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MAY IT PLEASE THE HEARINGS PANEL: 

1 These submissions are presented on behalf of The Isaac Conservation and Wildlife 

Trust (Trust).  The Trust filed a submission and further submissions on the notified 

provisions of Chapter 17 (Rural), Stage 2. 

2 For completeness, the Trust has also filed submissions on Stage 3 of the 

Replacement Plan.  These submissions are complementary to the relief it seeks in 

respect of Chapter 17.  Principally, in Stage 3 it seeks to safeguard the Conservation 

Activities undertaken at its site.  This has manifested in submissions: 

2.1 Opposing the extent of the engine testing noise contour; and 

2.2 Opposing any provision for motorised sports and major recreational facilities 

on adjoining Open Space land. 

3 Appropriate to the context of and provisions in Chapter 17, the Trust’s relief in this 

hearing focusses on: 

3.1 Obtaining policy recognition for the nationally significant Conservation 

Activities that are undertaken by the Trust on its McLeans Island land holding; 

3.2 Recognising the importance of the surrounding environment to the 

continuation of those Activities; 

3.3 Enabling continuation of and growth in the Trust’s Conservation Activities 

through permitted activity status and appropriate site coverage constraints; 

3.4 Policy recognition of the need for some “non-rural” activities to be located in 

the Rural Zone; and 

3.5 Specific amendments to two Quarry Zone standards of particular relevance to 

the Trust. 

4 In summary, the Trust is content with the Revised Proposal (6 November version) 

insofar as it addresses each of the above matters in its objectives, policies and rules.   
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Peacock Springs Conservation Area 

5 Policy 3(vii) in the Revised Version includes express reference to the conservation 

activities undertaken within the Peacock Springs Conservation Area.  This is 

supplemented by Appendix 17.9.X “Peacock Springs Conservation Area”. 

6 The evidence of Mr Rule, for the Trust, describes the activities undertaken within this 

Area1.  He also describes how the activities within that Area go to the very core of the 

Trust’s objectives2.   In particular, it is where the valuable breeding of endangered 

endemic bird and reptile species occurs. 

7 Dr Dowding attests to the significance of the activities undertaken within this Area.  

He ascribes both national and international significance to them3.  He explains the 

work undertaken by the Trust and the infrastructure it has put in place is crucial to 

preserving New Zealand’s biodiversity4 and beyond the resources of the Department 

of Conservation5. 

8 Ms Seaton explains there is a concerning lack of awareness of the significance of 

this Area6.  This creates a risk of those activities – or more correctly the 

environmental conditions they rely upon7 – being inadvertently compromised. 

9 It is submitted the proposed policy recognition provided to this Area is appropriate 

given the significance of the activities it supports and its vulnerability to 

environmental changes8.  Policy 39 provides both that recognition and protection 

through its requirement to ensure the nature, scale and intensity of subdivision, use 

and development recognises …the conservation activities undertaken within the 

Peacock Springs Conservation Area. 

Activity status for Conservation Activities and aviaries 

10 The Trust supports the permitted status afforded Conservation Activities.  It sought 

amendments to the site coverage rules affecting the Trust’s land so it would not be 

precluded from establishing new aviaries.  A limited amendment has been made 

                                                   
1
 Evidence of Bruce Rule on behalf of the Trust (29 October 2015) at paragraphs 26 to 30 

2
 Evidence of Bruce Rule on behalf of the Trust (29 October 2015) at paragraphs 17.3 and 27 

3
 Evidence of John Dowding on behalf of the Trust (29 October 2015) at paragraph 20 

4
 Evidence of John Dowding on behalf of the Trust (29 October 2015) at paragraph 15  

5
 Evidence of John Dowding on behalf of the Trust (29 October 2015) at paragraph 20 

6
 Evidence of Kim Seaton on behalf of the Trust (29 October 2015) at paragraph 20 

7
 Evidence of John Dowding on behalf of the Trust (29 October 2015) at paragraph 24 

8
 Evidence of John Dowding on behalf of the Trust (29 October 2015) at paragraph 24 

9
 Of the Revised Proposal, 6 November 2015 
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such that certain types of aviaries (those located over a pervious surface) are not 

captured10.   

11 The Trust supports this amendment as enabling its ongoing conservation efforts.  It is 

submitted the amendment is appropriate in that it entails no environmental costs but 

provides significant environmental benefit to be realised. 

Policy recognition for “non-rural” activities 

12 Mr Rule explains the importance and significance of income-producing activities to 

the Trust11.  The Trust is self-funding12.  It can only continue to achieve its 

conservation objectives13 if it can also fund them14.   

13 At the present time, quarrying is an important part of that contribution.  It realises 

income from the Trust’s land-based asset.  Other activities outlined in Mr Rule’s 

evidence also make a current contribution15.  Mr Rule explains, though, the Trust 

must always maintain an eye to the future to ensure the longevity of its conservation 

efforts as required by the Trust’s objectives16.  This explains the Trust’s support for 

an objective recognising that in some very limited situations non-rural (or income 

producing activities) may be acceptable.   

14 It is submitted, the synergies between the Trust’s conservation and non-conservation 

activities epitomise the ethos of sustainable management.  As such, it is submitted 

the limited Policy support offered for the types of activities that may fund the Trust’s 

conservation work into the future is of high benefit and appropriate under the Act. 

Minor changes to rules in the Quarry Zone 

15 Mr Rule explains quarrying comprises an important income source at the present 

time.  Accordingly, the Trust sought two targeted amendments to the Quarry Zone 

rules that would have resulted in unintended consequences17 or proven dis-enabling 

for the quarrying activities on-site18.  The two rules of concern related to setbacks 

from all waterways (not just natural ones) and the height of stockpiles. 

                                                   
10

 Revised Proposal, Rule 17.6.2.7 (b) 
11

 Evidence of Bruce Rule on behalf of the Trust (29 October 2015) at paragraphs 31 to 42 
12

 Evidence of Bruce Rule on behalf of the Trust (29 October 2015) at paragraph 18 
13

 Evidence of Bruce Rule on behalf of the Trust (29 October 2015) at paragraph 17 
14

 Evidence of Bruce Rule on behalf of the Trust (29 October 2015) at paragraph 45 
15

 Evidence of Bruce Rule on behalf of the Trust (29 October 2015) at paragraph 34 
16

 Evidence of Bruce Rule on behalf of the Trust (29 October 2015) at paragraph 45 
17

 Evidence of Kim Seaton on behalf of the Trust (29 October 2015) at paragraph 43 
18

 Evidence of Bruce Rule on behalf of the Trust (29 October 2015) at paragraph 43 
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16 Preservation of the rules as proposed would have created unnecessary consenting 

requirements for no environmental gain.  Ms Seaton explains why these particular 

rules are of significance to activities undertaken on Trust land19.   

17 These two rules were amended through discussions and mediation20.  The Trust 

supports the Revised Proposal. 

Policy 9 and Air Noise 

18 Ms Seaton does have some concerns regarding the clarity of the “air noise” policy 

(Policy 9(c)(a)).  The Trust understands the Policy is concerned with defined 

Sensitive Activities and Residential Units.  This interpretation is consistent with the 

rule framework that follows.   

19 On that basis, the Trust has no particular interest in the Policy although it does query 

whether the meaning of noise sensitive activities is clear enough in the Policy.  Ms 

Seaton notes the Replacement Plan is inconsistent in its approach to the use of 

defined terms.  The Trust’s ambivalence toward this Policy is predicated on the 

assumption and interpretation that it affects only defined, Sensitive Activities.  The 

Trust would prefer any ambiguity in this regard is avoided. 

20 Otherwise, the Trust supports the suggestion by Counsel for Christchurch 

International Airport Limited21 that it may be appropriate for the Panel to include a 

note to Policy 9(c)(a) signalling that the requirement for alternative direction in 

respect of that Policy will be reconsidered by the Panel as part of its hearing into 

Chapter 6 of the Replacement Plan.     

 

Dated:  20 November 2015 

 

________________________ 

A C Limmer  

Counsel for The Isaac Conservation and Wildlife Trust 

 

                                                   
19

 Evidence of Kim Seaton on behalf of the Trust (29 October 2015) at paragraphs 42 to 44 
20

 Rule 17.6.4.8 and Rule 17.6.4.11, Revised Proposal 6 November 2015 
21

 Legal Submissions on behalf of Christchurch International Airport Limited, 17 November 2015 at paragraph 7 


