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This is a statement replying to the minute on the proposed Christchurch 
Replacement District Plan Chapter 9 topic 9.1 -Indigenous Biodiversity and 
Ecosystems 9th August 2016 
 
 
We have made earlier submissions and further submissions to the plan particularly in 

relation to our ecological site and the impacts of the identification of two significant 

ecological sites – totalling 150 ha of our 710ha sheep and beef hill country property.  

We wish to submit that our preference is to reject the proposal for Issue 9.1 with the 
effect of leaving the existing plan regime in place pending a future plan change. 
 
The reasons for this position: 
 

1. That there was already a process being worked through with us albeit 
appearing slow the process was being carried out in a respectful way around 
‘the kitchen table’ explaining the issues and the implications. There was 
opportunity to discuss what the next steps might be and there were a number 
of promises. This was cut short and the process not completed. 
 

2. The Ecological Steering Group had been formed to work alongside 
landowners and assist with understanding the matters that needed to be 
addressed and the process involved. I was a member of this group along with 
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Forest and Bird the Department of Conservation Environment Canterbury etc. 
and we had formed a sound working relationship and could debate the issues. 
 

3. It is not evident in our working relationship with the Christchurch City Council 
[CCC] that there is the ability to move forward with the appropriate staff.  
 

4. We need to see a sound process fully supported by the Councillors. To our 
knowledge none of these discussions have occurred around the Council table. 
 

5.  There is ‘no easily found indication’ in the CCC Annual Plan or the Long 
Term Plan that the identification of Significant Ecological Sites is even 
underway. 
 

 
6. The identification is only the start of the journey. There needs to be 

acknowledgement that considerable funding will be required to assist with a 
range of projects including advice fencing and management of the sites.  
 

7. We need to have a relationship with the CCC that is appropriate – user 
friendly and ongoing to ensure the biodiversity on our properties is valued and 
managed accordingly. This will not happen when we seem to be always in 
challenging positions. It is only a few years since the last plan was made 
operative.  That Plan went through an Environment Court process. 
 

8. We need to ensure that other landowners are involved in the planning 
processes and understand what is being required of them e.g. the Biodiversity 
Management Plan  - if it is really needed  understood  realistic and achievable  
 

9. . To date the work around the Revised Plan has only taken place with   a very 
small number of landowners. Many landowners will not even be aware of what 
is happening.   
 

10. Over the years we have taken a keen interest in biodiversity and a number of 
planning processes and I want to see us moving forward with sound working 
relationships trusting and respecting each other. We need to see some finality 
to the planning processes.  
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