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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Anna Mary Cameron.  I hold the position of resource 

management planner at the Department of Conservation ("DOC").  I have 

been in this position since May 2012. 

1.2 I hold a Bachelor of Science (2003) and a Masters of Regional Resource 

Planning from the University of Otago (2006).  I am a member of the New 

Zealand Planning Institute.  I have 10 years' experience practising as a 

resource management planner.  During this time I have worked on a variety 

of resource management matters including statutory planning, environment 

assessments and policy analysis.  I have worked in a private planning 

consultancy and for an environment non-governmental organisation.  I have 

been involved with numerous district planning documents in a policy role 

with respect to natural values resource management.  I was a member of 

the Banks Peninsula Ecological Steering Group, representing DOC.  The 

group was a broad-based community steering group which oversaw a study 

to identify significant indigenous vegetation and significant habitats of 

indigenous fauna, and assisted the Council with input and advice.   

1.3 I have been engaged by the Crown, through the Canterbury Earthquake 

Recovery Authority ("CERA"), to provide planning evidence on natural 

values1 in the rural zone in the areas of land to which the Rural Proposal 

(Proposal 17) of the Christchurch Replacement District Plan 

("Replacement Plan") relates.   

1.4 In my evidence, I refer to the notified version of Proposal 17 of the 

Replacement Plan as "the Rural Proposal".   I refer to the revised Rural 

Proposal dated 16 October 2015 and attached as Attachment 1 to the 

evidence of Ms Hogan for the Council as "the Revised Proposal". 

2. CODE OF CONDUCT 

2.1 I confirm that I have read the code of conduct for expert witnesses as 

contained in the Environment Court's Practice Note 2014 ("the Code").  I 

have complied with the Code when preparing my written statement of 

evidence, and will do so when I give oral evidence before the Hearings 

Panel.   

                                                
1
 The term ‘natural values’ is defined at paragraph 3.3.   
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2.2 The data, information, facts and assumptions I have considered in forming 

my opinions are set out in my evidence to follow.  The reasons for the 

opinions expressed are also set out in the evidence to follow. 

2.3 Unless I state otherwise, this evidence is within my sphere of expertise and 

I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or 

detract from the opinions that I express.  

2.4 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. 

3. SCOPE 

3.1 I have been asked to provide planning evidence which addresses natural 

values in relation to the Rural Proposal.  My evidence is in five key parts, 

based on the Crown's submission on the Rural Proposal:   

(a) The key submission points from the Crown's submission and further 

submission on the Rural Proposal with regard to natural values; 

(b) The natural values of the rural zones; 

(c) Higher order statutory documents;  

(d) Agreements reached between the Crown and the Council through 

the Revised Proposal; and 

(e) Consideration of s32 and Part 2 of the Resource Management Act 

1991 ("RMA").  

3.2 My evidence is not a comprehensive assessment of the Rural Proposal but, 

rather, is a discussion of planning issues arising from the Crown's 

submission and its further submission in relation to natural values, and 

primarily the natural values that are managed by the Rural Proposal in the 

Rural Banks Peninsula zone.  Vicki Barker and Ainsley McLeod have also 

prepared planning evidence on other matters of interest to the Crown.        

3.3 When I refer to the term 'natural values' in my evidence, I am grouping 

together indigenous terrestrial and aquatic, landscapes, natural features, 

and coastal environment values.  These components of natural values are 

being addressed by witnesses on behalf of the Crown as follows: 

(a) Indigenous terrestrial – Nicholas Head; 
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(b) Indigenous aquatic – Sjaan Bowie; and 

(c) Landscape, natural features and the coastal environment – Peter 

Rough.    

3.4 I rely on the evidence of these witnesses for the purposes of my evidence.  

Furthermore, in preparing this evidence I have drawn upon the documents 

and further evidence that is listed in Attachment AMC1. 

3.5 I attended formal mediation for the Crown on 6 and 7 October 2015.   

4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4.1 Significant natural values are located in the Christchurch District and in 

particular in the Rural Banks Peninsula Zone.  They include significant 

indigenous biodiversity and habitats of significant fauna, outstanding natural 

landscapes and features, and coastal environment values.  These natural 

values are vulnerable to modification or loss from land use activities such 

as plantation forestry, access tracks, farming and quarrying activities that 

are managed by the Rural Proposal.  

4.2 The Rural Proposal as notified did not include provisions to adequately 

address the potential effects of activities associated with the rural 

environment on natural values.  Therefore the Rural Proposal was 

inconsistent with the higher order planning documents, such as the New 

Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 2010 ("NZCPS") and the Canterbury 

Regional Policy Statement 2013 ("RPS").   

4.3 Objective 17.1.1 and Policies 2, 6, 8, 11 have been amended to include 

references to natural values.  In particular these references cover 

indigenous biodiversity and ecosystems, natural landscapes and features 

and the coastal environment.  Amendments to the rules and the relevant 

definitions addressing farming, plantation forestry, access tracks and 

quarrying activities have resolved the potential for unregulated adverse 

effects to occur with regard to natural values.  The addition of and 

amendments to the assessment matters will ensure that when a consent is 

required, appropriate assessments of those resource consents will be 

undertaken.   

4.4 In my view, the amendments in the Revised Proposal address these issues.  

In my opinion, the amendments to the objectives, policies, rules, matters of 

discretion and the definitions make sufficient provision for the natural values 
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that have been addressed in the evidence of Mr Head, Ms Bowie and Mr 

Rough, and are consistent with the high order planning documents.  

Furthermore I consider that the Revised Proposal is consistent with the 

Statement of Expectations and Strategic Directions objectives, and better 

promotes the purpose of the RMA.     

5. THE CROWN'S SUBMISSION ON THE RURAL PROPOSAL 

5.1 The Crown's submission on the Rural Proposal contains several major 

themes as set out in Part A2 and Part B3 of that submission.  In this section 

of my evidence I address the high level concerns of the Crown's submission 

with regard to natural values.  They are concerns that have now been 

addressed by Ms Hogan in the Revised Proposal.  I discuss these 

amendments in section 8 of this evidence.    

Plan integration – natural values   

5.2 The primary purpose of the Crown's submission on natural values in the 

Rural Proposal was to increase the integration of natural values within the 

Rural Proposal, rather than relying on the Natural and Cultural Heritage and 

Coastal Environment Proposals to manage activities that would potentially 

adversely affect natural values.   

5.3 It was considered that the effect of the Rural Proposal approach was to 

compartmentalise the Replacement Plan structure, in the sense that it 

isolated natural value considerations from the decision-making/planning 

framework for activity or zone based proposals, such as the Rural Proposal.  

This in turn would have caused the Replacement Plan to not provide for 

integrated decision-making in relation to natural and physical resources.  I 

consider that the integration of values and activities is a critical 

characteristic of a district plan in achieving the purpose of the RMA, in 

particular with regard to the significant indigenous biodiversity, outstanding 

landscapes and features, and coastal environment values that are located 

within the Christchurch District.   

5.4 The Rural Proposal did contain some natural value considerations in, for 

example Policy 17.1.1.1 Policy 1 – Rural activities and Matters of Discretion 

17.8.3 Coastal environment and significant landscapes.  Furthermore, there 

were some specific provisions pertaining to setbacks and building heights 

                                                
2
 Crown's Stage 2 submission, pages 9 to 29. 

3
 Crown's Stage 2 submission, pages 196 to 219. 
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for example, which by default provide a level of mitigation of potential 

adverse effects on natural values.  However, I considered that the extent to 

which natural values were addressed specifically in the provisions, and the 

indirect potential for secondary consideration, was not sufficient to satisfy 

the mandatory statutory considerations outlined in section 7 below.            

5.5 This integration issue was expressed in the Crown's Stage 2 submission in 

the following way4: 

'It is important that integration is achieved within the Replacement Plan 

'vertically' with clear links being evident between the Strategic 

Directions Objectives, and the objectives, policies and rules of the 

various proposal.  It is also critical from a user's point of view that the 

provisions integrate 'horizontally' across the Replacement Plan, with 

provisions being capable of effective implementation in combination 

with other proposals.'           

5.6 I agree with the concern raised in the Crown's Stage 2 submission. 

5.7 The Rural Proposal did contain Stage 3 placeholders which identified that 

further provisions were going to be added in Stage 3.  Typically these 

placeholders were for natural and cultural values.  However it is my opinion 

that, even when taking into account the text that is to be added by Stage 3, 

the additional text (and placeholders) did not provide the level of plan 

integration that was required for a robust decision making framework.       

5.8 It is my opinion that the Revised Proposal is now integrated with the other 

relevant proposals in the Replacement Plan that address natural values, for 

example the Natural and Cultural Heritage Proposal.  This integration has 

been achieved through amending Objective 17.1.1, Policies 2, 3, 6, 8 and 

11, Rules 17.2.2.3 RD1, RD2, RD7 and Rule 17.2.2.4 D3, and Assessment 

Matters 17.8.2.4 and 17.8.3.3.  Amendments will also be required to the 

Stage 3 proposals in accordance with the Crown's submission to ensure 

that integration, duplication and consistency issues continue to be 

addressed.    

Higher order planning documents  

5.9 The Crown's submission states that the Rural Proposal failed to give effect 

to the purpose of the RMA, the RPS, the National Policy Statement for 

                                                
4
 Crown’s Stage 2 submission, page 17. 
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Freshwater Management 2014 ("FWNPS") and the NZCPS as it included 

insufficient consideration of natural values.  For example, Objective A1 of 

the FWNPS requires the safeguarding of the life supporting capacity, 

ecosystems processes and indigenous species.  However, Policy 8 

(Plantation forestry) of the Rural Proposal did not take into the account the 

fact that new plantation forestry activities could compromise aquatic 

ecosystem values.  Therefore, it was considered that Policy 8 and the 

subsequent plantation forestry provisions within the Rural Proposal did not 

give effect to the FWNPS.     

5.10 The high order planning documents are discussed in greater detail in 

section 7 and 8.   

6. TECHNICAL EVIDENCE - NATURAL VALUES  

Terrestrial indigenous biodiversity  

6.1 Mr Head has given evidence of an extensive amount of indigenous 

vegetation having been lost from the Christchurch District5 and therefore of 

the fact that, in most cases, what is remaining in the Christchurch District 

will have significant ecological values6.  A high proportion of what remains 

is either 'nationally threatened' or 'at risk' plant species7.   

6.2 Mr Head has identified that only a relatively minor proportion of the 

Christchurch District's remaining indigenous vegetation is protected in some 

form8.  These non-protected areas are subject to incremental ongoing loss 

from activities associated with agricultural development, urbanisation, stock 

browsing, weed and animal pests and general neglect9.  Therefore, he 

considers that controls over indigenous vegetation clearance are necessary 

to protect remaining areas of ecological value.  Furthermore controls are 

required to ensure the maintenance and enhancement of indigenous 

biodiversity of the district10. 

Freshwater indigenous biodiversity 

6.3 Ms Bowie has given evidence of several freshwater habitats within the 

Christchurch District which have been identified as being significant for their 

                                                
5
 Statement of evidence of Nicholas Head, at para. 4.1. 

6
 Statement of evidence of Nicholas Head, at para. 4.2. 

7
 Statement of evidence of Nicholas Head, at para. 9.3. 

8
 Statement of evidence of Nicholas Head, at para. 4.4. 

9
 Statement of evidence of Nicholas Head, at para. 12.1. 

10
 Statement of evidence of Nicholas Head, at para. 4.5. 
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values or habitat11.  Banks Peninsula is home to 10 endemic 

invertebrates12, and Ms Bowie considers that Banks Peninsula streams are 

of national importance and need protection due to the known presence of 

endemic and restricted invertebrates13.  Eighteen native freshwater fish 

species have been recorded in streams in the Christchurch District and 10 

of these species are 'threatened' or 'at risk'14. 

6.4 Ms Bowie considers that land use activities have the potential to result in a 

number of adverse effects on freshwater species and habitats if the 

activities are not appropriately managed15.  These activities include farming 

activities, wilding pine spread, removal of plantation forestry and 

earthworks16.  These activities can result in significant adverse effects 

including increased sedimentation and increased water temperatures which 

both adversely affect indigenous freshwater habitats17.   

Landscape, features and the coastal environment    

6.5 Mr Rough identifies that the majority of Christchurch District's coastal 

environment is located in the rural zones18 and within the coastal zone there 

are areas of outstanding, very high and high natural character19.  He also  

confirms that located within the rural zones of the Christchurch District there 

are areas of both outstanding and 'other' natural landscapes and features, 

both within and landward of the coastal environment20.    

6.6 Mr Rough has identified that activities, such as urbanisation, plantation 

forestry, wilding trees, quarrying and the construction of access tracks are 

land uses that have the most potential to adversely affect the natural 

character, and natural landscape and features of Christchurch District, 

including in particular Banks Peninsula21.   

7. CONSISTENCY WITH THE STATUTORY FRAMEWORK 

7.1 The following section of my evidence will address the relevant higher order 

planning documents and will consider whether the Rural Proposal gave 

                                                
11

 Statement of evidence of Sjaan Bowie, at para. 6.2. 
12

 Statement of evidence of Sjaan Bowie, at para. 6.13. 
13

 Statement of evidence of Sjaan Bowie, at para. 6.14 
14

 Statement of evidence of Sjaan Bowie, at para. 6.20. 
15

 Statement of evidence of Sjaan Bowie, at para. 7.1. 
16

 Statement of evidence of Sjaan Bowie, at section 7. 
17

 Statement of evidence of Sjaan Bowie, at section 7. 
18

 Statement of evidence of Peter Rough, at para. 4.2. 
19

 Statement of evidence of Peter Rough, at para. 4.3. 
20

 Statement of evidence of Peter Rough, at para 4.6. 
21

 Statement of evidence of Peter Rough, at para. 8.2. 
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effect to them.  In section 8 I will address these same planning documents 

with regard to the Revised Proposal. 

Terrestrial indigenous biodiversity  

7.2 The management of potential adverse effects of activities on significant 

ecosystems is a priority issue for the NZCPS22.  Objective 1 requires that 

ecosystems are sustained by protecting representative or significant natural 

ecosystems and maintaining the diversity of coastal fauna and flora.  

Policy 11 requires that the indigenous biodiversity in the coastal 

environment is protected.  As stated above at paragraphs 6.1 to 6.2, 

Mr Head considers that the majority of the remaining areas of indigenous 

vegetation within the Christchurch District will have significant values.  

Therefore with respect to where there indigenous vegetation values are 

located within the coastal environment, Objective 1 and Policy 11 are 

relevant considerations.   

7.3 The RPS23 states that territorial authorities are solely responsible for 

specifying objectives, policies and methods for the control of the use of land 

for the maintenance of indigenous biological diversity on all land outside of 

wetlands, the coastal marine area, beds of rivers and lakes.  The RPS also 

states that habitat loss and modification as a result of land use and 

development remains as a principal threat to ecosystems and indigenous 

biodiversity in Canterbury.  Therefore to 'halt the decline of Canterbury's 

ecosystems and indigenous biodiversity' (Objective 9.2.1) within the 

Christchurch District, the Replacement Plan plays a critical role.      

7.4 Policy 9.3.1 of the RPS and Objective 6.1 of the Regional Coastal 

Environment Plan for the Canterbury Region 2005 ("Regional Coastal 

Plan")24 provide very clear direction that significant ecosystems and 

indigenous biodiversity will be protected to ensure no net loss of indigenous 

biodiversity or indigenous biodiversity values as a result of land use 

activities. Furthermore, district plans are required to include rules that 

manage the clearance of significant indigenous vegetation.  With respect to 

those values that are not significant, the RPS promotes the enhancement 

and restoration of Canterbury's ecosystems and indigenous biodiversity, in 

appropriate locations (Policy 9.3.4). 

                                                
22

 Section 75(3)(b) RMA requires a district plan to give effect to any New Zealand coastal policy statement.   
23

 Section 75(3)(c) RMA requires a district plan to give effect to any regional policy statement.   
24

 Section 75(4)(b) RMA requires that a district plan must not be inconsistent with a regional plan for any matter 
specified in section 30(1).   
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7.5 According to the Canterbury Conservation Management Strategy 2000 

("CMS")25 much of the remnant indigenous bush on private land on Banks 

Peninsula has no formal protection and its survival is not guaranteed.  

Furthermore, the CMS states that Banks Peninsula provides habitat for 

yellow eyed penguins and southern crested grebe which are both 

threatened by human disturbance, that tidal flats are an important food 

source for wading birds vulnerable to drainage activities, and that 

indigenous fish may disappear from the peninsula streams through habitat 

modifications such as the loss of riparian vegetation26.  The CMS's 

objective27 with regard to ecosystems and species protection is to protect 

the indigenous biodiversity; and to protect and enhance the viability of 

priority threatened species' populations and their habitats.  Strategic 

Objective 3.3.9 in the Strategic Directions Decision is very similar to the 

CMS.  The Strategic Objective provides for indigenous biodiversity, 

particularly those supporting significant indigenous vegetation and 

significant habitats supporting indigenous fauna28.     

7.6 The Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan 2013 ("IMP")29 recognises that 

vegetation clearance can contribute, among other effects, to: (a) continued 

fragmentation and loss of remnant native bush and habitat, particularly 

along streams and gullies; (b) soil erosion and increased sedimentation into 

waterways and coastal waters; (c) loss of opportunities for regeneration; 

and (d) change in landscape and natural character (Issue P12).  The 

policies that sit under this Issue set a clear framework for the management 

of vegetation clearance or modification.  The policies require the promotion 

of land use activities that avoid undue vegetation clearance (Policy 21.1); 

opposition to vegetation clearance in sensitive areas (Policy P12.2); and the 

assessment of vegetation clearance activities against location, use and 

effects based criteria (Policy P12.6).  In particular the IMP requires that 

district plans include specific policy and rules to protect, enhance and 

extend indigenous biodiversity (Policy TM2.5).   

                                                
25 

Section 74(2)(b) RMA requires a territorial authority to have regard to any management plan and strategies 
prepared under other Acts.  Conservation Management Strategies are a statutory requirement of the Conservation 
Act 1987.  They implement general policies and establish objectives for the integrated management of natural and 
historic resources.  Conservation Management Strategies are not limited to the management of public 
conservation land and waters.  This is because DOC has a statutory responsibility to advocate the conservation of 
natural and historic resources generally.   
26

 CMS, page 56. 
27

 CMS 4.4.2, page 57. 
28

 Objective – Natural and cultural environment 3.3.9 (b)(iii). 
29

 Section 74(2)(b) RMA requires a territorial authority to have regard to any management plan and strategies 
prepared under other Acts.   
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7.7 Based on the evidence of Mr Head, activities that are managed by the Rural 

Proposal have the potential to adversely affect significant indigenous 

vegetation values.  However the Rural Proposal would not have facilitated 

the Replacement Plan protecting indigenous biological diversity due to the 

limited scope of such provisions.  For example, the Rural Proposal did not 

include any assessment matters addressing indigenous biodiversity.  No 

activities managed by the Rural Proposal would have been assessed 

against such values.  Therefore it is my opinion that the Rural Proposal: 

(a) Did not give effect to the: 

(i) NZCPS – Objective 1 or Policy 11; and 

(ii) RPS – Objective 9.2.1, Policy 9.3.1 or Policy 9.3.4. 

(b) Was inconsistent with the: 

(i) Strategic Objectives – Objective 3.3.9 and 3.3.1. 

(c) Did not have particular regard to the: 

(i) CMS; and 

(ii) IMP – Policy 21.1, Policy P12.2, Policy P12.6 and Policy 

TM2.5. 

Freshwater indigenous biodiversity 

7.8 The FWNPS30 contains two functional sections that are relevant in terms of 

evaluating the Rural Proposal: (A) water quality; and (B) integrated 

management.   

7.9 Section A relates to water quality and includes an objective that provides a 

clear direction of the management of water quality.  Objective A1 addresses 

the requirement to safeguard the "life-supporting capacity, ecosystem 

processes and indigenous species including their associated ecosystems, 

of fresh water" in sustainably managing the use and development of land.  

The objective acknowledges that land use activities and development 

beyond the boundary of waterbodies are required to be managed to 

safeguard those values that are located within waterbody.   

7.10 Section C is concerned with integrated management.  Objective C1 

acknowledges that integrated management is a key method in achieving 

                                                
30

 Section 75(3)(a) RMA requires that a district plan must give effect to any national policy statement.   
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sustainable management.  Specifically, this objective identifies the 

interactions between freshwater and land ecosystems and the coastal 

environment.  As with Objective A1, Objective C1 is concerned with 

migratory effects of land use activities and development on waterbody 

values.  This objective requires an improvement of integrated freshwater 

management, and land use and development activities.          

7.11 In terms of adverse effects of activities on freshwater, the RPS identifies 

that the development or intensification of land uses and the associated 

discharges can affect the life supporting capacity to support ecosystem 

processes and indigenous species31.  To address this, the RPS includes 

Policy 7.3.3 which requires the protection of significant indigenous 

vegetation and significant habitats of freshwater environments and directs 

district plans to include methods to identify and protect sites and areas with 

threatened indigenous flora and fauna species.  Furthermore, Policy 7.3.7 

requires changes in land uses to be controlled where there may be an 

increase in contamination of water to ensure water quality standards are 

maintained or improved where required to avoid, remedy or mitigate 

adverse effects of land use change on the quality of fresh water.  To 

achieve this, the RPS states that district plans will include appropriate 

controls on land uses in district plans32.  In my opinion the Rural Proposal 

did not include such appropriate controls.   

7.12 Strategic Objective 3.3.9 requires a similar management response to the 

RPS with regard to natural values33.  The Strategic Objective provides for 

indigenous biodiversity, particularly those supporting significant indigenous 

vegetation and significant habitats supporting indigenous fauna.     

7.13 The objectives in the Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan 2015 

("LWRP")34 address water and land issues and are required to be read and 

considered together.  When considering the Replacement Plan, it is 

necessary to consider the overall intent of the objectives of the LWRP.  I 

consider that the intent of these objectives is to continue to provide for land 

use activities in response to socio-economic and community demand 

(Objective 3.5), whilst safeguarding the life supporting capacity of 

ecosystems and ecosystem processes (Objective 3.8).    

                                                
31

 RPS, Issue 7.1.2. 
32

 RPS, Policy 7.3.7 Method (2). 
33

 Objective – Natural and cultural environment 3.3.9 (b)(iii). 
34

 Section 75 (4)(b) RMA requires that a district plan must not be inconsistent with a regional plan for any matter 
specified in section 30(1).   
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7.14 The LWRP provides a clear policy direction that the discharge of sediment 

and other contaminants to surface water from earthworks is to be avoided 

and, if this is not achievable, the best practicable option is to be used to 

minimise the discharge to water (Policy 4.18).  The Rural Proposal did not 

contain provisions to manage activities that have the potential to generate 

sediment; for example plantation forestry, quarrying and the formation of 

access tracks.  Accordingly, it is my opinion that the Rural Proposal was 

inconsistent with the overall intent of the LWRP objectives and policy with 

regard to effectively managing sedimentation discharges from activities.      

7.15 The IMP identifies that declining water quality is an issue (WM6) and 

specifically requires that all potential contaminants that may enter water 

(including sediment) are managed on site rather than discharged off site 

(Policy WM6.16).  The IMP points out that activities such as forestry and 

vegetation clearance present risks to water quality and therefore the 

development of controls for such activities are required (Policy WM6.17 and 

Policy P14.2).   

7.16 In section 7 of Ms Bowie's evidence she discusses the effects of land use 

activities on freshwater values.  Ms Bowie considers that the effects of 

activities that are provided for within the Rural Proposal when not managed 

appropriately can result in the degradation of freshwater habitats.  For 

example, increased sedimentation as the result of the removal of plantation 

forestry can degrade such habitats.  The Rural Proposal, other than in 

Policy 11, did not include provisions that addressed the effects of quarrying 

on waterbody values.  Furthermore the provisions addressing quarrying, 

farming activities and access tracks were not sufficient to adequately 

assess the potential effects of these activities on indigenous freshwater 

values.  Therefore I consider that the Rural Proposal: 

(a) Did not give effect to the: 

(i) FWNPS – Objective A1 and C1; and 

(ii) RPS – Policy 7.3.3 and 7.3.7. 

(b) Was inconsistent with the: 

(i) LWRP – Policy 4.18; and 

(ii) Strategic Objectives – Objective 3.3.9 and 3.3.1. 
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(c) Did not have particular regard to the: 

(i) IMP – Policy WM6.16, Policy WM6.17 and P14.2. 

Coastal environment    

7.17 The NZCPS, the RPS and the Regional Coastal Plan set a clear policy 

framework for the management of potential activities within the coastal 

environment.  In particular the NZCPS requires that the integrity, form, 

functioning and resilience of the coastal environment is safeguarded.  The 

RPS builds on the NZCPS and provides for activities within the coastal 

environment where they are appropriately located while managing adverse 

effects associated with those activities (Objective 8.2.2).  

7.18 Chapter 6 of the Regional Coastal Plan sets out a range of objectives, 

policies and methods specific to the coastal environment.  This chapter 

requires that coastal natural character values (Objective 6.2) are protected.  

In particular, Policy 6.2 states that territorial local authorities will ensure that 

adverse effects of use and development in sensitive natural areas in the 

coastal environment are avoided, remedied or mitigated.  

7.19 The Rural Proposal did not include any provisions that addressed the 

coastal environment, other than a Stage 3 placeholder for public access to 

the coastal environment.  In my opinion the Rural Proposal: 

(a) Did not give effect to the 

(i) NZCPS – Objective 1; and 

(ii) RPS – Objective 8.2.2. 

(b) Was inconsistent with the: 

(i) Coastal Plan – Policy 6.2 and Objective 6.2. 

Natural character  

7.20 The NZCPS sets a policy framework for landscape, features and natural 

character within the coastal environment.  Objective 2 requires that the 

natural character of the coastal environment is preserved.  Policy 13(1) 

creates a cascade for assessing and responding to natural character 

values. Where there are 'outstanding' natural character values, adverse 

effects are to be avoided (Policy 13(1)(a)). Significant adverse effects on all 
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'other' values are to be avoided, and adverse effects are to be avoided, 

remedied or mitigated (Policy 13(1)(b)).   

7.21 The RPS requires that the natural character of the coastal environment is 

preserved (Policy 8.3.4).  To this end the RPS requires territorial authorities 

to set out objectives and policies to preserve the natural character of the 

coastal environment and protect it from inappropriate subdivision, use and 

development35.   

7.22 Strategic Objective 3.3.9 of the Strategic Directions Decision requires that 

the natural character values of the coastal environment are identified and 

their specifically recognised values are appropriately managed.   

7.23 Mr Rough has confirmed that there are high, very high and outstanding 

natural character values in the coastal environments of the Rural zones in 

the Christchurch District36.  The Rural Proposal did not include any 

provisions that address natural character in the coastal environment.  I 

considered that this was inappropriate because, as Mr Rough has stated, 

activities such as plantation forestry (including wilding trees), quarries and 

access roads and tracks can have significant adverse effects on the natural 

character values of the coastal environment.  In my opinion the Rural 

Proposal: 

(a) Did not give effect to the:  

(i) NZCPS – Objective 1; and 

(ii) RPS – Objective 8.2.2. 

(b) Was inconsistent with the: 

(i) Strategic Objectives – Objective 3.3.9 and 3.3.1. 

Natural features and landscapes 

7.24 Policy 15 of the NZCPS provides direction for the protection of natural 

features and natural landscapes (including seascapes) of the coastal 

environmental from inappropriate subdivision, use and development. 

Adverse effects of activities on outstanding natural features and landscapes 

are to be avoided (Policy 15(a)) and significant adverse effects on all 'other' 
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values are to be avoided, and adverse effects are to be avoided, remedied 

or mitigated (Policy 15(b).    

7.25 Chapter 12 of the RPS addresses landscape and recognises that use and 

development can result in modification or loss of landscape values (Issue 

12.1.1).  The RPS requires that management methods achieve the 

protection of outstanding natural features and landscapes (Policy 12.3.2).  

To achieve this, territorial authorities are required to set out objectives, 

policies or methods in district plans to avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse 

effects of use and subdivision on the values of outstanding natural features 

and landscapes and to protect those values37.   

7.26 Strategic Objective 3.3.9 of the Strategic Directions Decision  requires that 

outstanding natural features and landscapes are identified and their 

specifically recognised values are appropriately managed.   

7.27 Section 4.4 of the CMS addresses Banks Peninsula and states that its 

distinctive character (landscape) is diverse and is sensitive to inappropriate 

development.  The landscape objective is "to identify, sustain and enhance 

the natural landscape and natural landscape values of Banks Peninsula"38.  

7.28 The IMP includes an objective that seascapes are protected from 

inappropriate use and development (Objective 5.6.8).  Specifically, the IMP 

requires that forestry activities do not occur in areas identified by tangata 

whenua, including natural landscapes and coastal natural character areas 

(Policy P14.3).  Furthermore the IMP recognises that commercial forestry 

can have significant effects on tangata whenua values, including landscape 

(Issue P14).   

7.29 Mr Rough explains that there are landscape and feature values both within 

and outside of the coastal environment39, including outstanding landscapes 

and features.  The Rural Proposal provided very limited consideration of 

landscape and natural feature values.  Furthermore, this consideration was 

not adequate to achieve the thresholds established by the NZCPS or the 

RPS.  For example, with respect to plantation forestry, new forestry 

developments were only required to maintain the natural landscape and 

features on Banks Peninsula (Policy 8). In my opinion the Rural Proposal: 

(a) Did not give effect to the:  

                                                
37

 RPS, Policy 12.3.2 Method (2).  
38

 CMS, page 56. 
39

 Statement of evidence of Peter Rough, at para. 4.6. 
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(i) NZCPS – Objective 2 or Policy 15; and 

(ii) RPS – Objective Policy 12.2.3. 

(b) Did not have particular regard to the: 

(i) CMS – Section 4.4; and 

(ii) IMP – Objective 5.6.8 and Policy P14.3. 

8. AGREEMENTS BETWEEN THE COUNCIL AND THE CROWN 

8.1 In this section of my evidence I will address each of the submission points 

concerning natural values in the Crown's submission.  The Crown has 

reached agreement on each of these submission points with the Council.  

Therefore the purpose of this section of evidence is to support Ms Hogan's 

evidence and the Revised Proposal attached to her evidence.   

Objectives and Policies 

8.2 The Crown submitted on Objective 17.1.1, Policy 17.1.1.2, Policy 17.1.1.8 

and Policy 17.1.1.11 and sought that greater recognition be given to natural 

values within these policies.  These policies as notified focused on the 

effects of rural activities on rural amenity and character and did not take into 

account the natural values within the rural zones and their sensitivity to land 

use change and development.   

8.3 The Crown sought the simplification of Objective 17.1.1 and Ms Barker has 

addressed this issue in her evidence40.  The purpose of this objective is to 

limit the use and development to activities that maintain the values of the 

rural environment.   

8.4 In my opinion, the Revised Proposal correctly identifies natural values that 

are required to be taken into account when establishing a planning 

framework for the rural environment and when evaluating proposed 

activities. 

8.5 The Crown's submission sought additional wording to be included in Policy 

17.1.1.2 Policy 2 – General elements of rural character and amenity.  This 

additional wording included a reference to 'indigenous ecosystems and 

biodiversity' and the 'coastal environment'.  The purpose of this submission 

point was to recognise that the elements of the rural character and amenity 
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are not only defined by a traditional rural landscape, for example pasture 

and crops, low density buildings, and low scale infrastructure, but they 

include indigenous biodiversity values and other values located within the 

coastal environment.  

8.6 Policy 2 (Contributing elements to rural character and amenity) has been 

amended in the Revised Proposal to include a provision (Policy 2b.v), 

recognising that natural character elements of waterways, water bodies, 

indigenous vegetation and natural landforms, including the coastal 

environment where relevant, are elements that characterise an area as 

rural.  I support this amended policy. 

8.7 The purpose of Policy 8 (Plantation forestry) is to articulate where it is 

appropriate to locate new plantation forestry and to state how those 

activities are to be managed.  As notified, this policy did not incorporate any 

consideration of natural values or the consideration of the effects that new 

plantation forestry activities could have on those values.  Consequently I 

consider that, as notified, Policy 8 did not facilitate the Replacement Plan 

giving effect to the NZCPS or the RPS.  Furthermore, the policy did not take 

into account the wilding potential of certain plantation forestry activities.  

The Crown sought that this policy be amended to include a requirement to 

avoid areas of significant indigenous biodiversity and ecosystems; to 

protect and enhance the coastal environment and, to avoid wilding conifer 

spread on Banks Peninsula and to promote land use activities that contain 

or eradicate wilding trees on Banks Peninsula. 

8.8 Ms Hogan has proposed that this policy be amended to incorporate the 

intent of the Crown's submission.  I support the amendments that have 

been made to Policy 8 in the Revised Proposal.  

8.9 As notified, Policy 11 (Location and management of quarrying activities) 

supported new quarrying activities within the rural zones where the 

activities "avoids areas identified for their outstanding or significant 

landscape, ecological, cultural or heritage value" (Policy 17.1.1.11 a.ii.A).  

The Crown's submission on this policy requested that the words 'identified 

for their' be deleted.  The purpose of deleting this aspect of the policy is so 

that the application of the policy is not restricted to those values that have 

been identified.  On Banks Peninsula there are many indigenous 

biodiversity areas that are significant and have yet to be identified41.  
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Therefore, the implementation of this policy could facilitate the loss of those 

unidentified significant biodiversity and ecological values.   

8.10 Ms Hogan has amended Policy 11 to delete the words 'identified for their'.  I 

support this amendment as it will enable the full range of significant values 

(identified or non-identified) to be considered when new quarrying activities 

are proposed.      

8.11 In summary, I support the amendments that have been made to Objective 

17.1.1 and policies 17.1.1.2 17.1.1.8 and 17.1.1.11.  In my opinion, the 

objective and policies in the Revised Proposal pertaining to natural values 

will achieve Strategic Directions Objectives 3.3.1 and 3.3.9, will give effect 

to the NZCPS and the RPS, will manage the effects of activities on matters 

of national importance, and will achieve the purpose of the RMA.      

Farming activities 

8.12 The definition of 'farming' as notified, when read in conjunction with the 

permitted activity rule 17.2.2.1 P1 (Farming), provided for a permissive 

framework for farming activities.  The Crown's concern was that the Rural 

Proposal would enable activities with significant adverse effects on natural 

values to occur as permitted activities.  For example, the definition included 

the "extraction of rock or gravel for the purpose of constructing and 

maintaining access within the site".  This aspect of the definition did not 

take into account sensitive environments where this extraction could take 

place.  Ms Bowie, Mr Head and Mr Rough have explained in their evidence 

the adverse effects associated with rock and gravel extraction on natural 

values.  

8.13 The Crown sought to simplify the definition by restricting farming to 

essentially the use of land and buildings for the purposes of the production 

of vegetative matter and/or commercial livestock.  If the definition was not 

amended the Crown sought an amendment to Rule 17.2.2.1 and a series of 

additional rules as follows:42 

(a) The addition of Activity Specific Standards to Rule 17.2.2.1 P1 

which would restrict the length and width of access tracks, provide 

that no clearance of indigenous vegetation and habitats of 

indigenous fauna could be undertaken, and cap volumes of gravel 

and rock abstraction; 
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(b) A new discretionary rule for non-compliance with 17.2.2.1 P1 if the 

farming activities were undertaken within an area of indigenous 

vegetation or habitat of indigenous fauna, within the coastal 

environment, or within an area with significant landscape 

values; and   

(c) A new non-complying rule for non-compliance with 17.2.2.1 P1 if the 

farming activities were undertaken within an area of significant 

indigenous vegetation or habitat of significant indigenous fauna, 

within an outstanding natural character area within the coastal 

environment, within an outstanding natural landscape of feature, or 

on a prominent ridgeline.   

8.14 I note that provisions in other proposals continue to apply; for example, the 

earthworks provisions for the rural zones in the Subdivision, Development 

and Earthworks Proposal.  Therefore, an activity that is permitted in the 

Rural Proposal could require a resource consent in accordance with the 

Subdivision, Development and Earthworks Proposal.  However, I consider 

that the amendments to the farming definition are still required.  This is 

because the amendments to the definition will reduce the potential for plan 

interpretation issues.  It would not be inconceivable for a plan user to read 

the farming definition and the farming permitted activity rule and assume 

that rock extraction is permitted without any limitation on the volume.  I 

consider that the amendment that is sought will facilitate plan users 

consulting all relevant proposals of the Replacement Plan.   

8.15 In the Revised Proposal, the farming definition has been amended so as to 

not include access tracks and the extraction of rock and gravel as a farming 

activity43.  I consider that this amendment will enable the Revised Proposal 

to give effect to the objectives and policies of the RPS and the NZCPS, that 

it will be in accordance with the purpose of the RMA, and that it will address 

the concerns of Ms Bowie, Mr Head and Mr Rough as outlined below with 

respect to access tracks and earthworks.  Due to the amendments to the 

definition, I consider that the amendments suggested to Rule 17.2.2.1 P1 

and the new discretionary and non-complying rules are no longer required. 
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Plantation forestry activities 

8.16 The plantation forestry definition, as notified, included a number of ancillary 

activities as follows: 

(a) land preparation; 

(b) associated access tracks; 

(c) extraction of rock or gravel for the purpose of constructing and 

maintaining access within the site; and 

(d) building/s for site management and the storage of forestry 

equipment.  

8.17 The Crown's submission sought that these ancillary activities and structures 

be deleted from the definition as they could have significant adverse effects 

on the environment.  In particular, the Rural Proposal included a permitted 

activity for plantation forestry with a maximum area of 1 hectare.  The effect 

of the definition and the permitted activity rule would have allowed activities 

detailed in the definition to occur without consideration of their effects on 

the environment and regardless of the sensitivities of the environment.  In 

addition, neither the definition itself nor any other definition provided clarity 

on what was considered to be land preparation.     

8.18 If the plantation forestry definition was not amended, the Crown sought 

amendments to the rule framework, through a cascade of rules pertaining to 

the natural values present, as follows:44 

(a) The addition of Activity Specific Standards to Rule 17.2.2.1 P6 to 

provide that no plantation forestry was to occur within an area of 

indigenous vegetation or habitat of indigenous fauna, within the 

coastal environment, or within an area with significant or outstanding 

natural landscape or feature or on a prominent ridgeline; 

(b) A new discretionary rule for non-compliance with 17.2.2.1 P6 if the 

plantation forestry activities were undertaken within an area of 

indigenous vegetation or habitat of indigenous fauna, within the 

coastal environment, or within an area with significant landscape 

values; and   
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(c) A new non-complying rule for non-compliance with 17.2.2.1 P6 if the 

plantation forestry activities were undertaken within an area of 

significant indigenous vegetation or habitat of significant indigenous 

fauna, within an outstanding natural character area within the 

coastal environment, within an outstanding natural landscape of 

feature, or on a prominent ridgeline.   

8.19 The effects of plantation forestry and its associated activities are discussed 

by Mr Rough, Mr Head and Ms Bowie.  Each of these experts considers 

that plantation forestry, including wilding tree issues, can have significant 

adverse effects on natural values.  In particular, Ms Bowie notes that the 

removal of plantation forestry can have both short and long term effects.  

These effects include an increase in sediments and nutrients in 

waterbodies; an increase in water temperatures; and an increase in peak 

high and low flows45.  Mr Rough concludes that plantation forestry can 

diminish natural character and landscape values46.           

8.20 In the Revised Proposal, the ancillary activities have been deleted from the 

plantation forestry definition and I support these amendments.  The deletion 

of the ancillary activities provides clarity and certainty on what is considered 

to be plantation forestry activities.  Furthermore, I consider that the 

amendments have addressed the concerns identified by Mr Head, Ms 

Bowie and Mr Rough.  

8.21 I support the deletion of the former Rule 17.2.2.1 P6 (Plantation forestry) 

and the addition of Rule 17.2.2.3 RD7 (Plantation forestry).  I agree with Ms 

Hogan that the revised package of provisions addressing plantation forestry 

will be effective in managing the effects of plantation forestry, including the 

management of wilding trees47.  In my opinion, the amendments to these 

provisions will facilitate the Replacement Plan giving effect to the RPS and 

the NZCPS.       

8.22 Due to the amendments to the forestry provisions, including the definition, I 

do not consider it necessary for the Replacement Plan to include the 

additional rules that were sought in the Crown's submission (noted above at 

paragraph 8.18).     
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Access tracks 

8.23 The Crown sought amendments to Rule 17.2.2.1 P17 – Construction of a 

new access track.  The submission sought that both the width and the 

length of the access track be limited.  Furthermore, the submission sought 

that any new access track not be located within an indigenous vegetation or 

habitat of indigenous fauna, within the coastal environment or within an 

area of outstanding natural landscape, features or on a prominent ridgeline.  

It sought the addition of a discretionary rule where the Activity Specific 

Standards were triggered.  The Crown sought these amendments because 

it was considered that the Rural Proposal would facilitate unregulated 

potential significant adverse effects on the natural values within the 

environment.    

8.24 The evidence of Ms Bowie states that access tracks and the construction of 

them, if not undertaken correctly, can have significant effects on freshwater 

species and habitats48.  This is due to sediment discharge and the 

construction of barriers that prevent fish passage.  It is the opinion of 

Mr Head that track/road construction has the potential to result in a number 

of adverse effects on indigenous biodiversity and ecosystems, including 

ecosystem loss and degradation49.  Furthermore, Mr Rough considers that 

due consideration is required if roads and tracks are to adversely affect 

natural character, landscape or features50.       

8.25 In the Revised Proposal, a cross reference has been inserted in P17 to the 

Natural and Cultural Heritage Proposal and to the rules in that Proposal 

which relate to indigenous vegetation clearance, outstanding natural 

features and landscape, and significant features and areas of natural 

character in the coastal environment.  I support this addition and consider 

that the use of cross referencing is an effective method to inform plan users 

that there may be other provisions located within the Replacement Plan that 

are relevant for them to consider.  Furthermore, I consider that the 

amendment to the rule will address the concerns of Ms Bowie and Mr 

Rough as detailed in paragraph 8.24.  As notified, the Natural and Cultural 

Heritage Proposal 9 includes rules for the clearance of indigenous 

vegetation and the construction of new access tracks within outstanding 

natural features and landscapes, significant features and landscapes, and 
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natural character areas within the coastal environment.  These provisions 

will be addressed in the Stage 3 hearings.          

8.26 I agree with Ms Hogan that the insertion of the cross reference will 

implement the objectives and policies of the Rural Proposal, will give effect 

to the RPS and the NZCPS, and that it is in accordance with the purpose of 

the RMA51.   

Matters of discretion  

8.27 The Crown sought that two additional matters of discretion be added to the 

Rural Proposal: (1) Ecosystems and indigenous biodiversity; and (2) Water 

bodies and their margins.  The Crown sought that these matters of 

discretion be referenced in Rule 17.2.2.3 RD1 (non-compliance with the 

Built Form Standards) and RD2 (non-compliance with the Activity Specific 

Standards) and in Rule 17.2.2.4 D3 (quarrying activities). 

8.28 The Rural Proposal did not include a matter of discretion that addressed 

indigenous ecosystems and biodiversity values.  I consider that there are 

activities that are provided for within the Rural Proposal that, if they 

triggered a consent requirement, ought to be assessed against such values. 

For example, the construction of a new access track where the formed 

width exceeds 5m (Rule 17.2.2.1 P17 and Rule 17.2.2.3 RD2).  The 

intention is that, in circumstances where a consent application is being 

considered and the activity will result in the loss or modification of 

indigenous biodiversity values, the decision making framework has the 

scope to address indigenous biodiversity and ecosystem values.  I 

acknowledge that 9.1 in the Natural and Cultural Heritage Proposal is the 

primary chapter in the Replacement Plan that addresses the clearance or 

modification of indigenous biodiversity and ecosystems.  However, it is in 

my view appropriate for the Rural Proposal to include such matters to 

enable integration.    

8.29 The Revised Proposal includes a matter of discretion for ecosystems and 

indigenous biodiversity (17.8.3.3).  I support the inclusion of this matter and 

Mr Head considers its content is sufficient to facilitate the robust 

assessment of proposed activities in terms of their potential effects on 

indigenous biodiversity52.  Furthermore, I support 17.8.3.3 as an identified 

matter of discretion for any activity that does not meet one or more of the 
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Built Form Standards (Rule 17.2.2.3 RD1), for any activity that does not 

meet one or more of the Activity Specific Standards (Rule 17.2.2.3 RD2), 

for plantation forestry (Rule 17.2.2.3 RD7) and quarrying activities (Rule 

17.2.2.4 D3).  

8.30 In the Rural Proposal quarrying activities within the Rural Banks Peninsula 

zone are a discretionary activity (Rule 17.2.2.4 D3).  This rule states that 

the Council will consider the "scale of activity"; "public access to the coastal 

environment"; and "significant landscape – Rural Banks Peninsula".  

Furthermore, the rule states that the Council will consider "any other 

relevant matter under s104 RMA".  It is through this later component of the 

direction that the Council could choose to consider the effects of quarrying 

activities on the values of water bodies and margins and on indigenous 

ecosystems and biodiversity.  However, because these values are not 

specifically stated, I consider that there is a significant risk that those values 

could be overlooked or that they might be considered only in a cursory 

manner.  The list of matters that have been listed could be interpreted as an 

exclusive list.  The evidence of Ms Bowie discussed the significant values 

that are found within water bodies on Banks Peninsula and the potential 

effects that sedimentation from such as quarrying can have on them53. 

8.31 The Revised Proposal includes two amendments to the matters of 

discretion for 17.2.2.4 D3: (1) the inclusion of ecosystems and indigenous 

biodiversity and (2) protection of water bodies – natural values.  As stated 

above, I support the inclusion of ecosystems and indigenous biodiversity as 

matters of discretion.  Instead of inserting a new matter of discretion for 

water bodies, their margins and values, a cross reference has been 

inserted to matters of discretion 6.6.3.2 (1)-(6) in the water body setbacks 

section of the General Rules and Procedures Proposal ("General Rules 

Proposal").  The Crown's submission supported 6.6.3.2 and sought for it to 

be retained as notified.  Again, I support the use of cross referencing.  It will 

contribute to removing unnecessary duplication within the Replacement 

Plan and will assist with consistent assessment and consideration of effects 

of use and development on the same values.  I understand that the matters 

of discretion 6.6.3.2 will be addressed in evidence by the Crown at the 

hearing for the General Rules Proposal.       

8.32 In summary, I consider that including as a matter of discretion the need to 

address ecosystems and indigenous biodiversity and cross referencing the 
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General Rules Proposal in respect of the matter of discretion for 

waterbodies, their margins and values are important in order to give effect 

to the RPS and the NZCPS.   

Planning Maps 

8.33 The Crown supported the identification of the following overlays on the 

Stage 3 planning maps: 'At least High Natural Character in the Coastal 

Environment'; 'Outstanding Natural Character in the Coastal Environment'; 

'Outstanding Natural Features or Landscape'; and 'Important Ridgelines'54.  

I consider that the use of overlays to manage these particular values is an 

effective and efficient planning tool.  I am not aware of any amendments 

that have been made to these overlays and therefore I will not address 

them further.  I understand that these overlays will be addressed in the 

Stage 3 hearings.   

8.34 The Crown's submission sought that the Rural Banks Peninsula zoning 

from the margins of Lake Forsyth /Wairewa be removed and replaced with 

an Open Space – Water and Margins zoning.  Ms Hogan recommends that 

this submission point be rejected55.  Ms Hogan notes that the zoning of this 

area could be deferred to the Open Space Proposal hearing.  I agree that 

this is an appropriate approach. 

8.35 On the western shore of Purau Bay56 an area of the coastal marine area 

has been zoned Rural Banks Peninsula.  The Crown sought that this zoning 

be deleted and this submission point has been accepted by Ms Hogan57.          

8.36 The planning maps have zoned the Cemetery Reserve Little Akaroa as 

Rural Banks Peninsula58.  I consider that this zoning is not appropriate for 

the cemetery.  It is appropriate to zone the cemetery as Specific Purpose 

(Cemetery) Zone because this will facilitate the Replacement Plan having a 

consistent zoning approach to the same or similar activities.  This 

submission point has been accepted by Ms Hogan.59       

8.37 The planning maps (78, R6, R7 and R8) have zoned an area of the coastal 

marine area at Birdlings Flat as Rural Banks Peninsula.  This land is below 

mean high water springs and is managed by the Canterbury Regional 
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Coastal Plan.  Furthermore this land is seaward of the Christchurch District 

jurisdictional boundary.  The Crown sought that this zoning be deleted.  

This submission point has been accepted by Ms Hogan.60       

9. SECTION 32 CONSIDERATIONS 

9.1 When compared to the notified provisions of the Rural Proposal, I consider 

that the amendments in the Revised Proposal to Objective 17.1.1, Policies 

2, 8, 11, Rules 17.2.2.1 (P1, P6 and P17), 17.2.2.3 (RD1, RD2 and RD7), 

Assessment Matters 17.8.2.4 (plantation forestry) and 17.8.3.3 (ecosystems 

and indigenous biodiversity), and to the 'farming' and 'plantation forestry' 

definitions: 

(a) will give effect to the NZCPS and the RPS, be consistent with the 

Coastal Plan and the LWRP, and have regard to the IMP and the 

CMS;   

(b) are the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the RMA 

with regard to natural values; and 

(c) are the most appropriate means to achieve Objective 17.1.1, and 

Strategic Directions Objectives 3.3.1(c) and 3.3.9 to the extent that 

those objectives address natural values.  

10. OTHER MATTERS  

10.1 Dr Partridge's evidence addresses the ecological values of the Templeton 

Golf Course and the potential implications of the proposal to quarry it.  

Furthermore his evidence comments on the potential to apply biodiversity 

offsetting principles to this quarrying activity.  I do not intend to address the 

planning issues raised by Dr Partridge in this statement.  I understand that 

biodiversity offsetting principles issues generally will be addressed by the 

Crown in planning and technical evidence in the hearing on the Natural and 

Cultural Heritage Proposal through an ecological and an environmental 

offsetting expert.  The Natural and Cultural Heritage Proposal identifies 

Sites of Ecological Significance ("SES") and addresses biodiversity 

offsetting.        
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11. PART 2 OF THE RMA 

11.1 In achieving the purpose of the RMA, matters of national importance must 

be recognised and provided for.  Section 6(c) relates to the protection of 

areas of significant indigenous vegetation and significant habitats of 

indigenous fauna. In their respective statements of evidence, Mr Head and 

Ms Bowie make the point that within the Christchurch District there are 

numerous section 6(c) values.61  Sections 6(a) and 6(b) relate to natural 

character of the coastal environment, and outstanding natural features and 

landscapes.  Mr Rough discusses the presence of section 6(a) and 6(b) 

values within the rural zones.62  Each of these witnesses articulate the 

vulnerabilities of these values to activities that are managed by the Revised 

Proposal, for example plantation forestry and farming activities. 

11.2 The purpose of the RMA is to promote sustainable management of natural 

and physical resources.  Section 5 provides for the use of resources to 

enable people and communities to provide for their social, economic and 

cultural wellbeing.  In achieving that economic wellbeing, the potential of 

natural resources to meet the reasonably foreseeable needs of future 

generations must be sustained, the life-supporting capacity of ecosystems 

must be safeguarded and adverse effects on the environment avoided63.  It 

is my opinion that the Revised Proposal will assist in safeguarding the 

ecosystems within the Christchurch District and therefore will contribute to 

the Replacement Plan achieving the purpose of the RMA.     

11.3 In my opinion the Revised Proposal provides an effective planning 

framework that will better achieve the purpose of the RMA in terms of the 

natural values within the rural zones of the Christchurch District, compared 

to the notified provisions.  

 

Anna Mary Cameron 

29 October 2015  
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APPENDIX AMC1 - DOCUMENTS CONSIDERED 

(a) The Rural Proposal and Proposal 2 (Definitions) of the Replacement Plan (as 

originally notified); 

(b) The Council's Revised Rural Proposal dated 17 September 2015; 

(c) The Council's Revised Rural Proposal dated 16 October 2015; 

(d) The Council section 32 evaluation report for the Rural Proposal; 

(e) The Statement of Expectations in Schedule 4 of the Canterbury Earthquake 

(Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014; 

(f) The New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 2010; 

(g) National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2014; 

(h) The Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013; 

(i) Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan 2015; 

(j) Regional Coastal Environment Plan for the Canterbury Region 2005; 

(k) Canterbury Conservation Management Strategy 2000; 

(l) Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan 2013; 

(m) The Strategic Directions and Strategic Outcomes decision of the Hearings 

Panel dated 26 February 2015; 

(n) Landscape expert conferencing statement dated 25 September 2015; 

(o) The evidence of all of the Crown's witnesses' namely that of Mr Head, Ms 

Bowie, Mr Rough, Ms Barker and Ms McLeod; and 

(p) The following evidence statements filed by the Council on 16 October 2015: 

(q) Dr Margetts; 

(r) Dr Partridge; 

(s) Mr Craig; 

(t) Ms Radburn; and 

(u) Ms Hogan. 


