the Significant Tree Assessment process for kowhai at TGC I note that 

there is some overlap with the SES Assessment process, and thus some duplication. 

However, the process of describing and assessing “Exceptional Botanical” values is 

unclear.  

Objective 9.1.1.1 – Protecting values and ecosystem functions 

18 In its submission Fulton Hogan sought insertion of the additional words values and 

ecosystem functions into Objective 1. 

19 The Revised Objective 9.1.1.1. (b) now reads: 

“The values and ecosystem functions of areas of significant indigenous 

vegetation and significant habitats of indigenous fauna are protected” 

20 I support this Objective. The vision expressed in the Objective now clarifies the 

components of “indigenous biodiversity” that, in practice, have to be protected, 

enhanced and/or managed when working towards Objective 9.1.1.1 (a).  

21 The addition of the term “values and ecosystem functions” also indicates that 

protection of the biodiversity values and ecosystem functions found at a specific site 

could be achieved through maintenance, enhancement and management at locations 

elsewhere in the Ecological District.  I support this because it enables a more 

strategic approach to ecological and biodiversity management to be taken. This is a 

feature of “systematic conservation planning2. This is an internationally recognised 

                                                      
2
 Technical conditions for positive outcomes from biodiversity offsets: An input paper for the IUCN Technical Study Group on 

Biodiversity Offsets  2014 



6 
 

ACL-012354-35-540-V6 
 

approach to managing ecological and biodiversity values across broad scales such 

as landscapes or Ecological Districts.  

22 This means that the pRDP allows for consideration of ecological processes that occur 

at different temporal scales (such as vegetation succession) and different spatial 

scales (such as Ecological District boundaries). These processes do not always fit 

into simple spatial plan frameworks.   

23 To protect, maintain, enhance or manage indigenous biodiversity, it is necessary to 

understand and provide for its components: plants, animals, ecosystems, and 

ecosystem functions, and the values attributed to them. 

Protection  

24 In my opinion, “protection” has two parts. One is a legal component which establishes 

a long-term, legal contract in relation to an area of land or water. 

25 The other is an ecological component that relates to putting in place suitable 

management to maintain the ecological values and functions. 

26 To do this, the ecological values for which the area is to be protected, and their 

quantity and quality (or condition) should be described and the management needed 

to achieve a specific benchmark or goal, or in a specific way should be identified. In 

the Low Plains Ecological District context almost all indigenous biodiversity needs 

active intervention management to maintain values or enhance them. The 

management of values and ecosystem functions must then be implemented, 

monitored and reviewed.   

27 It is thus important to include “values and ecosystem functions” when considering 

“protection”. 

28 I understand that while the District Plan’s SES status identifies areas that contain 

biodiversity values, there are some permitted activities within an SES. This means, 

for example, that some indigenous vegetation clearance can continue within an SES, 

and therefore loss of biodiversity values at that site will continue. There are also some 

SESs where biodiversity values will decline even if no permitted activities take place. 

This could occur at SESs which are currently affected by on-going, unmanaged 

threats causing decline, for example indigenous vegetation affected by invasion by 

broom or other weeds; or wetland bird numbers affected by cats and dogs.  
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29 Further, an owner cannot be forced to carry out actions to maintain, enhance, restore, 

monitor or otherwise manage the biodiversity values within an SES on their property 

(except possibly through other legislation such as the Biosecurity Act) which may lead 

to further loss. 

Ecological District scale appropriate 

30 I also support Objective 9.1.1.1 (a) as amended in which the direct reference to 

“Christchurch District” is removed. As is appropriate, the Canterbury RPS presents a 

broad view of ecosystem values and functions across the Region.  

31 Territorial authority boundaries often have no connection to natural environmental 

boundaries, and the Christchurch City boundary is a notable case. It cuts across a 

major floodplain and separates a large lake from the coast and catchment. 

32 Christchurch City boundaries encompass the entire Herbert and Akaroa Ecological 

Districts on the Banks Peninsula.3 However, in contrast only a small proportion of the 

Low Plains Ecological District lies within the City.  Because the City’s biodiversity 

contributes only a part of the ecological values of the Low Plains District, in my 

opinion, Objective 9.1.1.1 is correct to extend the view beyond sites per se to the 

valued biodiversity and ecological functioning. 

33 As I describe elsewhere in my evidence (21) I consider that conservation 

management at the broader landscape or Ecological District scale can be beneficial 

for biodiversity values. The Ecological District is the scale used for application of 

significance criteria in both the RPS and pRDP, in offsetting Good Practice Guidance, 

and is the foundation of the Protected Natural Areas Programme.  

 

Adverse effects on Sites of Ecological Significance 

Ecology of SESs 

34 A Site of Ecological Significance is a place (site) within which higher biodiversity 

values currently occur. Through application of the RPS criteria, those values are 

assessed at the Ecological District scale. Through the submission process, and 

presumably consultation with individual private landowners, the boundaries of 

individual SESs may be modified.  

                                                      
3
 Revised Proposal Chapter 9, Appendix 9.1.4.4 
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35 Ecological and biodiversity values are not evenly distributed within SESs and in some 

cases the SES boundary is much larger than the area occupied by high value 

components, for example at TGC or along the Heathcote River. This is usually noted 

in individual S32 Site Reports, but not shown on the Plan Maps, so it is not possible 

to identify specific high value locations within sites using the Plan maps.    

36 Ecological values and functions of SESs will change without active management over 

time.  This may be due to natural processes such as succession from grassland to 

shrubland; some changes will be induced by human actions in the past (for example 

invasion by weeds such as gorse that were introduced historically); and some 

changes will be caused by current human activities (for example: grazing on many 

Banks Peninsula SESs such as Pigeon Bay Road Bush SES/H/5; golf course 

management at TGC; stormwater run-off into the Avon River).  I note grazing can 

sometimes be beneficial – but it needs to be carefully managed (for example, at 

different intensities according to the values present, or at selected times of the year) 

in order to be a positive rather than negative influence. 

37 With active management (intervention) the ecological and biodiversity values in some 

SESs can be maintained or even enhanced; the S32 Site reports indicate the range 

of conservation management actions that could be taken at sites to remove threats to 

maintain, enhance or restore biodiversity values.   

Protecting SESs 

38 In practice, identification as a SES is not enough to protect the ecosystem functions 

and values in many cases.  This is because SES status is effectively passive – it 

minimises or avoids indigenous vegetation clearance activities but this alone will often 

not be enough to maintain or enhance values. The active management component of 

protection may also be required.  Therefore it is my opinion that values and functions 

will not always be maintained by avoidance of activities and more often than not, 

enhancement will not occur without active management.   

39 However, as with conservation action throughout New Zealand, active management 

of biodiversity values within SESs requires resources in terms of time, money and 

effort. The lack of money to carry out the biodiversity conservation needed at a 

national level is widely recognised4. 

                                                      
4
 Vanishing Nature (page 43), M Brown, RTT Stephens, R Peart, B Fodder, EDS 2015. 
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40 As far as I am aware, Christchurch City Council has not allocated resources for 

management of many of the sites on private land identified as Ecological Heritage 

Sites in the Operative Plan. In addition, the Council has done nothing to intervene in 

the management of biodiversity values at Templeton Golf Course Ecological Heritage 

Site since its inclusion in the Plan in 19955.  I believe that this would be typical of 

other EHSs in the City.   

41 I note that in July 2015 a “landowner support package” of $80,000 was established to 

enable CCC Regional Park Rangers to provide a range of practical advice and 

assistance6.  

42 The lack of public resources to manage biodiversity values in SESs on public or 

private land is a reality of resource allocation in many local authorities; nationally it is 

also true for the Department of Conservation.  In response to this, a number of 

different approaches have emerged. One is the growth of community-based 

conservation initiatives such as the Banks Peninsula Conservation Trust. Others 

include the actions of philanthropic individuals and organisations such as the NEXT 

Foundation7.  In addition, the Department of Conservation partners businesses in the 

funding of conservation actions, for example with Air New Zealand. 

43 I understand that Fulton Hogan has been, and continues to be, involved in pro bono 

conservation activities both locally and nationally. These include work on restoration 

of skink habitat in a gravel pit (in partnership with ECan, Timaru District Council and 

DOC), track restoration on Great Barrier Island (also with DOC) and contributing 

materials and machinery to a Greening the Rubble Project in Christchurch. 

44 In my opinion biodiversity offsetting is another way of addressing the under-funding of 

conservation.  

45 These diverse responses are all appropriate and practical methods for a 21st century 

approach to managing biodiversity values within the RPS’ broader strategic 

conservation objective of “halting the decline”8.  

 

 

                                                      
5
 Transcript of Proceedings, Chapter 17 (Rural), 16 November 2015, page 166 lines 43-45, page 167 line 1, page 178 lines 5-7  

6
 Statement of Evidence of Dr Clive Appleton on behalf of the Christchurch City Council (Chapter 9) 2 December 2015 at 

paragraph 6.2 
7
 http://www.nextfoundation.org.nz/ 

8
 Canterbury RPS Objective 9.2.1 
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Avoiding adverse effects in SESs 

46 In its submission Fulton Hogan sought a Policy (replacing the proposed Policy 

9.1.1.1.2 (a) ) that protects SESs by either: 

Avoiding a net loss of indigenous biodiversity values and ecosystems found at 

the site; or 

Offsetting residual effects……to achieve a net gain, in indigenous biodiversity 

values and ecosystem functions, in accordance with Policy 9.1.1.1.5. 

47 Following expert conferencing and mediation on a wide range of topics related to 

Policy it has been revised considerably into the form presented in the Revised 

Proposal: 

In Sites of Ecological Significance avoid removal of indigenous vegetation and 

disturbance of habitats that results in adverse effects on indigenous 

biodiversity values and ecosystem functions with the site. 

48 I am not supportive of the Revised Proposal. As it reads, the Policy indicates no 

vegetation clearance can occur within a SES if that would result in adverse effects on 

values and ecosystem functions.  I have already explained (at paragraph 36) why, in 

many cases, avoiding vegetation clearance is not going to be enough to maintain 

biodiversity values let alone enhance them.     

49 It is for this reason I continue to support a policy framework that recognises adverse 

effects might be allowed within some SESs, but only if an appropriate offset is 

provided.  In my view this provides the potential for indigenous biodiversity to be 

better off overall.  That outcome depends on the ecological “gain” at least matching 

the ecological “loss”, depending on the particular values affected.   

50 In my opinion, a policy that recognises adverse effects can occur but in very limited 

and defined circumstances is better placed to achieve an improved ecological 

outcome overall.   

51 My preferred policy approach does not mean an offset will always be sufficient to 

overcome the creation of adverse effects within a SES.  For example, if the values 

and ecosystem functions of a SES are high and not in decline, it is going to be very 

difficult to provide “enough” compensation through an offset 
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52 It appears to me that Policy 9.1.1.1.5 (Offsetting) and, at a higher level, the RPS, 

clearly recognise there may be circumstances where adverse effects in SESs do not 

need to be avoided in order for biodiversity objectives (particularly, halting the decline 

and restoring and enhancing biodiversity) to be achieved.  In my opinion, that is 

correct from an ecological perspective provided the framework required for an offset 

is appropriate.  

Offsetting  

Offsetting as a concept 

53 The New Zealand Good Practice Guidance9 defines a biodiversity offset as: 

“Measurable conservation outcomes resulting from actions designed to compensate 

for significant residual adverse biodiversity effects arising from project development 

after appropriate prevention and mitigation measures have been taken. The goal of 

biodiversity offsets is to achieve no net loss and preferably net gain of biodiversity on 

the ground”.  

54 This is drawn from the international work done by the Business and Biodiversity 

Offsets Programme (BBOP)10 which currently reflects good international practice on 

the topic.  BBOP is an international collaboration of more than 75 organisations and 

individuals representing a wide range of interests. New Zealand and New Zealanders 

have been key contributors to BBOP committees, debate and publications. Key 

publications cover guidance for offset design, methods, tools and standards. BBOP 

guidance is being adopted by governments and industry world-wide.  

55 While the underlying principles and concepts are becoming established, good 

practice continues to evolve as different projects in different environments and with 

different protection and management challenges and solutions arise.  In my opinion it 

is important that given this context, policy around offsetting needs to allow for flexible 

and innovative approaches to be taken to enable net benefits to biodiversity to be 

gained.  Policy should not be so prescriptive that it restricts otherwise beneficial 

opportunities for biodiversity conservation at the landscape or Ecological District 

scale. 

56 Biodiversity offsetting combines science and policy approaches to contribute to 

sustainable development and better biodiversity conservation. It centres on a 

                                                      
9
 Guidance on Good Practice Biodiversity Offsetting, NZ Government 2014. page 3  

10
 http://bbop.forest-trends.org/ 
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rigorous, science-based impact management framework and methodologies. These 

are used to demonstrate unavoidable biodiversity losses from development activities 

(at impacted sites) and biodiversity gains at comparable enhancement (offset) sites. 

The policy goal is “no net loss” or preferably “net gain”. 

57 A set of ten principles of biodiversity offsetting is set out in the NZ Guidance, and 

BBOP. has developed standards on how these principles should be met. BBOP and 

NZ Guidance both consider that a major deviation in meeting any of these principles 

may mean that the principles have not been met, and the proposal would not be 

considered an offset. This is adopted in the Revised Proposal’s Appendix 9.1.4.5 

“Framework for Biodiversity Offsetting”.  

58 The ten principles are:  

Adherence to the mitigation hierarchy: A biodiversity offset is a commitment to 

compensate for significant residual adverse impacts on biodiversity identified after 

appropriate avoidance, minimization and on-site rehabilitation measures have been 

taken according to the mitigation hierarchy. 

Limits to what can be offset: There are situations where residual impacts cannot be 

fully compensated for by a biodiversity offset because of the irreplaceability or 

vulnerability of the biodiversity affected.  

Landscape context: A biodiversity offset should be designed and implemented in a 

landscape context to achieve the expected measurable conservation outcomes taking 

into account available information on the full range of biological, social and cultural 

values of biodiversity and supporting an ecosystem approach.  

No net loss: A biodiversity offset should be designed and implemented to achieve in 

situ, measurable conservation outcomes that can reasonably be expected to result in 

no net loss and preferably a net gain of biodiversity.  

Additional conservation outcomes: A biodiversity offset should achieve 

conservation outcomes above and beyond results that would have occurred if the 

offset had not taken place. Offset design and implementation should avoid displacing 

activities harmful to biodiversity to other locations. 

Stakeholder participation: In areas affected by the project and by the biodiversity 

offset, the effective participation of stakeholders should be ensured in decision-
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making about biodiversity offsets, including their evaluation, selection, design, 

implementation and monitoring.  

Equity: A biodiversity offset should be designed and implemented in an equitable 

manner, which means the sharing among stakeholders of the rights and 

responsibilities, risks and rewards associated with a project and offset in a fair and 

balanced way, respecting legal and customary arrangements. Special consideration 

should be given to respecting both internationally and nationally recognised rights of 

indigenous peoples and local communities.  

Long-term outcomes: The design and implementation of a biodiversity offset should 

be based on an adaptive management approach, incorporating monitoring and 

evaluation, with the objective of securing outcomes that last at least as long as the 

project’s impacts and preferably in perpetuity.  

Transparency: The design and implementation of a biodiversity offset, and 

communication of its results to the public, should be undertaken in a transparent and 

timely manner.  

Science and traditional knowledge: The design and implementation of a 

biodiversity offset should be a documented process informed by sound science, 

including an appropriate consideration of traditional knowledge.  

Key features of Biodiversity Offsetting 

59 Three key features of offsetting differentiate it from other forms of impact 

management11: 

59.1 A mitigation hierarchy is to be followed, i.e. offsetting significant residual 

effects after appropriate avoidance, minimisation, and on-site rehabilitation 

activities have taken place; 

59.2 Explicit measurement and balancing of biodiversity predicted to be lost and 

gained is to be undertaken; and 

59.3 A goal of no net loss and preferably a net gain of biodiversity is to be 

reasonably demonstrated and then achieved on the ground.  

 

                                                      
11

 Guidance on Good Practice Biodiversity Offsetting, NZ Government 2014. page 3 
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Issues with offsetting 

60 Issues discussed at workshops held during the development of the NZ Guidance and 

addressed in submissions on the Proposed Auckland Unitary Plan12 were also raised 

through submissions on the pRDP and during mediation.  They include: 

60.1 Defining and measuring No Net Loss;  

60.2 Limits to offsetting (i.e. when an offset will not be appropriate); 

60.3 Whether offsetting needs to be restricted to “like for like”; 

60.4 Types of offset. 

Measuring “no net loss” 

61 The concept of “no let loss” of biodiversity values is central to biodiversity offsets and 

provides an explicit, measurable outcome for any proposal.  “No net loss” is the point 

at which biodiversity gains from the specified management activities match the 

unavoidable losses of biodiversity due to the impacts of a specific development. “Net 

gain” means that biodiversity gains exceed those losses.   

62 Measurement of “biodiversity” and hence loss/gain is challenging due to the 

complexity and inherent diversity of ecosystems themselves. It is not possible to 

measure everything. Hence the calculation of loss/gain is similarly difficult.  NZ 

Guidance has led to development of methodologies for measuring biodiversity losses 

and gains through simplification into units that can be measured, compared and 

subsequently balanced across impact and offset sites. The Guidance recognises that 

net loss/gain can only ever be “reasonably” demonstrated and that methods may vary 

depending on the individual characteristics of the site, project, adverse effects and 

biodiversity values 

63 Measuring biodiversity requires a “currency” that can describe what is being lost and 

gained on a common basis across impact and offset sites.  The currency as 

recommended in NZ Guidance should reflect type, area and condition of the 

biodiversity found at all sites.   

64 I support the Revised wording of Appendix 9.1.4.5 (2) of the pRDP as incorporating 

this approach. 

                                                      
12

http://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/EN/planspoliciesprojects/plansstrategies/unitaryplan/Pages/home.aspx 
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Limits to Offsetting 

65 NZ Guidance recognises there are circumstances where an offset will not be possible 

or appropriate and indicates that a framework known as “Burden of Proof”13 for 

assessing limits to offsetting should involve14: 

65.1 Establishing biodiversity values including assessing their vulnerability and 

irreplaceability; 

65.2 Assessing the likelihood of success of an offset; and 

65.3 Combining biodiversity value and likelihood of success to determine an 

appropriate level of proof that a successful offset outcome is likely. 

66 This framework combines the ecological aspects of the offset with the practical and 

technical aspects of carrying out the work.  It provides a transparent way of assessing 

offsetability at different stages in project development.  

67 I support the way in which limits are addressed in the Revised Proposal’s Appendix 

9.1.4.5 (3). 

Like for like offsetting 

68 “Like for like” is not a term used in the ten Principles to guide offsetting in NZ or 

BBOP Guidance.  However, it is one of the matters to consider when identifying 

potential offset sites15. The more dissimilar that impact and offset sites are, the more 

difficult it becomes to replace all the biodiversity components being lost. Assessing 

similarity is difficult given the inherent diversity in biodiversity. Similarity (or difference) 

can be described using biodiversity types, components and features.16 

69 Indigenous ecosystems and habitats in Christchurch City and across the Low Plains 

Ecological District have all been modified to some extent and in different ways.  When 

this is added to the underlying indigenous biological diversity, it makes it unlikely that 

any two areas or sites will be identical.    

70 RPS Policy 9.3.6 recognises this problem in its final sentence.  Fulton Hogan in its 

submission proposed that pRDP Appendix 9.1.4.5 (7) should be amended to reflect 

the RPS intent and this is included in the Revised Proposal. I support that approach.  

                                                      
13

 Guidance on Good Practice Biodiversity Offsetting, NZ Government 2014, section 4.2 
14

 Guidance on Good Practice Biodiversity Offsetting, NZ Government 2014, page14 
15

 BBOP Biodiversity Offset Design Handbook – Updated 2012. 
16

 Guidance on Good Practice Biodiversity Offsetting, NZ Government 2014, Section 4.4.2 
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71 This amendment to the Appendix introduces the concept of “like for unlike”, which is 

discussed in the NZ Guidance and elsewhere. This is more difficult to demonstrate 

because of the added difficulty of measuring and comparing losses/gains of different 

types of biodiversity. However, it does recognise that there may be occasions where 

lower level biodiversity values may be unavoidably adversely affected and that 

opportunities are available for protection and management of higher values 

elsewhere. This is known as “trading up”. 

72 However, NZ Guidance indicates that trading up is only appropriate when the 

impacted losses are not high. 

73 Since pRDP Policy 9.1.1.1.5 now seeks offsetting to address any residual adverse 

effects (as opposed to “significant” adverse effects in earlier drafts) in my opinion, 

including the option for “trading up” is appropriate. 

74 I note that since any SES is likely to be assessed to have high ecological values, it is 

unlikely that “trading up” would be applicable where an SES is the impacted site.  For 

activities within an SES, the degree of “likeness” with another site would largely be 

determined in consultation with the relevant biodiversity offsetting stakeholder group.  

This is what I have been applying throughout my work on the Templeton Golf Course 

proposal by Fulton Hogan. 

Types of offset 

75 Two broad types of biodiversity offset to provide gain are recognised:  

75.1 averted loss; and  

75.2 restoration.   

76 Usually, an offset proposal involves a range of actions on a continuum between these 

types of offset. 

77 Averted loss is the prevention of loss of biodiversity that is currently threatened 

through removal of the threat. This can include removal of a specific identifiable threat 

by management or full, long-term protection and management of an area. It is 

important that in calculating “gain” the additional future biodiversity benefits of doing 

this work over and above the baseline are recognised. Examples of “averted loss” 

would be long-term control of pests from an area of kiwi habitat; removal of grazing; 

or cessation of herbicide use on a golf course.  
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78 Restoration encompasses a wide range of habitat enhancement and creation actions 

all of which aim to increase the area and quality/condition of the offset site vegetation 

and habitats and thus contribute to a future biodiversity “gain”. Examples of this would 

be planting within and adjacent to a degraded area of forest habitat to restore 

linkages and extend habitat area; or enhancement of riparian protection and planting 

alongside a waterway for the benefit of both aquatic and terrestrial species. 

Templeton Golf Course SES 

79 In this part of my evidence I use the Templeton Golf Course site to illustrate why I 

consider it is appropriate for the Replacement Plan to acknowledge that, in some 

cases, offsetting adverse effects will result in a better ecological outcome than 

avoiding them. 

80 The ecological values at the site are set out in my evidence for the Rural hearing17; 

the proposed impact management package is set out my evidence18; progress on 

developing the biodiversity offset proposal is also in my evidence19. 

81 With the exception of the kowhai trees, the indigenous vegetation at TGC comprises 

small, cryptic and highly seasonal plants which make it time-consuming and difficult 

to describe and assess.  This also means that they are not obvious to the lay person 

on the site, so easy to inadvertently damage or remove. 

82 The poor condition is indicated by the fragmented nature of the plant community and 

its scattered locations across the golf course. In fact there is no clear plant community 

structure – that is, there are few obvious groups of plants that grow regularly together, 

reflecting underlying physical environmental conditions, and interact.  I have done no 

quantitative community analysis of this, but base my comments on ecological 

observations made on site.   

83 Variability in plant and associated animal community structure is probably 

characteristic of the communities in a dynamic floodplain environment because of the 

repeated changes brought by floods. However, in the Waimakariri River floodplain 

this variability is also influenced by change induced by flood control structures, 

grazing, weeds and pests and other water and land use management activities. 

84 I have considered whether development at TGC should be contemplated in light of: 

                                                      
17

 Statement of Evidence of Dr Judith Roper-Lindsay on behalf of Fulton Hogan Ltd (Rural) 29 Oct 2015 at paragraphs 43-57 
18

 Statement of Evidence of Dr Judith Roper-Lindsay on behalf of Fulton Hogan Ltd (Rural) 29 Oct 2015 at paragraphs 63-87 
19

 Statement of Evidence of Dr Judith Roper-Lindsay on behalf of Fulton Hogan Ltd (Rural) 29 Oct 2015 at paragraph 80 
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84.1 ecological investigations to date at TGC; 

84.2 my understanding of the existing biodiversity values and the condition of 

them at the TGC site; 

84.3 the background information available about similar sites in the area and 

feasible opportunities for restoration and enhancement.   

85 In all of this I also take into account feedback from the Biodiversity Offsetting 

Stakeholder Group (BOSHG).  I described the composition of this Group and its work 

to date in my Chapter 17 evidence20.  I noted the Christchurch City Council declined 

to have a representative on that Group. 

86 To date the investigations into impact assessment and impact management, including 

offsetting have focussed on the values at TGC. This means that at this stage much of 

the work to assess “loss” is completed.  In addition, potential “gain” sites have been 

identified and discussed with the BOSHG. 

87 The work to quantify “biodiversity gain” at potential offset sites is programmed to be 

carried out in spring 2016.   

88 From my approximately 4 years of work, it is my opinion the biodiversity values at 

TGC are so degraded and the potential costs and difficulties associated with 

enhancement and restoration on an active golf course site are so great, that 

development within the site would be appropriate when accompanied by a rigorously 

designed offset.   

89 The key ecological features of the proposal that lead me to this opinion are: 

89.1 The biodiversity values that would be lost from the TGC site are agreed to be 

“high” 21; the values are considered to be Acutely Threatened under LENZ 

Threat Category22; 

89.2 The biodiversity values at TGC are agreed to be in a poor condition23 and will 

continue to decline under current management regimes24. The primary 

causes of change and decline in quantity and condition of the indigenous 

                                                      
20

 Statement of Evidence of Dr Judith Roper-Lindsay on behalf of Fulton Hogan Limited (Chapter 17) 29 Oct 2015 at paragraphs 
22 to 33 
21

 Expert Conferencing Statement (Chapter 17: Rural) 25 September 2015, Session 1, paragraph 5.2 (c) 
22

 Statement of Evidence of Dr Trevor Partridge on behalf of Christchurch City Council (Rural) 16 Oct 2015 at paragraph 5.1 
23

 Expert Conferencing Statement (Chapter 17: Rural) 25 September 2015, Session 1, paragraph 5.2 (b) 
24

 Expert Conferencing Statement (Chapter 17: Rural) 25 September 2015, Session 1, paragraph 6.1 
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biodiversity are grazing in the early 1900s, construction of the flood control 

structures, and management as a golf course for nearly 90 years;  

89.3 Sites that could offer biodiversity gain through averted loss or restoration 

actions occur within the Ecological District.  

90 A rigorous biodiversity offsetting process would also offer: 

90.1 Detailed investigations at potential offset sites that would provide publicly 

available data and information on ecological values and ecosystem functions 

at dry savannah grassland sites; 

90.2 Comprehensive conservation planning across a number of dry grassland 

sites in the area;  

90.3 Detailed documentation of the offsetting process, ecological information and 

conservation management of offset sites; 

90.4 Committed funding for long-term management and monitoring. 

91 I am satisfied there are a number of similar dry savannah grassland sites in the area 

that are currently under threat from grazing, weeds and/or infrastructure development 

so that potential offset sites are present.   

92 Both BBOP and NZ Guidance provide methods to assess “equivalence” between 

impacted and offset sites, based on the key biodiversity types, components and 

features to be lost.  

93 In expert conferencing it was agreed that “biodiversity offsetting is a viable option”25 

for TGC but that “No assessment of the efficacy of the biodiversity offset can be 

determined until such time that a detailed proposal including methodologies has been 

developed”26.  

 

 

 

                                                      
25

 Expert Conferencing Statement (Chapter 17: Rural) 25 September 2015, Session 1, paragraph 5.2 (e) 
26

 Expert Conferencing Statement (Chapter 17: Rural) 25 September 2015, Session 1, paragraph 6.5 
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Biodiversity Policy and Strategy Documents 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013 – Chapter 9 

94 In this section of my evidence I assess the ecological outcomes I consider would 

arise from Fulton Hogan’s requests and compare those to the ecological outcomes 

that would arise under the RPS framework. 

95 In ecological terms, the Fulton Hogan submission seeks changes in the pRDP that 

would: 

95.1 Recognise that in some situations adverse effects within a SES can be 

compensated for by an appropriate offset;  

95.2 Ensure offsetting of residual adverse effects (including within SESs) 

achieves no net loss or net gain in biodiversity values;  

95.3 Ensure any offset is designed according to internationally and regionally 

recognised guidance (Policy 9.1.1.1.5); and 

95.4 Recognise that biodiversity gains and losses are best assessed at the 

Ecological District scale than the territorial boundary scale.  

96 I have assessed the extent to which I consider these elements of Fulton Hogan’s 

submission would achieve the same ecological outcomes as the RPS provisions in 

Chapter 9.   

Objective 1 of the RPS - Halting the decline  

97 “Decline” in biodiversity is the loss and modification of habitats and vegetation 

through a range of human-induced changes. These are primarily land and water use 

activities and actions of weeds and pests and have occurred and continue throughout 

New Zealand. “Halt the decline…” was Goal Three of the NZ Biodiversity Strategy 

written in 2000. 

98 That Strategy also identified the need to consider protected and productive places 

together as part of sustainable management in New Zealand.  Both the Strategy and 

the RPS recognise the problems around halting decline while providing for production 

and seeking innovative and ecologically sound ways of working towards the goal. 
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99 The focus of this objective is quantity and quality of functioning ecosystems. The 

Fulton Hogan submission seeks the use of offsetting to ensure that where biodiversity 

loss cannot be avoided, there is at least an equivalent gain, if not a greater one.  By 

promoting the use of the Ecological District scale for assessing loss and gain, it 

means that wider opportunities for protection and restoration through offsetting could 

be considered. As noted above, the Biodiversity Strategy and RPS both accept that in 

some cases decline could be compensated for by facilitating better biodiversity 

protection elsewhere. In fostering partnerships with individuals, organisations, 

businesses and communities, the Department of Conservation also recognises the 

need for a wider perspective on “halting the decline”. 

Objective 2 of the RPS - Restoration or enhancement of ecosystems and indigenous 

biodiversity   

100 The RPS recognises that restoration and enhancement can contribute to sustaining 

ecosystems in the long-term.  In particular it notes that one aspect of decline is the 

fragmentation of habitats and ecosystems, to the extent that functioning needs 

assistance and connectivity restored.   

101 While seeking to avoid adverse effects within sites may be one way of achieving this, 

the isolation of these sites can only be reversed through intervention in the spaces 

between. In some cases that might be habitat creation; in others it may be protection 

and management of other damaged areas of habitat in the network.  Fulton Hogan’s 

proposed amendments to allow for offsetting as a means of compensating for effects 

that are not avoided provides a means for restoration and enhancement to occur in 

place of fragmented habitats that may otherwise continue to decline. 

Objective 3 of the RPS -  Protection of significant indigenous vegetation and habitats  

102 Protection (with its implied management and monitoring components) is an essential 

part of biodiversity conservation.  The RPS recognises that areas that should be 

protected remain at risk.  

103 The Fulton Hogan submission seeks the use of offsetting that will deliver an 

appropriate biodiversity outcome depending on the values of the area affected.  As I 

discussed earlier in my evidence (paragraphs 34 ff) the quantity, quality and condition 

of a SES may be variable. Further, active management of low or declining values and 

ecological health may not always be carried out or even possible.  Fulton Hogan’s 

preferred policy approach provides a way of assessing on a site-by-site basis whether 
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opportunities for better protection and management at offsetting sites outweigh 

existing protection and management at an impacted site.  I understand the site-by-

site assessment would occur when a resource consent application for indigenous 

vegetation clearance was applied for. 

Policy 9.3.2 of the RPS - national priorities for protection   

104 The NZ Government released a technical publication and a public Statement 

document outlining National Priorities for protecting rare and threatened native 

biodiversity on private land in 2007.27 This identified four priorities to give a “national 

perspective” to councils for use in planning and policy making.  In brief, the four 

priorities are: 

104.1 Indigenous vegetation associated with Land Environments that have less 

than 20% remaining indigenous cover; 

104.2 Indigenous vegetation associated with sand dunes and wetlands; 

104.3 Indigenous vegetation in originally rare ecosystem types, not covered by 1 or 

2; and 

104.4 Habitats of acutely and chronically threatened species28. 

105 The RPS policy provides for recognition of these types. In practice they are 

encompassed by the “significance criteria” in the RPS and pRDP.   

106 I note that the criterion for identification of SESs covers more than the features 

identified as “Priorities for Protection”. So some SESs may not support Priority 

habitats and ecosystems, although any Priority types are likely to have been identified 

through the SES assessment process. It is possible that vegetation and habitats 

considered Priorities for Protection may not be on the SES Schedule because they 

have yet to be assessed. 

107 The Templeton Golf Course-Ruapuna SES supports Priority types 1 and 4.  Type 2 

(Originally rare ecosystem type) “inland outwash gravels” can be considered a sub-

set of the LENZ unit.  

108 In accordance with RPS Policy 9.3.6 (3) then, any offset proposed for TGC would 

need to deliver a net gain for biodiversity. 

                                                      
27

 Protecting our Places. Ministry for the Environment & Department of Conservation, Wellington 2007 
28

 Note: since 2007, the threatened species classes have been modified so these terms no longer apply. 
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Policy 9.3.3 of the RPS - integrated management  

109 In my view Fulton Hogan’s submission gives effect to this policy through seeking for 

offsetting to be carried out at the Ecological District scale and adopting the 

ecologically sound principles of the NZ Good Practice Guidance. Further, offsetting is 

a very open and transparent process through which large amounts of local or regional 

biodiversity information becomes available to the public and a range of stakeholders. 

110 I note that CCC has relied heavily on the information provided through Fulton 

Hogan’s ecological investigations at TGC to assess the TGC site as an SES and 

prepare the Site Assessment in  the Section 32 Report. 

Policy 9.3.4 of the RPS 

111 This Policy is given effect to by the offsetting requirements in Policy 5 of the Revised 

Proposal and its associated Appendix.  Good practice impact management and 

offsetting proposals associated would need to have the aim of restoring ecosystem 

health. 

Policy 9.3.6 of the RPS – Offsetting 

112 This Policy sets out the criteria to be applied in the use of offsets. Fulton Hogan’s 

original submission on Chapter 9 sought to align the pRDP with the RPS and national 

guidance.  The Revised Proposal has improved the offsetting provisions in general 

accord with the RPS.  I support this. 

National Policy Statement on Biodiversity 2011 

113 The Proposed National Policy Statement on Indigenous Biodiversity was released for 

public comment in January 2011. The Ministry for the Environment received 426 

submissions which were summarised in a report produced in December 201129. 

These submissions raised a wide range of issues relating to procedural, technical and 

funding issues. The Ministry’s web-site now indicates that it is “looking to create and 

support a collaborative process to help develop a new national policy statement for 

biodiversity (NPS)”.  

114 It is my understanding that the NPS has not been finalised because of, among other 

matters, difficulties in interpretation and understanding of the intent of policies. In the 

next section of my evidence I therefore comment on my personal interpretation of 

                                                      
29

 Proposed NPS on Indigenous Biodiversity. Summary of submissions. 2011. MfE Wellington 



24 
 

ACL-012354-35-540-V6 
 

meaning, based on reading the NPS and on attending two presentations by Ministry 

for the Environment staff during 2011. 

115 In ecological terms, the RPS gives effect to the intent of the NPS Policies.  In 

summary, policies in the proposed NPS link to the RPS in the following manner: 

115.1 Defining significant areas and habitats for the purpose of the NPS (NPS 

policy 1).  

115.2 Criteria for identifying significant biodiversity (NPS policy 2). This is 

addressed by RPS Policy 9.3.1 setting up criteria for identification of 

significant areas. 

115.3 Including criteria in regional policy statements (NPS policy 3). This is 

addressed by RPS Policy 9.3.1 setting up criteria for identification of 

significant areas. 

115.4 Plans and identification of significant areas (NPS policy 4). This is addressed 

by RPS Policy 9.3.1 setting up criteria for identification of significant areas. 

115.5 Require local authorities to manage effects of activities to ensure ‘no net 

loss’ of biodiversity, including setting out a mitigation hierarchy and 

establishing the principle of biodiversity offsets (NPS policy 5). "Managing 

effects” is not directly addressed in any policy in the RPS although the need 

to avoid, remedy or mitigate is referred to in “Methods”.  No net loss of 

biodiversity at significant sites is given effect to in RPS Policy 9.3.1. is 

Offsetting provision is given effect to in RPS Policy 9.3.6. 

115.6 Promote maintenance of biodiversity in wider areas through encouragement 

and recognition of a range of processes (NPS policy 6). This is given effect 

to through RPS policies 9.3.3, 9.3.4 and 9.3.6. 

115.7 Recognise and provide for the role of tangata whenua as kaitiaki  (NPS 

policy 7). It is my understanding that this underpins the RPS in Canterbury. 

115.8 Require consultation with affected parties, public and tangata whenua  (NPS 

policy 8).This is given effect to through Policy 9.3.3 and underpins many 

aspects of Chapter 9. 
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116 In my opinion, the Fulton Hogan submission in relation to pRDP Policies 9.1.1.1.2 

and 9.1.1.1.5 gives effect to the intent of NPS Policy 5.  NPS Policy 5 allows for 

offsetting after the application of the “mitigation hierarchy” in a way that ensures “no 

net loss” of biodiversity found in areas of significant biodiversity value. 

Canterbury Biodiversity Strategy (2008) 

117 This non-statutory document sets out goals and targets for biodiversity management 

across the Region to address areas not covered by regulation. Its targets (written in 

2008) are focussed on community initiatives, ecosystem and habitat restoration 

projects, incorporating biodiversity into working and urban landscapes, raising public 

awareness and provision of information, improving monitoring, filling information gaps 

and increasing inter-agency partnerships. 

118 The Fulton Hogan submission seeks to amend Policy 2 of the pRDP to enable a 

Regional perspective on biodiversity management and to recognise the potential for 

activities to occur within SESs if an appropriate offset can be designed.  I consider 

this aligns with the Canterbury Biodiversity Strategy because it provides for 

opportunities to undertake innovative and systematic planning and management of 

biodiversity values at a broader scale. 

Christchurch City Council Biodiversity Strategy (2008) 

119 This document reflects the targets set in the Canterbury Strategy and sets out 

concept plans for the district. In its “Christchurch Biodiversity Concept Plan” this 

document identifies “Templeton Quarry Area” and “McLeans Island Grasslands” as 

areas within which there are options for establishment of dryland vegetation.30 

120 In my opinion the Fulton Hogan submission will be consistent with this strategy by 

setting the Policy framework for using offsetting to compensate for loss of dry 

grassland vegetation. Through offsetting it would be possible to seek to restore and 

enhance dry grasslands. 

Canterbury Management Strategy (Department of Conservation) (2000) 

121 The Objectives set out in the CMS chapter on Low Plains are: 

                                                      
30

 Statement of Evidence of Dr Judith Roper-Lindsay on behalf of Fulton Hogan Ltd (Rural) 29 Oct 2015 at paragraph 145 
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121.1 To identify the significant indigenous vegetation and threatened plant 

species of the Plains Unit; 

121.2 To use a range of effective methods to protect the indigenous biodiversity of 

the Plains unit; 

121.3 To protect and enhance the viability of priority threatened species 

populations and their habitat(s) in the Plains Unit; and 

121.4 To advocate for the provision of linkages and corridors between threatened 

communities as a means of strengthening their viability and long-term 

survival. 

122 This document is now 15 years old, so it is not clear of the extent to which it 

represents DOC objectives in the area now. However, it is my opinion that the 

objectives could be met through the opportunity for offsetting created by Fulton 

Hogan’s requested amendments. By introducing a policy framework which 

accommodates activities within SESs (Policy 9.1.1.1.2) but only in certain 

circumstances (Policy 9.1.1.1.5), an incentive to carry out comprehensive 

conservation management would be provided.  

 

Kowhai Trees at Templeton Golf Course 

123 Dr Partridge in his evidence31 assesses the botanical values of the kowhai at TGC. I 

understand that this assessment is a contribution to the assessment of Significant 

Trees as part of Chapter 9 since he comments that botanical criteria are different 

from arboricultural criteria. I have also considered section 4.5.3 (pages 32 and 33) of 

Appendix 6 of the Section 32 Report for Chapter 9, and Appendix 4 to Appendix 6 of 

the Section 32 Report (which is entitled “Botanist Report”).32   

124 Two species of kowhai grow at TGC (Sophora microphylla, small-leaved kowhai and 

Sophora prostrata, prostrate kowhai). There are also plants which are hybrids 

between the two.  The hybrid is not easily identified in the field, which may be one 

contributor to inconsistencies in the tree numbers quoted for each species at TGC.  

125 Small-leaved kowhai is a tree, found commonly in foothills gullies and hillsides.  It 

was once more frequent on the Plains, scattered throughout the dry savannah 

woodland. It is not listed as nationally threatened or locally rare.   

                                                      
31

 Statement of Evidence of Dr Trevor Partridge on behalf of the Christchurch City Council (2 Dec 2015) in section 4 
32

 Section 32 Report for Chapter 9, Appendix 6 “Significant Trees” at Appendix 4 
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126 No prostrate kowhai at Pound Road are listed in the pRDP Appendix 9.4.5.1 

 

CTEM Exceptional Botanical Values  

127 I understand from the Section 32 Report that the CTEM “Exceptional value” Botanical 

Category lists three features to consider and for which up to 90 points can be 

awarded in each33: 

a. Source; 

b. Remnant; 

c. Threatened. 

128 I understand that these features should be considered at Local, City, Regional, 

National and International levels in a CTEM assessment34. I cannot find any 

information guiding the allocation of points in these categories.   

 

Threat 

129 In his evidence, Dr Partridge uses the criteria of rarity and age to assess botanical 

value35.  In assessing rarity he uses the term “locally uncommon” rather than “locally 

rare” and does not indicate how that term has been defined or assessed.  I do not 

consider that the small-leaved kowhai are “locally rare”.36 

130 In the “Botanist Report” Dr Partridge also discusses the “remnant” and “source” 

features but does not refer to the Exceptional Botanical Value criteria specifically . 

There is no explanation in his report or in any other part of the Section 32 Report, of 

how these features are assessed.  

 

Remnant 

131 I disagree with some of his assertions in that report that the kowhais at TGC are “the 

largest accumulation of naturally growing original (pre-European) kowhai trees on the 

Canterbury Plains”. Godley et al37 note that in 2009 there was a population at Halkett 

of 33 kowhais38 and other trees and shrubs nearby – I understand that most of these 

trees are still alive.  This population was also visited as part of Fulton Hogan 

investigations in 2012-2013, although the plants were not counted.at that time. 

                                                      
33

 Section 32 Report for Chapter 9, Appendix 6 “Significant Trees” at Section 4.5 
34

 Section 32 Report for Chapter 9, Appendix 6 “Significant Trees” at page 30 
35

 Statement of Evidence of Dr Trevor Partridge on behalf of the Christchurch City Council (2 Dec 2015) paragraph 4.1 
36

 Locally rare defined in K McCombs “Plains Wildfire Threat Analysis” 2003. CCCECO 03/06 
37

 EJ Godley, BPJ Molloy, PB Grove 2011. Canterbury Botanical Society Journal 42, 13-32 
38

 EJ Godley, BPJ Molloy, PB Grove 2011. Canterbury Botanical Society Journal 42, 13-32 
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132 Godley et al  propose that the remnant kowhai on the Waimakariri floodplain, at least 

as far east as Chattertons Road, are all less than 160 years old having originated 

“from seed washed down in relatively recent floods from the gorge populations”.  

They propose that they are not therefore “pre-European”.  While kowhai appear to 

have been scattered across other parts of the Plains, Godley et al suggest that this 

was not the case in the Waimakariri floodplain. 

133 I consider therefore that it is possible that the kowhais at TGC are not “pre-European” 

remnants, although they are likely to be up to 160 years old.  It is unclear to me what 

difference this makes to the scoring. 

134 I also note that “Age” is a feature assessed in the general evaluation, so I consider 

that there is a possibility that this aspect may be double-counted in the overall 

evaluation. 

135 In considering each tree (which I understand is the purpose of the “Significant Trees” 

assessment) I agree that each tree is a remnant of an old population on the 

Waimakariri floodplain. If the Waimakariri floodplain is the area represented by 

“Regional” status in the assessment of Exceptional Botanical values, then I agree that 

each tree should have a rating of 50 points.  

 

Source 

136 It is difficult to comment on the “Source” assessment without understanding what this 

term means in the context of the CTEM system – in particular the Local/City aspect.  I 

agree with Dr Partridge’s comment in the Botanist Report, that these trees are a good 

seed source for restoration plantings.  Their seeds have been collected and Fulton 

Hogan has a collection of approximately 1123 Sophora microphylla and 579 Sophora 

prostrata currently growing in a nursery. 

137 Seed from TGC for restoration planting would only be appropriate for use at the 

Ecological District level. For commercial garden or nursery use it could be used 

nationally.  

138 Dr Partridge concludes that “…these are highly important trees”39.  I consider them 

“important” trees in terms of their biodiversity values and discuss this in the rest of my 

evidence.   Their importance is as a stand of trees contributing to biodiversity.  This is 

recognised in the SES listing for the site. 

                                                      
39

 Statement of Evidence of Dr Trevor Partridge on behalf of the Christchurch City Council (2 Dec 2015) at paragraph 4.4 
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SES Criteria 

139 There appears to be an overlap between the criteria for SESs and those for 

significant trees, where the trees are important for their contribution to biodiversity.  

To explain, in the assessment of significance carried out for all potential SESs in the 

City “Rarity” is one criterion used. Age is not a criterion in itself although its value may 

be implied in others (for example “best examples”).  As discussed above, I agree with 

Dr Partridge (and Simon Miller) that the kowhai at Templeton are “old”, probably in 

the region of 150 years old. 

140 I have applied the SES Criteria to a hypothetical situation at TGC where there is no 

indigenous vegetation at TGC other than the kowhai trees (both species).  In my 

opinion, Criterion 2 would be met - that is, the presence of the small-leaved kowhai is 

“Indigenous vegetation….that is a relatively large example of its type within the 

relevant ecological district”.  An important distinction between SES assessment and 

Significant Tree assessment at TGC is that the SES assessment for this criterion 

applies to the cluster of trees at TGC rather than individuals. 

141 Criterion (1) (in summary, a degraded example of indigenous vegetation 

representative of the natural diversity of the ecological district) could be met also, but 

the extent of degradation might need detailed consideration and comparison with 

other similar examples. Again this applies to the group rather than individual trees. 

142 In my opinion, the scattered nature of isolated trees means that Criterion 3 (Rarity or 

distinctiveness of vegetation) may not be met.  In the absence of any other 

indigenous vegetation I do not consider the trees constitute “vegetation” in this 

context. 

143 Prostrate kowhai would trigger criterion 4 (Locally rare species).   

144 Overall then, the kowhai trees would meet the criteria for a Site of Ecological 

Significance on their own.  Unlike other aspects of the CTEM criteria, the SES criteria 

do not address health, structure or condition of the trees.   

 

Conclusions 

145 Overall, it is my opinion that using the terms in CTEM, interpreted to the best of my 

understanding, the kowhai trees have botanical value for reasons of the age of the 
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remnant and, in the case of prostrate kowhai, their local rarity (Threat status). They 

are a source of seed.  Age and rarity value also contribute to their ecological value, 

which in turn contributes to the SES status. 

146 They have ecological value in terms of the SES assessment criteria set out in the 

RPS and pRDP because of their contribution to biodiversity. The relationship between 

these values and those required for an assessment under CTEM is not clear.  

147 I have concerns about the application of the “Exceptional Botanical” values within the 

CTEM system (for example through double counting and introduction of the additional 

points) and some aspects of the points system remain unclear.  I am unable to 

assess whether I agree that these trees are “Exceptional” as meant by CTEM. 

148 I understand “exceptional” to mean “outstanding” or “unique” – describing a truly “out 

of the ordinary” feature.  As an ecologist (with botanical qualifications) and with a 

knowledge of these trees in the context of the Waimakariri floodplain I would expect 

an “exceptional” native tree in botanical terms to be extremely rare or old or in 

unusually good health or condition for its type. 

149 Based on that, I would not describe any individual tree at TGC as “exceptional” at a 

Regional or greater scale.  At the City scale it may be possible that one or more 

individual trees are an exceptional example, but I have not identified any at this time.   

 

Judith Roper-Lindsay 

10 December 2015 
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Annex 1 – Qualifications 

1. I have worked as an ecological practitioner in New Zealand since 1981, initially with 

the former Ministry of Works and Development and later as a consultant with Boffa 

Miskell Ltd. Throughout the period I have provided ecological advice to all aspects of 

project planning, design, construction and operation in a range of urban, peri-urban 

and rural projects.   

2. I have a sound understanding of land and water planning and management issues in 

the Region. In the early 1980s I was one of the authors of “Natural Resources of 

Canterbury” which was a comprehensive resource inventory. Since then I have 

advised the Canterbury Regional Council and almost all of the Canterbury territorial 

authorities at some time on some aspects of their Resource Management Act 

provisions for biodiversity management.  

3. Since January this year I have been a member of the Waimakariri Zone Committee 

operating under the Canterbury Water Management Strategy,  and sit on its Lowland 

waterways and Biodiversity sub-committee.  

4. I have had an active interest in the implementation of section 6(c) of the RMA since 

its inception. In 1998 I was co-author of the draft report prepared for the Ministry for 

the Environment proposing criteria to define “significance” under the RMA, which 

triggered strong debate amongst ecologists and led to the refining of criteria and their 

application over the intervening 17 years.  

5. In 1999-2000 I was a member of the Ministerial Advisory Committee which made 

recommendations on the protection of biodiversity on private land. 

6. In 2006, advised the Banks Peninsula District Council on provisions in its District Plan 

in relation to identification of significant natural areas and taking part in successful 

Environment Court-directed mediation with stakeholders on this.   

7. I took part in a workshop in December 2010 involving ecologists and planners to 

discuss the proposed Appendix 4 criteria in the Proposed Canterbury Regional Policy 

Statement.  I provided information on the significance criteria in the PRPS to the 

combined Territorial Local Authorities and provided evidence at the PRPS hearings 

on behalf of Meridian Energy Ltd and Trustpower Ltd. 

8. I have followed the development of biodiversity offsetting in New Zealand closely. In 

2010 I co-authored a “think-piece” for the Department of Conservation as part of the 
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government’s Biodiversity Offsets Programme (BOP) which investigated the feasibility 

of biodiversity offsetting in New Zealand. I was a member of the Ecologists’ Working 

Group which advised DOC on development of Guidance on the topic.  

9. In August 2014 I was invited to be a member of the “Botanists’ Group” set up by CCC 

to provide advice on the Sites of Ecological Significance process and selection. I 

attended three meetings of the Group in August, September and October 2014; at the 

first meeting I declared my interest in the Templeton Ecological Heritage Site but 

discussions at the meetings that I attended never dealt with specific sites. The Group 

was disbanded in February 2015. 

10. Recently I was the editor and lead contributor to a publication produced by the EIANZ 

entitled “Ecological Impact Assessment. Guidelines for use in New Zealand: 

terrestrial and freshwater ecosystems”. This publication received the Documentation 

Award at the Resource Management Law Association’s 2015 Conference.  

11. I am also an experienced recreational golfer, having played in the UK, USA, Europe 

and the Pacific as well as various parts of New Zealand. I have served on Rangiora 

Ladies Golf Committee and have a good understanding of the maintenance and 

operation of golf courses. 

12. I have also worked with golf course designers and constructors to protect existing 

biodiversity values, and incorporate new biodiversity features and their management 

into the courses at Millbrook, Clearwater, Pegasus and the proposed Whisper Creek 

(Styx River). In its early stages of design and consenting I worked with the golf course 

designer for Whisper Creek on a Sustainable Management Plan for the course. 

 


