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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
1.1 My full name is Scott Hooson.  My experience and qualifications are set 

out in my evidence in chief dated 2 December 2015.  

 

1.2 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses 

contained in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014 and that I agree to 

comply with it. I confirm that I have considered all the material facts that I 

am aware of that might alter or detract from the opinions that I express, 

and that this evidence is within my area of expertise except where I state 

that I am relying on the evidence of another person.  The Council has 

agreed to me giving expert evidence on its behalf in accordance with my 

duties under the Code of Conduct. 

 

1.3 In my evidence, I refer to the Council's revised version of Topic 9.1 

(Indigenous Biodiversity and Ecosystems) dated 2 December 2015 and 

attached as Appendix 1 to the evidence of Ms Hogan for the Council as 

‘Revised Topic 9.1’. 

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 I have read the submitter evidence in chief dated 10 December 2015 

relevant to my area of expertise. My rebuttal evidence is provided in 

response to the evidence in chief filed by the following submitters: 

 

(a) Mr Nicholas Head, Ms Anita Spencer and Ms Anna Cameron for the 

Crown (#3721); 

(b) Mr Christopher Davis for Forest and Bird (#3614); 

(c) Fiona Mackenzie for the Federated Farmers (#3702); 

(d) Dr Judith-Roper Lindsay for Fulton Hogan (#3482); 

(e) Mr Michael Bayley (#3258); 

(f) Mr Hutchinson (#3293); and 

(g) Mr Brent Thomas (#3698). 
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3. APPLICATION OF CRITERION 8 

 

Crown #3721, Mr Head and Forest and Bird #3614, Mr Davis 

 

3.1 Mr Head (at paragraph 6.3)
1
 of his evidence states that he is largely satisfied 

that the assessment criteria for identifying Sites of Ecological Significance 

(SES) set out in the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS) are being 

interpreted correctly and of those sites that have been identified as SES and 

proposed for inclusion in the Christchurch Replacement District Plan (pRDP), 

most sites have been appropriately mapped. However Mr Head at paragraphs 

6.4 and 6.5 of his evidence and Mr Davis
2
 at paragraphs 40 to 45 of his 

evidence state that in their opinion criterion 8 (Ecological Context) has been 

applied inconsistently for some sites, particularly in relation to the importance 

of buffer zones. These concerns were discussed at expert conferencing and I 

have addressed them in paragraphs 8.3 to 8.6 of my evidence in chief.  

 

3.2 I agree with Mr Davis at paragraph 43 of his evidence where he states that the 

guidelines
3
, as they relate to criterion 8, are somewhat ambiguous. The 

second paragraph of the guidelines for criterion 8 merge the concepts of 

buffering and ecological linkages and it is unclear which parts of the paragraph 

refer to ecological linkages or buffering. However, in my opinion the intention 

of this criterion, as it related to buffering is clear. It was also agreed at expert 

conferencing that “buffering relates to the role played by vegetation around a 

site that reduces external influences, as distinct from ecological linkages 

between the site and other nearby areas.”
4
  

 

3.3 I also agree with Mr Head (paragraph 6.4) that sites with convoluted and 

complex boundaries potentially have increased vulnerability to edge effects. 

More complex shapes have a larger perimeter or edge for a given area and 

therefore a higher perimeter to area ratio. It is well recognised in ecological 

theory that compact sites are less influenced by edge effects.  

 

3.4 It is important to emphasise that the boundaries of SES listed on the Schedule 

are determined by the extent of the significant vegetation or habitats. On 

Banks Peninsula, the pattern of historical vegetation clearance, and 

subsequent regeneration has resulted a landscape where the existing 

                                                   
1
 On behalf of the Crown, Submitter # 3721 

2
 On behalf of Forest and Bird, Submitter #3614 

3
 Significance Criteria Guidelines (Wildland Consultants, 2013) 

4
 Expert conferencing, Session 15, page 2, section 3.2 
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vegetation has complex and convoluted boundaries. For example, 

regenerating secondary forest and scrub often follows gully systems 

surrounded by pasture grassland. By their very nature, many of these sites are 

elongated and/or have convoluted boundaries.  

 

3.5 As I have described in paragraph 8.5 of my evidence in chief, the SES 

boundaries on Banks Peninsula have been drawn to include the 

vegetation/habitat units that contain or constitute significant features, including 

those areas of vegetation or habitats that in my opinion are significant under 

criterion 8. Criterion 8 of the CRPS significance criteria
5
 requires that for 

vegetation or habitat of indigenous fauna to be included within a site
6
 that it 

must provide “an important buffering function”. For example, where vegetation 

such as small-leaved shrublands, kanuka or gorse (an exotic species) plays an 

important buffering role on the margins of sites this vegetation has been 

included within the site boundaries.  

 

3.6 Because many of the SES on Banks Peninsula are not fenced off and are 

grazed, the low stature grassland surrounding many of these sites does not, in 

my opinion, provide an important buffer against external influences. I do not 

support the inclusion of areas such as grazed exotic pasture where it occurs 

between fingers of forest or scrub on the margins of an SES as is suggested 

by Mr Davis in paragraph 41 of his evidence. While these areas can provide 

ecological functions as described by Mr Davis, I re-iterate that, relative to the 

buffering functions played by other indigenous vegetation types, such as 

small-leaved divaricating scrub or kanuka, they do not provide an important 

buffering function. In addition, although not considered during the significance 

assessment process, there are also implications for landowners of including 

areas of productive grassland on the margins of sites.  

 

3.7 I do acknowledge that some of the SES on Banks Peninsula may not include 

all of the areas that provide important buffering functions due to the subjectivity 

of defining what provides an important buffering function. In these situations, I 

agree with Mr Head (at paragraph 6.4 of his evidence, and as was agreed in 

expert conferencing
7
), that 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 more 

                                                   
5
 One of 10 ecological significance criteria listed in Appendix 3 of the CRPS (attached as Appendix 3 to my evidence in chief)  

6
 If it is not significant when assessed against other criteria 

7
 Expert conferencing, Session 15, page 2, section 3.3 
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appropriate (and practical) boundaries and management actions could be 

agreed. 

 

4. BIODIVERSITY OFFSETTING 

 

4.1 Because biodiversity offsetting is a relatively new concept in New Zealand and 

best practice is continuing to evolve, I agree with Dr Roper-Lindsay
8
 in 

paragraph 55 of her evidence that “policy around offsetting needs to allow for 

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

biodiversity to be gained”. However, the policy and the framework in Appendix 

9.1.4.5 also needs to be stringent enough to ensure that biodiversity offsetting 

results in good outcomes for indigenous biodiversity. 

 

Equivalence, ‘Like for Like’ Offsetting and Trading Up 

 

Crown #3721, Mr Head and Ms Cameron 

 

4.2 Mr Head states that he has concerns over the inclusion of the wording sought 

in Appendix 9.1.4.5 (7) by Fulton Hogan in Revised Topic 9.1 “unless an 

alternative ecosystem or habitat will provide a net gain for indigenous 

biodiversity”. Mr Head is concerned that 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. I agree with Mr Head that the more 

dissimilar the impact and offset sites are, the more difficult it becomes to 

replace all the biodiversity components being lost. However, Policy 9.3.6 of the 

CRPS does not require “like for like” offsetting and uses the same wording as 

Appendix 9.1.4.5 (7): “Offsets should re-establish or protect the same type of 

ecosystem or habitat that is adversely affected, unless an alternative 

ecosystem or habitat will provide a net gain for indigenous biodiversity”. I do 

have some concerns with this wording. It could be interpreted to the promote 

offsetting in an alternative ecosystem or habitat over the re-establishment or 

protection of the same type of ecosystem or habitat that is affected. Ms. Hogan 

addresses this concern in her evidence and proposes an amendment to 

address this issue in the revised proposal in Attachment A to her rebuttal 

evidence.    

 

                                                   
8
 On behalf of Fulton Hogan Limited, Submitter #3482 
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4.3 The Business and Biodiversity Offsets Programme (BBOP) and the New 

Zealand Guidance (New Zealand Government 2014) also acknowledge that 

there may be circumstances where the biodiversity being lost is of low value 

and there may be greater benefit from managing biodiversity of demonstrably 

higher value at an offset site. This is known as ‘trading up’. Trading up is 

defined by BBOP (2012) as “conserving through an offset components of 

biodiversity that are a higher conservation priority (for example because they 

are more irreplaceable and vulnerable) than those affected by the 

development project for which the offset is envisaged”. In this situation a ‘like 

for like’ exchange may not be the preferred way of addressing adverse effects. 

Because the values being lost are of low value and the biodiversity being 

gained is clearly of a much higher value, it can be deemed that there is an 

overall net gain.  

 

4.4 Therefore, I support Fulton Hogan’s submission that Appendix 9.1.4.5 (7) 

should be amended to reflect the RPS intent as long as the amendments I 

have discussed in paragraph 4.2 are made. This retains consistency with the 

CRPS, and New Zealand and international guidance and maintains some 

flexibility for selecting an offset site that will deliver the best outcomes for 

indigenous biodiversity. 

 

4.5 Mr Head also expresses concern in paragraph 7.5 of his evidence that the 

amendments made as a result of Fulton Hogan’s submission are a deviation 

from the BBOP and New Zealand guidance and the need for equivalence 

when determining the appropriateness of an offset. Ms Cameron re-iterates 

this in paragraph 7.46 of her evidence and considers that ‘like for like’ offsets 

should be a requirement and not optional. She also identifies that in Revised 

Topic 9.1 ‘is’ has been deleted and replaced with ‘should’ and seeks to have 

the original wording ‘is’ re-instated. This contradicts her evidence in paragraph 

7.44 that relates to ‘trading up’. I have discussed the need to require “like for 

like” offsetting versus ‘trading up’ in my evidence above. 

 

4.6 As Ms Cameron explains in paragraph 7.44 of her evidence (in response to an 

amendment sought by Fulton Hogan to introduce the concept of ‘trading up’) 

‘trading up’ can occur in place of a ‘like for like’ offset when the biodiversity 

being lost is of low value and an offset of demonstrably higher conservation 

value is proposed. In paragraph 7.45 of her evidence Ms Cameron
9
 seeks the 

                                                   
9
 On behalf of the Crown, Submitter #3721 
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addition of the words “and the values being lost are not highly irreplaceable or 

vulnerable” to the end of Appendix 9.1.4.5 (7). However, Appendix 9.1.4.5 (3) 

already recognises that there are limits to offsets due to irreplaceable and 

vulnerable biodiversity. Therefore, in my opinion Ms. Cameron’s proposed 

amendment is unnecessary.    

 

Forest and Bird #3614, Mr Davis 

 

4.7 Mr Davis generally supports Policy 5 - Offsetting but outlines a number of 

minor amendments to the biodiversity offsetting framework in Appendix 9.1.4.5 

in paragraphs 61 to 74 of his evidence and summarises these amendments at 

paragraph 75. I support the amendments sought by Mr Davis, with the 

exceptions I will discuss in the following paragraphs. 

 

4.8 Mr Davis seeks an amendment to Appendix 9.1.4.5 (5). In his opinion the 

words “should be undertaken close to the location of development, with priority 

for within the same Ecological District” should be changed to read “will be 

undertaken as close as possible to the location of development, and certainly 

within the same Ecological District”. As acknowledged by Mr Davis the wording 

in Revised Topic 9.1 reflects the wording agreed during expert conferencing. 

Although I agree that offset actions should be undertaken as close as possible 

to the location of development for the reasons he outlines, the framework 

needs to have enough flexibility to accommodate situations where appropriate 

offset sites are not available within close proximity to the offset site or even 

within the ecological district (ED). In these situations the best ecological 

outcome may be achieved by undertaking offsetting some distance from the 

development site, including outside the ED. Therefore I consider that Mr 

Davis's suggested wording could be amended as follows: “will be undertaken 

as close as possible to the location of development and with priority for within 

the same Ecological District”.  

 

4.9 Mr Davis does not support the amendments to Appendix 9.1.4.5 (7) sought by 

Fulton Hogan. I have already addressed this in relation to the concerns raised 

by Mr Head and Ms Cameron on behalf of the Crown. 

 

4.10 I agree with Mr Davis that the words “as far as practicable” in Appendix 9.1.4.5 

(8) are too loose. I support the removal of these words. However, I do not 

support the removal of the words “preferably in perpetuity”. International 
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guidance (BBOP’s Principle 8 – Long term outcomes) states that an offset 

should have the objective of “securing outcomes that last at least as long as 

the development project’s impacts and preferably in perpetuity”. Although it is 

impossible to ensure the outcomes of an offset can last in perpetuity, 

recognising that this should be an objective of offsetting adds weight to the 

importance of achieving a long-term outcome.    

 

5. DEFINITION OF IMPROVED PASTURE  

 

Crown #3721, Mr Head 

 

5.1  At paragraph 8.4 of his evidence Mr Head seeks the inclusion of the following 

words in the definition of improved pasture “except where the definition of 

indigenous vegetation is met”. I support Mr Head’s intent to include this 

wording to exclude remnant indigenous vegetation communities that occur in 

grassland ecosystems on the Canterbury Plains from the definition of 

improved pasture. These communities are often overlooked but can contain 

very high indigenous biodiversity values. However, I do not support Mr Head’s 

proposed amendment. The wording of the definition of indigenous vegetation, 

“means vegetation containing plant species that are indigenous or endemic to 

the area/site…..” means that if any plant species that is indigenous or endemic 

to the area/site is present then the definition of improved pasture would not 

apply. This would be contrary to the intent of this definition in the context of the 

provisions. In situations such as on Banks Peninsula the intent of the inclusion 

of the words ‘improved pasture’ in the rules is to permit land owners to clear 

regenerating indigenous vegetation within improved pasture to maintain their 

productive land.  

 

5.2 The ecological values in the remnant communities identified by Mr Head in 

paragraph 8.4 of his evidence that are most vulnerable to vegetation clearance 

are those that occur on Acutely Threatened land environments on recent stony 

alluvial soils on the Canterbury Plains. In the Christchurch District these occur 

within the Low Plains and Ellemere EDs. The inclusion of a new rule in the 

provisions may address the protection of these remnant vegetation 

communities where they occur in pasture/improved pasture in this ecological 

context. As Mr Head has stated, because these vegetation communities are so 

highly modified, despite their very high ecological values, they are often not 

recognised, or are dismissed, which increases their vulnerability. In addition to 
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vegetation clearance rules, the identification and assessment of these 

communities as SES should be a high priority. Identification as SES would 

also give landowners more certainty about the location of these values. 

Education and advocacy to raise the profile of the exceptional values of these 

dry grassland communities is also likely to assist with their protection.     

 

6. PROTECTION OF HABITAT FOR INDIGENOUS FAUNA 

 

Crown #3721, Ms Spencer 

 

6.1 At paragraph 4.2 of her evidence Ms Spencer
10 

states that “It is my opinion 

that the provisions in Revised Topic 9.1 will improve protection for indigenous 

fauna habitat for the majority of indigenous species, by protecting indigenous 

vegetation”. But (at paragraph 4.3) “the indigenous vegetation provisions do 

not protect all indigenous fauna”. I have identified this in paragraph 15.26 of 

my evidence in chief and this topic was also discussed and agreed at expert 

conferencing
11

. Ms. Spencer states that consideration should be given to 

identifying SES for lizards, seals and white-flippered penguins as a priority 

because this group of fauna in particular are not always directly associated 

with indigenous vegetation and so are at greater risk of their habitat being 

destroyed.  

 

6.2 I agree with Ms Spencer that this is the case for lizards in particular, and that 

the protection of lizard habitat is a priority (although in my opinion it is one of 

several priorities). However, with regard to white-flippered penguins and seals 

I consider protection of their habitat to be of a lower priority because, relative 

to many other faunal habitats, the coastal habitat of these species is not 

particularly threatened. The key threat to white-flippered penguins is predation 

by introduced mammals (Challies and Burleigh 2004) and as Ms. Spencer 

describes at paragraph 6.9 of her evidence the New Zealand fur seal 

population is increasing rapidly on Banks Peninsula. Following the finalisation 

of the SES Schedule (the Schedule) I completed an assessment of the 

ecological significance of Banks Peninsula’s coastal cliffs. The areas included 

in these proposed SES, which are not currently included on the Schedule, will 

protect all of the known habitat for seals and white-flippered penguins between 

                                                   
10

 On behalf of the Crown, Submitter #3721 
11

 Expert conferencing, Session 17, page 2, section 3.2  
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the coastal cliffs and the sea
12

. I understand it is the Council’s intention to 

include these SES in the Schedule through a Plan Change. 

 

6.3 At paragraph 7.6 of her evidence Ms Spencer states that lizard habitats are 

not currently listed in the Schedule. As I have discussed in paragraphs 15.11 

of my evidence in chief, lizard records and survey data were included in the 

assessment of a number of sites and many of the SES listed on the Schedule 

provide important habitat for lizards. However, because of the potential risks of 

poaching that could occur as a result of identifying the specific locations of 

lizard habitats, and for jewelled gecko in particular, the Site Significance 

Statements for SES only make general reference to the sites’ providing habitat 

for lizards (without specifying the species or exact locations
13

). This is 

essentially the same approach proposed by Ms Spencer at paragraph 7.6 of 

her evidence. Further, as is stated in the Section 32 Technical Report for Sites 

of Ecological Significance
14

, because of the sensitivity of unpublished 

information on lizards, with the agreement of the Herpetologists’ Group the 

Council did not hold any information about lizard habitat, other than that which 

is in the public domain. Thus the intention was that the Herpetologists’ Group 

would review all the completed Site Significance Statements and advise the 

Council to ensure site boundaries included significant lizard habitat. However, 

as a result of the impact of the truncated District Plan Review timetable there 

was insufficient time for the Herpetologists' Group to comment on the 

coverage of lizard habitat within the SES listed in the Schedule. 

 

6.4 Despite the fact that a number of SES listed on the Schedule provide 

important habitat for lizards, I agree with Ms. Spencer at paragraph 6.7 of her 

evidence that no surveys have been undertaken by the Council so far to 

identify SES for their lizard values. I also agree with Ms Spencer that further 

work to identify sites that provide habitat for lizards is required.  As has been 

discussed at paragraph 5.3 of Dr Appleton’s evidence, the Council will 

continue to identify sites of ecological significance, and update the Schedule of 

SES, via Future Plan changes. 

 

                                                   
12

 There are two sites, in Flea and Stony Bay, that are not included within these proposed coastal cliffs sites because they are 
in the heads of the bays. Because of they are in different habitat types and have different management requirements I am of 
the opinion that they are more appropriately recognised as separate sites.   
13

 Unless this information was already in the public domain, for example in published reports. 
14

 Appendix 2 of the Natural and Cultural Heritage Section 32 Report for Stage 3, Section 8, page 15. 
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7. PROVISIONS RELATING TO GENERAL CLEARANCE OUTSIDE AN SES  

 

Federated Farmers of New Zealand #3702, Ms Mackenzie 

 

7.1 At paragraphs 24 and 25 of her evidence Ms Mackenzie opposes the changes 

made to the general indigenous vegetation clearance rules, where they differ 

from the mediated Environment Court Consent Order outcomes (September 

2007)
15

. At paragraph 26 of her evidence she states that that “We presume 

that behind-closed-doors expert caucusing is the source of the changes”. This 

is not accurate. Ms Hogan explains the process and reasons for the 

amendments to the general vegetation clearance rules in her rebuttal 

evidence.  

 

7.2 At paragraph 28 Ms Mackenzie seeks amendments to Rule 9.1.2.2.1 (P3) (i to 

vi) to retain the area and height thresholds that were included in the Consent 

Order. This rule relates to indigenous vegetation clearance on Banks 

Peninsula and the Port Hills outside of SES. I have commented on specific 

submissions on this rule in my evidence in chief at paragraphs 15.21 to 15.27. 

I have reviewed this rule in Revised Topic 9.1 and I consider that the specified 

area and height thresholds specified in Rule 9.1.2.2.1 (P3) (i to vi) are set at 

appropriate levels. In particular, these amendments provide more appropriate 

levels of protection for indigenous fauna habitat. This position is supported by 

Ms. Spencer
16

.    

 

8. SITE SPECIFIC ISSUES 

 

Mr Bayley (#3258) 

 

8.1 I have read the evidence of Mr Bayley. With the exception of the issues below, 

I have and addressed the relevant points raised in Mr Bayley’s evidence in my 

evidence in chief where they are within the scope of my expertise.  

 

8.2 At paragraph 21 of his evidence Mr Bayley identifies that the SES on his 

property covers 95% of the grazeable land. At paragraphs 36 he states that 

“….Ideally in our view, a SES should not comprise more than 10% of any one 

farm” and at paragraphs 37 and 40 of his evidence Mr Bayley proposes two 

                                                   
15

 Attached to as Appendix 1 to Mrs Mackenzie’s evidence 
16

 On behalf of the Crown, Submitter # 3721, for example paragraph 8.1 



  
 

 

27184746_1.DOC                 11 

 

alternative options for consideration. These are shown on Map A attached to 

his evidence: 

 

(a) Submitter’s preferred SES (in green); and  

(b) Submitter’s additional minimum exemption area (in red). 

 

8.3 Mr Bayley’s preferred SES
17

, as it relates to his property, is based solely on 

the distribution of the Threatened-Nationally Endangered shrubby tororaro 

(Muehlenbeckia astonii) and includes only those areas that have the highest 

densities of this species. This approach does not consider the significance of 

the other ecological values within the SES or take into account the CRPS 

significance criteria.  

  

8.4 At paragraph 40 of his evidence Mr Bayley states that “we require that the 600 

acre (242 hectare) area we mentioned to the Council’s experts, and which is 

also marked on Map A (in red), be excluded from the SES”. As I have 

discussed at paragraph 14.12 and 14.13 of my evidence in chief this area was 

surveyed, with the Bayley’s approval, by a botanist contracted by the Council. 

This survey confirmed the ecological significance of this area. 

 

8.5 While I sympathise with Mr Bayley’s situation, to give effect to Policy 9.3.1 of 

the CPRS, the Council is required to protect significant indigenous vegetation 

and significant habitat of indigenous fauna which are considered significant if 

they meet one or more of the ecological significance criteria
18

. In my opinion 

boundary adjustments can only be made where there is information to show 

that there are no ecological values within the area under consideration that are 

significant under the CPRS criteria. In the case of the Bayley’s property, as 

stated in my evidence in chief and detailed in the Site Significance Statement 

for SES/E/2, the areas within the SES boundaries proposed by the Council are 

significant under the CRPS criteria and, from an ecological perspective, are 

appropriate
19

.  

 

8.6 In my opinion, given the impact of the SES on Mr Bayley’s property on his 

livelihood, the Council should continue to discuss options for relief with him. As 

discussed in the evidence in chief of Dr Appleton, this could non-regulatory 

                                                   
17

 Shown in green on Map A attached to Mr Bayley’s evidence 
18

 These criteria are listed in Appendix 3 of the CRPS 
19

 With the exception of a small paddock immediately north of the Bayley’s house which I have recommended be excluded from 
the SES (at paragraph 14.14 of my evidence in chief). 
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support options such as provision of rates relief, the waiver of resource 

consent fees and assistance with the development of management plans. 

 

Mr Hutchinson (#3293) 

 

8.7 I have read the evidence of Mr Hutchinson. With the exception of the issues 

below, I have addressed the relevant points raised in Mr Hutchinson’s 

evidence in my evidence in chief where they are within the scope of my 

expertise. 

 

8.8 In his evidence (page 3) Mr Hutchinson states that “We had a look at my 

freehold area and surveyed the area, we couldn’t find anything that triggered 

the criteria”. I would like to clarify Mr Hutchinson’s statement. I surveyed one 

specific area of Mr Hutchinson’s freehold property that he wanted me to look 

at. As I have stated in my evidence in chief (paragraph 14.17) I have 

recommended that this area be excluded from SES/E/2. I did explain to Mr 

Hutchinson that if he disputed the significance of other areas on his property 

the Council could arrange a botanical survey to accurately determine the 

ecological significance of those areas.  

 

8.9 It is worth emphasising that Kaitorete Spit is recognised as having nationally 

significant ecological values and is considered to be a national priority for 

conservation (e.g. Johnson 1992, Davis 2002). The majority of Kaitorete Spit is 

on an Acutely Threatened land environment (J2.1b) (the same land 

environment as Templeton Golf Course) where only 2.5% indigenous 

vegetation is left on this land environment nationally. In this context, even 

highly degraded examples of indigenous vegetation communities are 

significant. Although modified by grazing and the presence of introduced plant 

species, the dryland communities on Kaitorete Spit are the best and largest 

remaining example of grassland, cushionfield, mossfield and stonefield 

communities on dryland stony/recent soils in Canterbury. The presence of 

scattered indigenous herbs, grasses and mosses on these land environments 

mean they are of high ecological value. As stated by Mr Head at paragraph 8.4 

of his evidence
20

 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.  

                                                   
20

 On behalf of the Crown, Submitter #3721 
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8.10 On pages 3 and 4 of his evidence Mr Hutchinson questions why the same 

criteria do not apply in Christchurch and asks about the native fish and eels in 

the Avon River. The same criteria for assessing ecological significance do 

apply in Christchurch, and many SES, including the Avon River have been 

assessed against the CRPS significance criteria and included in the Schedule. 

 

8.11 As I have stated in paragraph 8.6 in response to Mr Bayley’s evidence, given 

the similar impact of the SES on Mr Hutchinson’s property on his livelihood, 

the Council should continue to discuss options for relief with Mr Hutchinson. 

As discussed in the evidence in chief of Dr Appleton, this could non-regulatory 

support options such as provision of rates relief, the waiver of resource 

consent fees and assistance with the development of management plans. 

 

Mr Thomas (#3698) 

 

8.12 I have read the evidence of Mr Thomas. With the exception of the issues 

below, I have addressed the relevant points raised in Mr Thomas’s evidence in 

my evidence in chief where they are within the scope of my expertise. 

 

8.13 At paragraph 27 of his evidence Mr Thomas states that during an informal 

meeting with the Council the Council’s position was that “no compromise was 

possible without further evaluations in an overall Peninsula sense but that it 

would not withdraw from the notified version until that study was done”. To 

clarify Mr Thomas’s understanding of the Council’s position, the Council 

offered to re-evaluate specific areas within SES/H/20, but explained that a 

further site visit would be required. Mr Thomas declined this. 

 

8.14 In paragraphs 30 and 36 of his evidence Mr Thomas describes the practical 

difficulties for farmers of controlling gorse and other weeds within SES under 

the proposed rules, where they occur amongst indigenous vegetation. I 

acknowledge that this could create difficulties in this situation and could, over 

time, result in a reduction in the area of grazeable land within SES. However, I 

do not support his assertion that this would “result in lesser value indigenous 

areas and severely impact on the productive, weed controlled, farmland” and 

that the native vegetation would not “win through” the gorse canopy. The 

regeneration of indigenous vegetation through gorse has been well 

documented (e.g. Sullivan et al. 2007, Wotton and Alpine 2013), including on 
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Banks Peninsula. Monitoring of vegetation change at Hinewai Reserve, on the 

south-eastern side of Banks Peninsula provides an example, in a similarly 

harsh environment as that experienced within SES/H/20, of where rapid 

regeneration of native forest with vigorous establishment of native seral 

hardwoods is occurring through gorse (Wilson 1994).   
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