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INTRODUCTION 

1 My name is Kim Marie Seaton.  I am a senior planner practising with Novo Group 

Limited in Christchurch.  Novo Group is a resource management planning and traffic 

engineering consulting company that provides resource management related advice 

to local authorities and private clients.    

2 I hold the qualifications of a Bachelor of Arts and a Master of Regional and 

Resource Planning from the University of Otago.  I am a full  member of the New 

Zealand Planning Institute.  I have held accreditation as a Hearings Commissioner 

under the MfE Making Good Decisions programme since 2011 and have held 

endorsement as a Chair since 2014.   

3 I have 20 years of experience as a resource management planner, working for 

central government, a university and as a consultant, in New Zealand, Canada and 

the United Kingdom, with the last 13 years working as a consultant in Christchurch.   

4 I have particular experience in land use development planning, predominantly as a 

consultant to property owners, investors and developers, though also processing 

consents for district councils.    

5 My specific experience relevant to this evidence includes provision of planning 

services to The Isaac Conservation and Wildlife Trust (‘the Trust’) for the last 13 

years, providing a thorough understanding of the environmental context and 

resource management issues associated with the McLeans Island area.  I have 

prepared advice, evidence or resource consents in the McLeans Island area 

variously for:  

(a) Quarry extensions and clean-filling activity; 

(b) A heritage village; 

(c) Flood hazard and hazard mitigation; 

(d) Salmon farming structures and aviary development; 

(e) Workshop and rural industrial development; 

(f) Watercourse management; 
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(g) Recreational activity; 

(h) Road closures;  

(i) Christchurch International Airport issues; and 

(j) Park management plans. 

6 The experience described above has given me a very good understanding of the 

wide range of activities undertaken both within the Trust’s landholding and adjoining 

areas, and the challenges faced in managing and balancing the sometimes 

competing resource management issues. 

7 I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained in the Environment 

Court Practice Note 2014. I have complied with it in preparing this evidence and I 

agree to comply with it in presenting evidence at this hearing. The evidence that I 

give is within my area of expertise except where I state that my evidence is given in 

reliance on another person’s evidence. I have considered all material facts that are 

known to me that might alter or detract from the opinions that I express in this 

evidence. 

8 In preparing my evidence I have reviewed: 

(a) The Statement of Expectations; 

(b) Chapter 3 (Strategic Directions) of the District Plan1, 

(c) The Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013, specifically Chapter 9; 

(d) The Land Use Recovery Plan; 

(e) the Natural and Cultural Heritage Proposal (notified version and revised 

version 2 December 2015); 

(f) the section 32 report for the Natural and Cultural Heritage Proposal; 

(g) the evidence of Mr Bruce Rule for the Trust; and 

(h) the evidence in chief of Ms Deborah Hogan and Dr Anthony Shadbolt, for the 

Christchurch City Council. 

                                       
1 Decision version 26 February 2015. 
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Scope of Evidence 

9 My evidence is presented on behalf of the Trust.  

10 My evidence will be focusing on those matters of particular interest to the Trust, 

being 9.1.1.1.2 Policy 2 Land Management,  provisions relating to indigenous 

vegetation clearance within Sites of Ecological Significance and in areas outside of 

Sites of Ecological Significance on the Low Plains, and the definition of improved 

pasture. 

11 The structure of my evidence is set out as follows: 

(a) Policy 2; 

(b) Exemptions to indigenous vegetation clearance rules; 

(c) Definition of Improved Pasture; 

(d) Conclusions. 

 
Executive Summary 
 

12 The notified package did not adequately provide for continuation of grazing and land 

improvement on existing pastoral land on the Low Plains.  As a consequence it did 

not adequately provide for the continued productivity of that working rural 

environment and, therefore, was unduly onerous. 

13 The revised provisions (Christchurch City Council version dated 2 December 2015) 

are an improvement on those notified.  Specifically, Policy 2 and the amended rules 

package better provide for a pragmatic  balance between  protecting and enhancing 

indigenous biodiversity, and providing for the range of land management activities 

that occur in working rural environments and need to be enabled, for the benefit of 

landowners and the rural economy. 

14 A minor further amendment to Section 9.1.2.1.6(vii) is required to clarify the intent of 

the clause with respect to grazing and maintenance of improved pasture. 
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STATEMENT  

NATURAL AND CULTURAL HERITAGE PROPOSAL 

15 The Trust’s interest in Chapter 9 is in respect of rules and exemptions within Sites of 

Ecological Significance, as well as the rules and exemptions for indigenous 

vegetation clearance outside of Sites of Ecological Significance.  Annexure A 

attached to my evidence shows the boundaries of the two eastern proposed Sites of 

Ecological Significance within the Trust’s land (Isaac Carr and the Otukaikino 

Stream), overlaid with the boundaries of the Trust’s land.  A third Site of Ecological 

Significance (SES/LP/45) is located within the Peacock Springs Conservation Area 

and is not relevant to my evidence. 

Policy 2 Land Management 

16 The Trust’s submissions on the Chapter 9 objectives and policies were restricted to 

Policy 2.  For this reason my evidence comments on Policy 2 only. 

17 I generally support the 2 December 2015 version of Policy 2.  Clause (d) of the 

policy is particularly important from the perspective of managing land use activities 

on working farms, in so far as it sets out a range of activities where some small-

scale clearance of vegetation is expected and accepted.  As Mr Rule has explained 

in his evidence, continued maintenance of the Trust’s improved pasture and 

availability of that land for grazing is vital to the Trust’s revenue streams.   

18 I suggest a minor amendment to clause (d) would be warranted, to reflect the 

intention to provide for maintenance of improved land outside identified Sites of 

Ecological Significance, as provided for in the supporting rules. 

Rules 9.1.2 Exemptions to Indigenous Vegetation Clearance Rules  

19 Ms Hogan in her evidence-in-chief has recommended amending the vegetation 

clearance rules to provide a single list of exempted activities in Section 9.1.2.1.6.  I 

agree that this is a more efficient format for the rule, reducing repetition in Section 

9.1.2.   

20 Within Section 9.1.2.1.6, I generally support the range of matters that are exempted.  

As Mr Rule has stated in his evidence, the Trust for example has fencing running in 

or near both its eastern Sites of Ecological Significance and through those parts of 

its farms that have not been identified as significant.  The ability to maintain existing 
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farm infrastructure is important for the on-going maintenance and financial viability 

of the Trust’s land holdings.   

Inside Sites of Ecological Significance 

21 In respect of grazing within Sites of Ecological Significance, there is an area of 

existing pasture within the Isaac Carr Site of Ecological Significance (SES/LP/32).  

Mr Rule has confirmed that the land has been grazed for many years.  Further, 

recent correspondence with Christchurch City Council ecologists has confirmed 

advice from the Council that grazing is encouraged to continue on this land, for the 

benefit of identified indigenous plants of significant value.  I attach that 

correspondence in Annexure B.   

22 Provision for grazing as an exempted activity in Section 9.1.2.1.6(vi) is supported as 

it will provide for appropriate management and use of the Isaac Carr pasture, for 

example, without the need to obtain what in this case would be appear to be a 

superfluous resource consent for the grazing activity. 

23 I agree with Ms Hogan’s statements in paragraphs 13.21-13.22 of her evidence-in-

chief.  The potential loss of biodiversity values if grazing does not continue in the 

pasture of the Isaac Carr Site of Ecological Significance is a pertinent example of 

the benefits of providing for grazing as an exemption.   

24 Provision for grazing as a specified exemption also improves clarity of the Plan rules 

and provides more certainty for users of the Plan, consistent with Strategic 

Objective 3.3.2.  With the grazing exemption included, the Plan clearly indicates to 

the casual reader that grazing can occur, so long as it has already been occurring in 

the year prior to July 2015. It is feasible that land managers could prove existing 

grazing rights without recourse to professional assistance.  However, in the absence 

of a grazing exemption, land managers would have little option but to seek further 

advice on whether they could graze, the approval process to do so and their 

chances of successfully gaining approval. 

25 I also agree with Ms Hogan in her paragraph 13.22 where she states that grazing 

within a Site of Ecological Significance is an instance where regular liaison with the 

landowner and support can assist in ensuring that the level of grazing is appropriate 

to the vegetation type.  The good working relationship between the Trust and City 

Council staff in regards to its valued natural areas is an excellent example of the 

benefits that can arise through good liaison and support for landowners.  In the 
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Isaac example, sensitive areas are being fenced, new planting undertaken and 

farming practices managed (as outlined in Mr Rule’s evidence).  I similarly consider 

that non-regulatory methods, including ongoing identification of Sites of Ecological 

Significance, incentives for landowners, guidance and education, all have an 

important role to play in protecting and enhancing indigenous biodiversity while 

recognising the need for rural working environments to continue to be productive. 

26 I further agree with Ms Hogan that while the grazing exemption (and similarly the 

improved pasture exemption outside of Sites of Ecological Significance discussed 

below) could be difficult to enforce and monitor, on balance the exemption is 

necessary.  I consider the exemption provides for an appropriate balance between:  

• Objective 3.3.2, in terms of minimising reliance on resource consents and 

providing an easy to understand and use plan; 

• proposed Objective 3.3.16 for a productive and diverse rural environment; 

• Objective 3.3.9 which seeks to identify and appropriately manage important 

natural resources;  

• The objectives and policies of both the Rural and Natural and Cultural 

Heritage chapters, that seek to provide for rural production, whilst also 

protecting important natural values; and 

• Policy 9.3.1 of the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement, the methods of 

which require district plan provisions to include appropriate rules that 

manage the clearance of indigenous vegetation (my emphasis). 

Outside Sites of Ecological Significance 

27 In respect of proposed clause 9.1.2.1.6(vii), I understand from formal mediation that 

the intent of the clause is to provide for on-going maintenance of improved pasture 

where it already exists and provision for grazing to continue, outside of identified 

Sites of Ecological Significance.  I support provision for this activity and consider it is 

fundamental to the practicality and workability of Rule 9.1.2.2.4 D1.  My support is 

based primarily on reasons of clarity and certainty, as noted above in relation to 

grazing, but also on reasons of cost. 

28 As outlined in Mr Rule’s evidence, improvement of pasture has been ongoing across 

the large majority of the Trust’s land holdings for many years and it is necessary to 
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continue doing this for the benefit of the Trust’s revenue.  I do note however that 

clause (vii) as it is currently written does not clearly reflect the agreement I 

understand was reached at formal mediation - being to provide for grazing and on-

going maintenance of existing improved pasture. I also consider the reference to 

pastoral farming is unnecessary.  I therefore consider that the clause would be 

better worded as follows: 

(vii) outside a Site of Ecological Significance, clearance undertaken on an 

area grazing, and maintenance of improved pasture for pastoral farming 

existing at 25 July 2015. 

29 With regard to costs, and to return to the Isaac example again, until very recently I 

understand the Trust had no idea that it had a particular Nationally Threatened plant 

species present in one of its paddocks.  To the untrained eye, the plant in question 

looks not unlike a weed.  The only way the Trust could be absolutely sure that there 

are no such plants in its other grasslands, and that it would therefore be able to 

comply with indigenous vegetation clearance rules (in the absence of any exemption 

for maintenance of improved pasture), would be to have a trained botanist survey 

the full extent of its farms.  I do not know what the cost of this survey would be, but 

given the extensive area of the Trust’s farms and the low growing nature of the 

vegetation (i.e. it may not be readily identifiable from a distance in the way that a 

tree or shrub might be), I would envisage that cost could be considerable.   

Definition of Improved Pasture 

30 I have considered the 2 December 2015 Improved Pasture definition in light of 

recent discussions between Mr Rule and two of the Trust’s farmer lessees, which I 

was present at.  Mr Rule has confirmed in his evidence that those farmers have 

been variously undertaking most of the enhancement activities outlined in clause (b) 

of the Improved Pasture definition.   My recollection of the discussions with those 

farmers was that they indicated that the frequency of enhancement works varied 

roughly from two to seven yearly cycles, depending on the state of the paddock.    I 

cannot confirm that exotic pasture grass and herb species are visually predominant 

vegetation cover throughout the property as I am not an expert on exotic versus 

indigenous vegetation cover, but given the ongoing improvement of the pasture and 

grazing over many decades, I consider it is reasonable to expect that exotic pasture 

grass likely dominates.   



 

8 
The Isaac Conservation and Wildlife Trust #3616 

31 Given the information provided to me by Mr Rule and the leasing farmers, I consider 

the definition of Improved Pasture is adequate to capture improved pasture 

occurring on the low plains.  I do not have sufficient knowledge of the Port Hills and 

Banks Peninsula farms to comment on the applicability of the definition to those 

areas. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

32 For the reasons set out in my evidence, I conclude that:  

a) The revised provisions (Christchurch City Council version dated 2 December 

2015) are an improvement on that notified.  Specifically, Policy 2 and the 

amended rules package better provide for a pragmatic  balance between  

protecting and enhancing indigenous biodiversity, and providing for the range of 

land management activities that occur in working rural environment and need to 

be enabled, for the benefit of landowners and the rural economy; 

b) A minor further amendment to Section 9.1.2.1.6(vii) is required to clarify the 

intent of the clause with respect to grazing and maintenance of improved 

pasture. 

 

 
Kim Marie Seaton  

10 December 2015 
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Annexure A:  Eastern Isaac Sites of Ecological Significance 
 

  



 

 
 

 

Christchurch A 
City Council ' District Plan Review SESLP32 Low Plains Ecological District - Site of Ecological Significance 

Workspace: 816704.gws 
Layout: LP32 
Scale: 1: 6000 
Date: 06/11/2015 

   Isaac Property Boundary 
 



 

 
 

 

Christchurch A 
City Council ' District Plan Review SESLP26 Low Plains Ecological District - Site of Ecological Significance 

Workspace: 816704.gws 
Layout: LP26 
Scale: 1: 9000 
Date: 09/11/2015 

                Isaac Property Boundary 



 

10 
The Isaac Conservation and Wildlife Trust #3616 

Annexure B: Correspondence with Christchurch City Council Ecologists 



From: Shadbolt, Antony
To: Kim Seaton - Novo Group
Cc: Partridge, Trevor; Margetts, Belinda; Hogan, Debbie
Subject: FW: Mazus novaezeelandiae subsp. impolitus f. impolitus
Date: Tuesday, 10 November 2015 12:26:10 p.m.

Good afternoon Kim
 
Here's the feedback from the Council's botanist, Dr Trevor Partridge on the Mazus (native musk)
 species at the Isaacs Carr (SES LP 32) site we were discussing yesterday.
 
What this tells me is that there is no problem with the continuation of grazing here. Hopefully
 this helps clarify the situation  for The Trust, and gives them confidence that they can largely
 continue business-as-usual in this part of their site.
 
Regarding the Peacock Springs site (SES LP 45), the Councils freshwater ecologist, Dr Belinda
 Margetts has confirmed the Department of Conservation have GPS co-ordinates for Canterbury
 Mudfish within this pond, which is/are listed in the "Freshwater Fish Database of Threatened
 Fish in Christchurch City: 2010 - October 2014". However again I'm unsure if this SES designation
 will actually result in The Trust needing to manage the water body any differently to how they
 already are(?)
 
Hopefully this all makes sense, and please feel free to get back in-touch if you have any queries,
 as of course it would be good to resolve these points before the hearing if possible.
 
Kind Regards, Antony
Dr Antony Shadbolt 
NDH, BLA, M.For.Sci, PhD 
Landscape Architect/Ecologist 
Ph 941 6382; Mobile 0276 83 8618

 
 
 
 

From: Partridge, Trevor 
Sent: Tuesday, 10 November 2015 11:24 a.m.
To: Shadbolt, Antony
Subject: RE: Mazus novaezeelandiae subsp. impolitus f. impolitus
 
Ant,
 
I have still to see this plant or its vagrant cousin M. pumilio in flower, so I don't have any photos
 sorry. There are good photos of it and its more threatened relative f. hirta in the Threatened
 Plants of New Zealand book. Interesting comparison here because in the habitat and threat
 descriptions (which are very brief for f. impolitus) there is a contrast, with f. impolitus reading
 "Susceptible to habitat clearance and disturbance, and stock damage such as browsing and
 trampling", while for f. hirta "Preferring sites free from tall, dense sedges and grasses, often in
 locations seasonally flooded with water or heavily browsed by cattle", yet also saying that it too
 is susceptible to damage from stock.
 

mailto:Antony.Shadbolt@ccc.govt.nz
mailto:kim@novogroup.co.nz
mailto:Trevor.Partridge@ccc.govt.nz
mailto:Belinda.Margetts@ccc.govt.nz
mailto:Debbie.Hogan@ccc.govt.nz


Which kind of sums up these strange plants, enigmatic is what I call them. But I would suggest
 that in the situation such as at Isaacs, they are there because it is grazed, and removal of grazing
 would cause other more vigorous pasture grasses and weeds to take over and displace them.
 So, I believe that they need to continue the grazing at the site, not stop, for this plant to survive
 there. What would be more threatening is if they were to be ploughed or being in an area that
 was sprayed, such as what we saw for the big area of Schoenus pauciflorus on our visit.
 
Regards,
 
Trevor
 
 

From: Shadbolt, Antony 
Sent: Monday, 9 November 2015 2:05 p.m.
To: Partridge, Trevor
Subject: Mazus novaezeelandiae subsp. impolitus f. impolitus
 
Hi Trevor,
 
Can you please send me through some information (& a photo?) of this species that we found
 out at the Isaacs Conservation land (adjacent the willow carr - see attachment).
 
Isaac's are concerned that they will no-longer be able to graze this area or improve the pasture
 here. They are reasonably happy that they won't be able to improve the pasture, but I would
 like to confirm with them that they are still able to continue their grazing regime where this
 species occurs.
 
Cheers Ant

**********************************************************************
This electronic email and any files transmitted with it are intended 
solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed.

The views expressed in this message are those of the individual sender
and may not necessarily reflect the views of the Christchurch City Council.

If you are not the correct recipient of this email please advise the
sender and delete.

Christchurch City Council
http://www.ccc.govt.nz
**********************************************************************
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