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1. Our submission generally supported the notified proposal. We 

requested improvements to the policies to better recognise habitat 

values, ecological functioning and linkages and amendments to the rules 

to ensure that activities necessary for the management of significant 

areas were permitted. 

2. The notified proposal appeared to generally carry over the existing 

Banks Peninsula District Plan provisions. These were put in place 

following extensive negotiations between a wide range of parties and a 

mediated agreement between appellants to the Environment Court. As 

such we consider that the Existing Plan Regime (EPR) has enjoyed 

considerable buy-in from landowners and the community on Banks 

Peninsula.  

3. The EPR has been very successful in encouraging voluntary protection 

of significant areas, and the EPR rules provide bottom line protection 

against the clearance of significant vegetation. 

4. It is disappointing that the work to identify SESs has been so slow and 

erratic, but this is perhaps not unexpected given the scale and 

complexity of the task. 

5.  In addition we believe that identification of SESs can never be 

complete, because biodiversity is not static – plants grow, animals breed 

(or become extinct!) and new discoveries are still being made.  
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6. Therefore it is our view that there will always be a need for bottom-line 

back-up rules and we do not support the concept of a sunset clause for 

such rules. 

7. We now feel that the Revised Versions and the Panel’s suggested 

modifications stray too far from the Existing Plan Regime, which we think 

is generally still fit for task.  

8.  In conclusion we support the continuation of the Existing Plan regime, 

pending a future plan change. This will be able to draw on the 

considerable discussions that have already taken place as part of the 

current process, as well as providing an opportunity for the wider 

landowner and community engagement that should have occurred before 

the current Proposal was notified. 

 

Jan Cook 

11 August 2016 


