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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 My experience and qualifications are set out in my evidence in chief dated 10 

December 20151. 

3 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. 

Scope of Evidence 

4 In my rebuttal evidence I address the evidence of Ms Anna Cameron, Mr Nicholas 

Head and Mr Mark Davis, in respect of: 

4.1 clearance of indigenous vegetation outside of Sites of Ecological Significance 

for improved pasture; and  

4.2 the related definition  of improved pasture. 

Summary of Rebuttal Evidence 

5 In summary, my rebuttal evidence disagrees with excluding indigenous vegetation 

from the definition of improved pasture. 

6 As a result, I recommend the definition of improved pasture be retained as per the 7 

December 2015 version of the Natural and Cultural Heritage proposal. 

 

 

                                                      
1
 Statement of Evidence of Kim Seaton on behalf of Isaac Conservation and Wildlife Trust, 10 Dec 2015 paragraphs 2 to 6 
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Response to Evidence 

7 In paragraph 8.3 of his evidence-in-chief, Mr Head states his support for a time 

bound definition of improved pasture, noting that it ‘is necessary to account for any 

ecological recovery that  may have occurred from past farming practices within sites 

that are likely to support significant ecological values’.   Mr Head goes on to state, in 

paragraph 8.4, that he agrees indigenous vegetation should be excluded from the 

improved pasture definition.  The two paragraphs appear somewhat contradictory.  If 

Mr Head is sufficiently comfortable that ecological recovery can be accounted for in a 

time-bound definition of improved pasture (i.e. with a year 2000 date), indigenous 

vegetation should not need to be additionally excluded. 

8 Mr Mark Davis in paragraph 86 of his evidence states that ‘clearance on land that is 

improved pasture is generally unlikely to have adverse effects on indigenous 

vegetation.  However, if the land on which clearance is proposed has been 

recolonised by indigenous vegetation, then clearance may have adverse effects 

which are potentially significant.’  Mr Davis’s statement is similar to that of Mr Head, 

effectively stating there is unlikely to be any valued vegetation on improved pasture, 

but if there is then ongoing improvement may be an issue.  I understand from the 

ecologist’s statements that introducing a timeframe within which land improvement 

must have occurred, should be sufficient to reduce the risk of regenerated indigenous 

vegetation being affected.   

9 Ms Cameron in paragraph 7.19(a) of her evidence accepts Mr Head’s opinion and 

recommends amending the definition of improved pasture to exclude indigenous 

vegetation.  She does not discuss why indigenous vegetation needs to be excluded 

given Mr Head’s rationale for also seeking a time-bound definition – that is, she does 

not explain the apparent contradiction I identify in my paragraph 7 above. 

10 Given that the current definition of indigenous vegetation captures individual 

indigenous plants, apparently no matter how small or isolated, excluding indigenous 

vegetation from the definition of improved pasture would require landowners to 

undertake full ecological surveys of their landholdings before determining their ability 

to continue land improvement practices.  As stated in my evidence-in-chief, I 

consider this has the potential to impose considerable costs on landowners.  Isaac 

Conservation and Wildlife Trust, for example, would have to engage surveys over 

approximately 950 hectares of land.   
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11 In paragraph 7.32 of Ms Cameron’s evidence, she states that the potential costs 

(although without quantifying them) are justified given ‘…the Section 6(c) directive 

and the ecological context of the Christchurch District’.  I accept the ecologist 

statements regarding the context of the Christchurch District.  However as Ms Hogan 

has outlined in her evidence-in-chief, there are several different approaches to how 

protection of significant indigenous vegetation could be achieved.  This is also 

notable in the range of statutory and non-statutory approaches to the issue that can 

be found in different district plans.  I consider the approach adopted in the 7 

December 2015 proposal achieves an appropriate balance between the need to 

protect significant indigenous vegetation, the need for some level of interim 

protection of unidentified areas and the need for landowners to continue their 

productive activities and derive an income from their land. I also consider it strikes an 

appropriate balance between statutory and non-statutory methods of protection. 

12 If the ecologists remain concerned that exempting improved pasture from the rules 

precluding clearance (and the related improved pasture definition) may fail to protect 

valuable regenerated indigenous vegetation, perhaps the solution is a reduced 

timeframe within which pasture improvement must have occurred, for example 2005 

rather than 2000.  It is beyond my area of expertise to suggest an appropriate date, 

but I refer to paragraph 30 of my evidence-in-chief, in which I reported discussion 

with the Trust’s farmers, where they indicated that their land improvement occurred 

on a 2-7 year rotation.  Based on that advice, a tighter timeframe in the improved 

pasture definition than the current year 2000 may be practicable from a farming 

perspective, whilst also assisting in further reducing the risk of affecting regenerated 

indigenous vegetation.   

 

 

Kim Marie Seaton  

18 December 2015 

 
 

 


