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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Nicholas John Head. I am currently employed by the 

Department of Conservation ("DOC") as the plant ecologist for DOC's 

Southern Service Centre.  

1.2 This is the second statement of evidence I have prepared on the 

Christchurch Replacement District Plan ("Replacement Plan"). My first 

statement of evidence was provided for the hearing on Proposal 17 (Rural) 

and I continue to support the views I expressed in that evidence.1 Rather 

than repeating that evidence, I will adopt and build on that evidence for the 

purposes of this second statement of evidence.  

1.3 A summary of my qualifications and relevant past experience is contained 

in paragraphs 1.1 to 1.4 of my initial statement of evidence.   

1.4 This statement of evidence relates to the terrestrial ecology provisions of 

the Proposals2 that are to be heard at the Natural and Cultural Heritage 

hearing ("Natural and Cultural Heritage provisions") including Proposal 9 

(Natural and Cultural Heritage) ("Proposal 9") and Proposal 11 (Utilities 

and Energy) ("Proposal 11"). 

2. CODE OF CONDUCT  

2.1 I have read the code of conduct for expert witnesses as contained in the 

Environment Court's Practice Note 2014 ("Code"). I have prepared my 

evidence in accordance with the Code and agree to abide by it when I give 

oral evidence before the Hearings Panel.   

2.2 The data, information, facts and assumptions I have considered in forming 

my opinions and the reasons for those opinions are set out in my evidence 

to follow. I confirm that my evidence is within my area of expertise, except 

where stated otherwise. I have not omitted to consider material facts known 

to me that alter or detract from the opinions I express in this statement of 

evidence. 

2.3 DOC has authorised me to provide evidence on behalf of the Crown and to 

do so in an independent capacity in accordance with the Code.   

                                                
1
 My first statement of evidence is available for download at http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-17-

rural-stage-2/ under the headings "Hearing Documents", "Submitter Evidence". 
2
 Stage 3 Proposal 9 (Natural and Cultural Heritage), Stage 1 Proposal 8 (Subdivision), Stage 1 Proposal 16 

(Industrial), Stage 3 Proposal 7 (Transport), Stage 3 Proposal 8 (Subdivision), Stage 3 Proposal 11 (Utilities and 
Energy) and Stage 3 Proposal 17 (Rural). 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-17-rural-stage-2/
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-17-rural-stage-2/
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3. SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

3.1 I have reviewed the relevant biodiversity documents as set out in the 

bibliography attached to my evidence as Appendix NJH1, and the 

submissions lodged on the Natural and Cultural Heritage provisions.  I have 

read and agree with the evidence of Ms Spencer and Ms Cameron for the 

Crown on the Natural and Cultural Heritage provisions. 

3.2 I have also read the Christchurch City Council's ("Council") revised 

versions of Topic 9.1 (Indigenous Biodiversity and Ecosystems) in Proposal 

9 dated 2 December 2015 and attached as Appendix 1 to the evidence of 

Ms Hogan for the Council ("Revised Topic 9.1") and the Council's revised 

version of Proposal 11 (Utilities and Energy) dated 2 December 2015 and 

attached as Attachment B to the evidence of Ms Jenkin for the Council 

("the Revised Utilities and Energy Proposal"). 

3.3 My statement will address issues of particular concern to DOC relating to 

the Natural and Cultural Heritage provisions.  In particular I will: 

(a) Discuss the assessment criteria used to identify sites of ecological 

significance ("SES"); 

(b) Provide a brief overview of identified SES in the Christchurch 

district; 

(c) Consider the Biodiversity offsetting provisions; and 

(d) Comment on the Crown’s submission. 

4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4.1 The ecological assessment criteria used by the Council are adopted from 

the Regional Policy Statement ("RPS"). These criteria are appropriate to 

determine SES within the Christchurch district.  

4.2 I am generally satisfied that the criteria for determining SES are being 

applied correctly by Council staff, although I have some concern that the 

boundaries of some SES are too convoluted and complex.  

4.3 Most of the potential SES present in the Christchurch district, especially on 

Banks Peninsula, are yet to be identified and the Council's schedule of SES 

remains incomplete. 
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4.4 In the absence of adequate or complete provisions for the identification of 

SES in the Replacement Plan, I consider that controls over indigenous 

vegetation clearance are necessary to protect remaining areas of ecological 

value. This is necessary to ensure the maintenance and enhancement of 

indigenous biodiversity of the Christchurch district.  

4.5 Biodiversity offsetting is a relatively new concept in New Zealand and it is 

important that the relevant provisions in Proposal 9 align with international 

and national best practice.  In my view the provisions in Revised Topic 9.1 

generally align with international and national best practice, but I consider 

that further amendments are required, as I have outlined in my evidence.  

4.6 Overall, I support the revised versions of the Natural and Cultural Heritage 

provisions and the amendments proposed by the Crown.   

5. ASSESSMENT CRITERIA USED TO IDENTIFY SITES OF ECOLOGICAL 

SIGNIFICANCE IN THE CHRISTCHURCH DISTRICT  

5.1 In this section of my evidence I comment on appropriate criteria for 

identifying SES in the Christchurch district.   

5.2 As part of identifying appropriate criteria, it is useful to understand the 

background to assessing ecological values in New Zealand, and the 

subsequent use of criteria for the purposes of assessing significance in 

terms of section 6(c) of the Resource Management Act 1991 ("RMA").   

5.3 In New Zealand, ecological assessment criteria included in plans have 

evolved from the Protected Natural Areas Programme3 ("PNAP"), which is 

the original framework for assessing significant ecological and botanical 

values in New Zealand. The PNAP was initiated in 1981 by the (then) 

National Parks and Reserves Authority in response to concern (that 

remains to this day) that New Zealand's protected natural area system did 

not represent the full range of natural diversity, and that natural areas were 

continuing to be lost.  

5.4 The PNAP adopted a standard scientific method which was consistent, 

simple to apply and repeatable. It followed international best practice by 

using multiple assessment criteria to objectively determine ecological 

values.  It involved reconnaissance, field survey, and evaluation undertaken 

within an appropriate spatial scale, considered to be the Ecological District 

                                                
3
 Kelly, G. C.; Park, G. N. eds 1986. The New Zealand protected natural areas programme: a scientific focus. 

Biological Resources Centre Publication No 4. Wellington, Department of Lands and Survey. Pp. 63-87. 
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("ED").  As discussed in my previous evidence on the Rural Proposal4, the 

Christchurch District comprises 6 EDs that are contained within 2 Ecological 

Regions ("ER").  

5.5 The PNAP determined significant sites by applying standard assessment 

criteria within the local context of the particular ED.  The PNAP assessment 

criteria are: representativeness, diversity and pattern, rarity and special 

features, naturalness, size and shape, buffering/surrounding landscape and 

boundaries, and long-term ecological viability (the latter 3 are often 

combined into a broader Ecological Context criterion).  

5.6 The PNAP framework and assessment criteria (or close and/or updated 

variants thereof5) continues to be used by central and local government for 

determining significant indigenous biodiversity in any given area. It provides 

an objective and scientific method to identify ecological values and 

protection priorities in New Zealand.  

5.7 The criteria used to identify SES in the Christchurch District, which have 

been adopted from the RPS and accompanying guidelines produced by 

Wildland Consultants (2013)6, are consistent with the PNAP assessment 

framework7. In Appendix NJH2 to my evidence I explain the criteria used. 

They are appropriate for use in the Christchurch district as has been agreed 

through the ecologists’ caucusing process on the Natural and Cultural 

Heritage provisions.  

6. SIGNIFICANT ECOLOGICAL SITES (SES) IDENTIFIED IN THE 

CHRISTCHURCH DISTRICT 

6.1 As discussed in my previous evidence for the Rural Proposal, ecological 

(PNAP) surveys have been undertaken by professional ecologists across 

the Christchurch District8. These surveys, which were commissioned by 

DOC, have provided good information on botanical values present on 

                                                
4
 Paragraphs 8.1 and 8.2 of my statement of evidence on Proposal 17. 

5
 Assessment criteria definitions vary somewhat from the original PNAP and between regional/district plans. Most 

have also been updated to account for the 4 National Priorities (typically included within the Rarity criterion).  
6
 Guidelines for the application of ecological significance criteria for indigenous vegetation and habitats of 

indigenous fauna in Canterbury region Wildland Consultants Ltd (2013). 
7
 The Canterbury RPS merged the Naturalness criterion into Diversity and Pattern, whereas DOC retained the 

Naturalness criterion in its guidelines as per the PNAP standard. Nonetheless, in my view, the Canterbury RPS 
(and CRP) criteria are adequate to meet policy expectations toward the protection and maintenance of indigenous 
biodiversity. 
8
 Meurk, C. D.; Steven, J. 1996. Low and High Plains Ecological District, Plains Ecological Region, Canterbury. 

Department of Conservation unpublished report, Christchurch. 119 p. Wilson, H. D. 1992. Banks Ecological 
Region, Port Hills, Herbert and Akaroa Ecological District. Protected natural areas programme survey report No 
21. Department of Conservation, New Zealand. 
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Banks Peninsula as well as the Canterbury Plains9. These surveys have 

identified numerous sites that would most likely be considered significant in 

accordance with the significance criteria discussed in Section 5 of my 

evidence above.  

6.2 As was agreed in caucusing, the majority of sites that are likely to be 

significant within the Christchurch district have yet to be verified as part of 

the Council’s SES survey. This is especially so for Banks Peninsula given 

its larger area and greater ecological complexity. I note that Ms Spencer 

has given evidence on behalf of the Crown regarding the adequacy of the 

Natural and Cultural Heritage provisions to protect fauna values, and in her 

view the habitats of lizards, seals and white-flippered penguins require 

further protection and should be added to the SES schedule as a priority.10 

6.3 The boundaries of SES should reflect the range of attributes covered by all 

the ecological assessment criteria. In terms of the Council's SES 

identification to date (and ongoing), despite a very protracted process, I am 

largely satisfied that the assessment criteria are being interpreted correctly 

and of those sites that have been identified, most sites have been 

appropriately mapped.  

6.4 However, it appears that the Ecological Context criterion11 (8) has been 

applied inconsistently for some sites, especially where it relates to the 

importance of buffer zones 12. Figure 12 in the appendices of Mr Hooson’s 

evidence highlights this concern where it identifies a site with convoluted 

complex boundaries (it also appears to exclude some adjoining areas of 

vegetation of similar composition to that of the site). Sites with boundaries 

like this will potentially have increased vulnerability to edge effects13 from 

adjoining land use. Nonetheless, as agreed in caucusing, improved (more 

compact) site boundaries could be achieved if negotiations with landowners 

are undertaken to formally protect sites (such as fencing, covenants, land 

purchase etc), during which time appropriate boundaries and management 

actions would be agreed14.   

                                                
9
 Paragraph 9.1 of my statement of evidence on Proposal 17. 

10
 Evidence of Anita Spencer on behalf of the Crown, paragraphs 7.6 to 7.9. 

11
 From the PNAP – as set out in Appendix NJH2 to my evidence. 

12
 The importance of buffer zones was agreed in caucusing. Buffer zones relate to the role played by 

vegetation/land use around a site that reduces external influences and related edge effects.  
13

 Edge effects are one of the most pervasive threats to remnant ecosystems. They include both biotic and abiotic 
influences, such as weed and animal pest invasion, or changed humidity from wind incursion. See 
paragraphs 13.4 to 13.5 of my statement of evidence on Proposal 17 for more details.   
14

 Although edge effects are an established ecological threat, their relevance to council’s SES is somewhat moot 
given that SES identification does not translate into formal protection and that existing land use is not restrained, 
such as stock grazing or change in stock type. 
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6.5 The threat of edge effects to indigenous ecosystems and habitats, and the 

importance of buffer zones around sites, is discussed in my previous 

evidence for the Rural Proposal15. It has also been acknowledged in 

caucusing.  

6.6 I have some concern with the proposed insertion of the words and 

ecosystem functions as requested by Fulton Hogan into 9.1.1.1.2(a) Policy 

2 – Land Management in Revised Topic 9.1. Although the proposed 

wording is similar to that in the RPS, without further explanation there is a 

risk that these words could be used to downgrade a site's values where it is 

deemed to have poor ecological functioning (i.e. where they are considered 

to be 'unsustainable'16), such as sites on the Canterbury Plains (which are 

typically highly modified).  The inclusion of these words is also in my view 

somewhat superfluous because 'ecosystem function' should have been 

accounted for when a site's boundary was determined as it is an inherent 

part of Criterion 8 (Ecological context). 

7. BIODIVERSITY OFFSETTING 

7.1 Ecologists agreed in caucusing that the proposed offsetting policy (9.1.1.1.5 

Policy 5) should align with current best practice understanding of offsetting 

in New Zealand (and internationally), by ensuring the appropriate 

safeguards are in place for when offsetting would be or would not be 

appropriate.   

7.2 Use of offsetting in New Zealand is still relatively new and is evolving. 

Because of that it is important to have safeguards against inappropriate 

use. These safeguards include a clear obligation to avoid adverse effects as 

the first priority, to remedy and then to mitigate. Only once these 

approaches have been exhausted is it appropriate to consider whether any 

residual effects can be properly offset. 

7.3 The second safeguard is that any biodiversity offset needs to be developed 

in accordance with principles agreed internationally through the Business 

and Biodiversity Offset Programme17 ("BBOP") and more recently the 

                                                
15

 Paragraphs 13.4 to 13.5 of my statement of evidence on Proposal 17. 
16

 A128/2004[2004]NZEnvC327: (Royal Forest and Bird Protection Society v. Central Otago District Council) It was 
accepted that sustainability should not be used as a significance criterion as it relates to management.   
17

 BBOP 2012. Business and Biodiversity Offsets Programme. 2012. Standard on Biodiversity Offsets, BBOP, 
Washington, D.C. 
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Government’s guidelines on good practice biodiversity offsetting in New 

Zealand18.  

7.4 Finally, in some instances offsetting is not appropriate, such as where 

habitats are vulnerable, significant and/or irreplaceable; for example, 

ecosystems which are threatened, such as Canterbury Plains remnants, 

naturally rare ecosystems such as braided rivers, or ecosystems that serve 

very important ecological functions such as riparian vegetation. 

7.5 In caucusing, ecologists agreed that policy 5 in the November 4 version of 

Proposal 9 was not consistent with good practice as discussed above. This 

concern remains in the 2 December version (Revised Topic 9) because of 

the inclusion of the following wording sought by Fulton Hogan in revised 

Topic 9.1… unless an alternative ecosystem or habitat will provide a net 

gain for indigenous biodiversity. The inclusion of this wording suggests that 

offsetting can occur at different and/or less valuable sites/habitats to those 

lost. This is a deviation from the BBOP/NZ government offsetting framework 

and the need for ‘equivalence’ (‘like for like or better’) when determining the 

appropriateness of an offset. Without equivalence the ‘no net loss’ principle 

is unlikely to be met as it could lead to inappropriate development of sites 

that cannot be replaced or offset.   

7.6 This concern can be rectified by deleting the wording as outlined in 

paragraph 7.5 above. Alternatively, if the current wording in point 7 is to be 

retained it needs to be accompanied by a stronger endorsement within 

policy 5  of the limitations to biodiversity offsetting (‘no go’) and the 

importance of ‘like for like’.  Providing examples in Appendix 9.1.4.5 of what 

constitutes a ‘net gain’ would also be useful to give clear guidance as to 

when ‘like for like’ may not have to be adhered to.  For example, where the 

affected site is clearly of lower ecological value than the offset site, and the 

offset includes measurable management actions that will ensure the full 

range of ecological attributes are accounted for and improved.  

7.7 It was also agreed in caucusing that changing the words should to will 

where written in the offsetting framework in Appendix 9.1.4.5 provides 

greater clarity over the use of biodiversity offsets. I note that these changes 

have mostly been made in Revised Topic 9.1, with the exception of Point 7 

                                                
18

 NZ Government 2014. Guidance on Good Practice Biodiversity Offsetting in New Zealand. New Zealand 
Government, August 2014. (available at http://www.doc.govt.nz/about-us/our-policies-and-plans/guidance-on-
biodiversity-offsetting/ 
 

http://www.doc.govt.nz/about-us/our-policies-and-plans/guidance-on-biodiversity-offsetting/
http://www.doc.govt.nz/about-us/our-policies-and-plans/guidance-on-biodiversity-offsetting/
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where the word should needs to be replaced with will to better address 

recommendations made in caucusing.   

8. COMMENTS ON THE CROWN'S SUBMISSION 

8.1 Ecologists generally agreed in caucusing that in the absence of 

appropriately worded policies and provisions in Stage 3 that allow for 

consideration of the maintenance and enhancement of indigenous 

biodiversity and ecosystems, much of the remaining indigenous biodiversity 

will be vulnerable to ongoing losses and degradation. This includes many 

significant sites, as I have outlined earlier in my evidence and in my 

evidence prepared for the Rural Proposal.  

8.2 Consequently, I agree with the Crown's submission on Stage 3 which seeks 

to ensure that Proposal 9 provides for the consideration of indigenous 

biodiversity and ecosystems.  I am satisfied that the implementation of 

Revised Topic 9.1 should contribute to maintaining indigenous biodiversity 

in the Christchurch District. I generally agree with the proposed Indigenous 

vegetation clearance rules in Revised Topic 9.1.  

8.3 I generally support the definitions proposed for indigenous vegetation and 

clearance of indigenous vegetation. I agree with the inclusion of the 

following words in the revised Improved pasture definition:… the area has 

been subjected to routine pasture maintenance or improvement since 1 

June 2000.  Ensuring the proposed definition for "Improved pasture" is time 

bound is necessary to account for any ecological recovery that may have 

occurred from past farming practises within sites that are likely to support 

significant ecological values. For example, on Kaitorete Spit, considered a 

‘nationally’ significant ecosystem, many of the significant habitats identified 

(habitats for rare and threatened flora and fauna) have survived or 

recovered from farm ‘improvement’ work that occurred decades ago. 

Without the inclusion of the words above in the definition, some of these 

areas would likely meet the prior definition of improved pasture owing to the 

vegetation typically containing a high proportion of exotic grass species. 

These sites would be more vulnerable to loss as a result.  

8.4 A similar situation exists on the Canterbury Plains where most remnants are 

highly modified, look ‘unimpressive’, and typically comprise a substantial 

component of exotic grasses and herbs. These sites are often of 

exceptional value but, on casual appearances, are often dismissed. Careful 
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consideration needs to be given to such sites having regard to their rarity 

and to the local context within which ecological values need to be 

considered. Accordingly, I agree with the Crown’s submission to include the 

following words to the Improved pasture definition: (except where the 

definition of indigenous vegetation is met).  

8.5 I support the Crown’s proposal for a more robust set of matters of discretion 

to be applicable when planting within a SES is not undertaken with plant 

species that are naturally occurring and sourced from within the relevant 

ecological area. Experts in caucusing agreed to the importance of this 

because it can have serious impacts on the ecological integrity of a site. 

Effects can include degraded naturalness, altered successional pathways 

and species composition and reduced diversity. I consider that the matters 

that are listed in the assessment matters are appropriate to assess those 

effects. 

8.6 As outlined in more detail in the evidence of Ms Cameron, I have some 

concerns that the Revised Utilities and Energy Proposal only refers to SES.  

It does not protect other significant areas of vegetation that may not have 

been identified in the Council's SES schedule.  It also has very limited 

matters of discretion with respect to assessing applications that may affect 

indigenous vegetation generally.  In my view the assessment matters in 

Revised Topic 9.1 at 9.1.2.3 would better protect indigenous vegetation. 

9. CONCLUSION 

9.1 I generally support the amendments that have been made in Revised Topic 

9.1 to take into account ecosystems and indigenous biodiversity. This 

proposal correctly identifies that the schedule of SES is incomplete as it 

does not represent the full extent of significant indigenous vegetation values 

within the Christchurch District. I consider that the intent of the objective 

and policies within this proposal are appropriate with the exception of the 

reference to ‘ecosystem functions’, as discussed above at paragraph 6.6. It 

is my opinion that the clearance thresholds provided for in Rule 9.1.2.2.4 

D2 are appropriate and that the matters of discretion will facilitate 

ecologically robust decision making.  

9.2 I support the revised definitions, though as noted at paragraph 8.4 above I 

agree with the further amendment sought by the Crown to the definition of 

'improved pasture'. I have concerns with the wording of the biodiversity 
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offsetting provisions as I do not consider they are consistent with current 

best practice. In addition I am concerned about the mapping approach of 

the SES which has created complex convoluted boundaries, and that the 

matters of discretion within the Revised Utilities and Energy proposal are 

too narrow. With regard to provisions in other proposals that are being 

addressed at this hearing, I consider that they generally are appropriate for 

indigenous vegetation.    

 

Nicholas John Head 

10 December 2015 

 



 

BF\55563160\12 Page 12 

 

APPENDIX NJH1 – BIBLIOGRAPHY 

BBOP 2012. Business and Biodiversity Offsets Programme. 2012. Standard on 

Biodiversity Offsets, BBOP, Washington, D.C. 

Kelly, G. C.; Park, G. N. eds 1986. The New Zealand protected natural areas 

programme: a scientific focus. Biological Resources Centre Publication No 4. 

Wellington, Department of Lands and Survey. Pp. 63-87. 

Meurk, C. D.; Steven, J. 1996. Low and High Plains Ecological District, Plains 

Ecological Region, Canterbury. Department of Conservation unpublished report, 

Christchurch. 119 p  

New Zealand Government 2014. Guidance on Good Practice Biodiversity 

Offsetting in New Zealand. New Zealand Government, August 2014. (available at 

http://www.doc.govt.nz/about-us/our-policies-and-plans/guidance-on-biodiversity-

offsetting) 

Wildlands Consultants Ltd. 2003. Guidelines for the application of ecological 

significance criteria for indigenous vegetation and habitats of indigenous fauna in 

Canterbury region. Prepared for Environment Canterbury, Contract No. 2289i 

Wildlands Consultants Ltd. 

Wilson, H. D. 1992. Banks Ecological Region, Port Hills, Herbert and Akaroa 

Ecological District. Protected natural areas programme survey report No 21. 

Department of Conservation, New Zealand. 

 

http://www.doc.govt.nz/about-us/our-policies-and-plans/guidance-on-biodiversity-offsetting/
http://www.doc.govt.nz/about-us/our-policies-and-plans/guidance-on-biodiversity-offsetting/


 

BF\55563160\12 Page 13 

 

APPENDIX NJH2 – ECOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT CRITERIA 

 

Representativeness  

 

1. Indigenous vegetation or habitat of indigenous fauna that is 

representative, typical or characteristic of the natural diversity of the 

relevant ecological district. This can include degraded examples 

where they are some of the best remaining examples of their type, or 

represent all that remains of indigenous biodiversity in some areas. 

 

The assessment of representativeness involves comparing current natural 

indigenous diversity with that of the past (a specified datum usually 1840 

although this is considered redundant in highly modified EDs), and focuses 

on the typical or commonplace, or what is characteristic of an area. A high 

representative value recognises those ecosystems that were present in the 

original landscape.  

 

When applying this criterion, the importance of secondary or successional 

plant communities should be fully recognised as the assessment is not 

restricted to primary vegetation. This is because secondary or successional 

plant communities were widespread prior to 1840 due to Polynesian 

burning, and to a lesser extent because of natural disturbances such as 

wildfire, wind damage, flooding, slips and landslides. Post 1840, secondary 

communities became more extensive due to widespread burning, logging 

and the clearance of indigenous vegetation generally. Secondary 

communities take on increased significance and importance in areas that 

are heavily modified e.g. the Canterbury Plains. In such situations, 

secondary communities may be virtually all that remains and their protection 

is a high priority to maintain indigenous biodiversity. 

 

2.  Indigenous vegetation or habitat of indigenous fauna that is a 

relatively large example of its type within the relevant ecological 

district. 

 

This assessment focuses on large examples of types of indigenous 

vegetation and habitats of indigenous fauna. Whether the vegetation is a 
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large example of its type will depend on the pattern of vegetation remaining 

in the relevant ecological district. For example a 1 ha example of 

indigenous vegetation on the Canterbury Plains might be considered large, 

whereas 1 ha of silver tussock on the Port Hills would be small.  

 

Rarity/Distinctiveness 

3. Indigenous vegetation or habitat of indigenous fauna that has been 

reduced to less than 20% of its former extent in the Region or 

relevant land environment ecological district or freshwater 

environment. 

 

This assessment is made at the scale of Canterbury Region, ecological 

district, and/or Level IV LENZ environment. Any example of an indigenous 

vegetation type or fauna habitat that is reduced to less than 20% of its 

original extent at any one or more of these scales would meet the threshold 

of this indicator. The Threatened Environment Classification (Walker et al. 

2007) provides information on land environments which retain less than 

20% of their original indigenous cover.  

 

4. Indigenous vegetation or habitat of indigenous fauna that supports an 

indigenous species that is threatened, at risk, or uncommon, 

nationally or within the relevant ecological district. 

 

This criterion refers to the presence of Threatened, At Risk, or uncommon 

species, vegetation types, or habitat types. It should be assessed at both 

national and ecological district scales. A higher threshold is justifiable for 

mobile indigenous fauna such as birds and bats, as they tend not to depend 

on a single habitat patch, whereas the persistence of plants and less mobile 

fauna such as many invertebrates, lizards and some fish species depends 

heavily on the maintenance of specific sites. Information on local rarity is 

likely to be available from the Department of Conservation, Regional and 

District Councils, and from PNAP survey reports. Threat classifications of 

indigenous species are reviewed at approximately three year intervals, but 

different groups tend to be reviewed at different times. The most recent 

threat classification for each species group should be referred to.  
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5.  The site contains indigenous vegetation or an indigenous species at 

its distribution limit within Canterbury region or nationally. 

 

This assessment is made at the national or Canterbury region scale.  

 

6.  Indigenous vegetation or an association of indigenous species that is 

distinctive, of restricted occurrence, occurs within an originally rare 

ecosystem, or has developed as a result of an unusual environmental 

factor or combinations of factors. 

 

This assessment refers to any unusual natural biotic or abiotic 

characteristics of a site which contribute to its value, for example vegetation 

associated with unusual landforms such as ultramafic rocks, seasonally wet 

lake margins, or caves; or the presence of unusual associations of species. 

‘Originally rare’ ecosystems should be assessed at the national scale, while 

other distinctive values should be assessed at the regional and/or 

ecological district scale. ‘Originally rare’ ecosystems at a national scale 

have been classified by Williams et al. (2007). The list of New Zealand’s 

naturally rare ecosystems is outlined in Appendix 2. 

 

Diversity and Pattern 

7. Indigenous vegetation or habitat of indigenous fauna that contains a 

high diversity of indigenous ecosystem or habitat types, indigenous 

species, or genotypes, or has changes in species composition 

reflecting the existence of diverse natural features or ecological 

gradients. 

 

This assessment is made at the scale of Canterbury Region and the 

relevant ecological district. Diversity is the number of indigenous habitats 

and species contained in an area. Like habitats should be compared with 

like because diversity differs markedly between different habitats, e.g. 

indigenous sand dune vegetation has relatively low species diversity 

compared with indigenous broadleaved forest vegetation. Pattern refers to 

changes in the distribution and abundance of species/habitats across the 

site, and is driven by underlying variation in the environment, e.g. aspect 

differences, natural disturbance, altitudinal change, soil characteristics. It 

can be represented by successional sequences, vegetation mosaics, and 
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ecological gradients. High species diversity provides for greater interaction 

between species while habitat diversity allows ecological processes (e.g. 

dispersal, nutrient transfer) to operate and resources (e.g. nesting and 

feeding habitat) to be shared across different ecosystems.  

 

Ecological Context 

8. Vegetation or habitat of indigenous fauna that provides or contributes 

to an important ecological linkage or network, or provides an 

important buffering function. 

 

The degree to which an area of indigenous habitat or vegetation links to 

other such areas or contributes to local ecological processes. Such areas 

have a significant ecological function if they are within the flying distance for 

the majority of indigenous birds or if they provide a buffer from adverse 

effects such as predation, disturbance, or pollution.  

 

The intention of this criterion is to ensure that the ecological functions of 

areas of indigenous vegetation are taken into consideration. The criterion 

places sites that are well-buffered and help to maintain ecological 

processes in the surrounding environment at a higher priority than sites 

which are poorly buffered and do not contribute to the functioning of 

surrounding ecosystems. The values of the site itself may be relatively low 

(e.g. a small area of indigenous scrub) but its context may give the site a 

higher value (e.g. the scrub links two large and high value forest remnants). 

Degraded vegetation and habitat can potentially have important ecological 

context value.  

 

 

9.  A wetland which plays an important hydrological, biological or 

ecological role in the natural functioning of a river or coastal system. 

 

The assessment is made at the scale of Canterbury region or the relevant 

ecological district. This criterion seeks to identify examples of wetlands that 

provide wider benefits to areas and ecosystems beyond their immediate 

boundaries.  

 

10.  Indigenous vegetation or habitat of indigenous fauna that provides 

important habitat (including refuges from predation, or key habitat for 
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feeding, breeding, or resting) for indigenous species, either 

seasonally or all year 

 

This criterion places importance on areas of indigenous vegetation or 

habitat that provide important habitat for indigenous fauna. This can apply 

to common fauna, so long as the habitat is an important one, for example, 

an area of forest that supports a large number of indigenous species of 

avifauna or large numbers of particular species. Many indigenous fauna 

congregate on a seasonal or daily basis and these congregation sites will 

often be important and rank as significant under this criterion.  

 

 

 


