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BACKGROUND AND EXPERIENCE 

1 My full name is Andrew Kenneth Parrish. I have worked as a planner for 

local authorities for approximately 11 years and I am currently the Team 

Leader in Planning at the Canterbury Regional Council ("CRC"), 

responsible for the Integrated Planning Team.  

2 I have a Bachelor of Science majoring in Geography and a Bachelor of 

Arts majoring in Political Science from Canterbury University. 

3 Our team is responsible for administering the Canterbury Regional 

Policy Statement ("CRPS") and regional air and coastal plans.  Our team 

is also responsible for working in a collaborative advisory capacity with 

Territorial Authorities in relation to planning matters including district plan 

review processes. 

4 I have worked at the CRC for the past seven years. Prior to my role as 

Team Leader I was involved in various planning work streams at CRC 

including environmental flows and water allocation plans for the Hurunui 

and Waiau, Waipara, Pareora, Conway, and Waitaki catchments and 

many other catchments in Canterbury. I also have first-hand experience 

in district plan reviews and district plan changes, having worked as a 

planner at Ruapehu and Hurunui District Councils.   

5 I have not previously provided evidence on the proposed Christchurch 

Replacement District Plan ("pRDP"). 

6 I acknowledge that I have read and understand the Code of Conduct for 

Expert Witnesses contained in the Environment Court Practice Note 

dated 1 December 2014.  I have complied with it when preparing my 

written statement of evidence and I agree to comply with it when I give 

any oral evidence. 

7 Unless I state otherwise, this evidence is within my knowledge or 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. 

 

CRC's role in the development of Chapter 9 of the pRDP 

8 A key part of my role at CRC involves managing relationships between 

CRC and Canterbury’s Territorial Authorities with particular reference to 

district planning matters, with the aim of achieving integrated planning 

outcomes across the Canterbury Region. My team supports Territorial 
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Authorities through their district plan review processes by providing 

guidance on the CRPS and regional plans, and assisting in plan 

development.  In relation to Chapter 9, this assistance has covered 

matters relating to indigenous biodiversity and ecosystems.   

9 CRC has been involved in the Christchurch City Council’s (“the CCC”) 

Collaborative Advisory Group which was used as part of the pRDP 

development process. CRC also participated in the Banks Peninsula 

Ecological Steering Group. 

10 A number of submission points were raised in CRC’s submission and 

further submission on Section 9.1 of Chapter 9 of the pRDP (hereafter 

referred to as “Section 9.1”). After attending several informal mediation 

meetings with the CCC, and formal mediation held on  

24 November 2015, CRC is satisfied with the CCC's recommendations 

in respect of these submission points set out in its Revised Proposal 

dated 2 December 2015.1 

 

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

11 My evidence relates to Section 9.1, Indigenous Biodiversity and 

Ecosystems.  My evidence covers a number of matters identified in the 

Statement of Issues2 relating to Section 9.1, and discusses Section 9.1 

in relation to the CRPS. While I acknowledge that many documents 

provide the statutory and non-statutory framework for Section 9.1 as 

referred to in Ms Hogan's evidence3, my evidence focuses on the extent 

to which Section 9.1 gives effect to the CRPS.   

12 Matters covered in my evidence include:  

(a) CRPS framework; 

(b) Objective and policy framework of Section 9.1;  

                                                

1
 Appendix 1, Statement of Evidence of Deborah Jane Hogan on behalf of Christchurch 

City Council: Planning – Indigenous Biodiversity and Ecosystems, 2 December 2015. 

2
 Memorandum of Counsel for Christchurch City Council setting out updated Statement 

of Issues for Natural and Cultural Heritage (Stage 3) including provisions from other 

proposals that will be heard alongside this proposal, 29 October 2015. 

3
 Statement of Evidence of Deborah Jane Hogan, 2 December 2015 at p 2, 10-16 . 
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(c) Identification and mapping of sites of ecological significance;  

(d) Protection of Sites of Ecological Significance (SESs), and 

managing activities within SESs and outside SESs;  

(e) Offsetting;  

(f) Non-regulatory methods; and   

(g) The regional context for indigenous biodiversity and ecosystems.  

13 The key documents that I have used, or referred to, in forming my 

opinion while preparing this evidence are: 

(a) The Resource Management Act 1991 ("RMA"); 

(b) Protecting our Places: Introducing the National Priorities for 

Protecting Rare and Threatened Native Biodiversity on Private 

Land, April 2007; 

(c) CRPS, particularly Chapter 9 and Appendix 3; 

(d) Guidelines for the Application of Ecological Significance Criteria for 

Indigenous Vegetation and Habitats of Indigenous Fauna in 

Canterbury Region, June 2013; 

(e) Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013, Section 32 Report;  

(f) Proposed Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2011 Section 

42A Report, December 2011; 

(g) A Biodiversity Strategy for the Canterbury Region 2008; 

(h) Decision 1 of the Independent Hearings Panel, Strategic Directions 

and Strategic Outcomes, 26 February 2015;   

(i) Christchurch City Council section 32 report for Chapter 9 of the 

Replacement District Plan - Natural and Cultural Heritage, 25 July 

2015; 

(j) Expert Conferencing Statement, Natural and Cultural Heritage: 

Chapter 9, Topics 15, 16, 17 and 18, dated 16 November 2015; 

(k) Mediation report, 9.1 Indigenous Biodiversity and Ecosystems, 

dated 10 December 2015; 

(l) Evidence of Deborah Hogan, CCC Planner, 2 December 2015; 

(m) Evidence of Clive Appleton, CCC Ecologist, 2 December 2015; 
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(n) Evidence of Helen Beaumont, CCC, Council's Broader Response 

to Natural and Cultural Heritage, 2 December 2015; 

(o) Hurunui District Council Proposed District Plan (Chapter 13 

Ecosystems and Indigenous Biodiversity) 2015; and 

(p) Ashburton District Council Operative District Plan (Section 3 Rural 

Zones, Rule 3.9.11 (p3-60), August 2014. 

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

14 In my evidence I reach the following conclusions: 

(a) Section 9.1 gives effect to the CRPS. 

(b) Section 9.1 provides an appropriate framework for managing 

indigenous biodiversity and ecosystems within the Christchurch 

District. 

(c) Section 9.1 is not inconsistent with the approach being taken to 

biodiversity and ecosystems by Territorial Authorities within 

Canterbury, reflecting an integrated planning approach and 

contributing towards the achievement of regional outcomes for 

indigenous biodiversity and ecosystems.  

 

EVIDENCE 

CRPS Framework 

15 Ms Hogan's evidence4 contains a comprehensive description of the 

CRPS framework in relation to managing ecosystems and biodiversity in 

the Canterbury Region.  In summary, CRPS objectives seek to: 

(a) Halt the decline in the region's indigenous biodiversity and 

ecosystems and;  

(b) Restore and enhance ecosystems and indigenous biodiversity in 

appropriate locations; and 

(c) Identify and protect significant indigenous biodiversity and 

ecosystems5.   

                                                

4
 Statement of Evidence of Deborah Jane Hogan, 2 December 2015 at p 11-13. 
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16 A suite of policies provide direction on how the objectives will be 

achieved, together with methods for local authorities that include 

directives to Territorial Authorities.  The policies are described in Ms 

Hogan's evidence.6  

17 I consider that the overall intent of the CRPS is to provide a regulatory 

framework that will ensure the prevention of future biodiversity losses 

and degradation in the Canterbury Region, in other words halting the 

decline.  Underpinning the intended management approach that will 

achieve this outcome is the key concept of "no net loss".   

18 Under the CPRS "no net loss" is an approach to managing areas 

identified as being significant (Policy 9.3.1(3)) and is defined as:  

‘no reasonably measurable overall reduction’ [in a range of 

identified biodiversity values]7 

19 In my view the CRPS concept of “no net loss” provides for some 

flexibility in the overall management of areas identified as significant. In 

my opinion it does not apply exclusively to biodiversity offsetting 

although it is particularly relevant to offsetting.  The CRPS is clear that 

where an offset involves the protection of a separate site to the site 

where the adverse effects are located, then the offset must deliver at 

least no net loss, and preferably a net gain for biodiversity ecosystem 

management8.  

 

 

Objective and policy framework of Section 9.1  

20 Section 9.1 establishes objectives and policies for identifying and 

protecting significant indigenous vegetation and significant habitats of 

indigenous fauna. The section clearly articulates the outcomes sought in 

Objective 9.1.1.1, and provides a suite of policies to deliver on this and 

                                                                                                                              

5
 CRPS Objectives 9.2.1, 9.2.2 and 9.3.3, p 105-106. 

6
 Statement of Evidence of Deborah Jane Hogan, 2 December 2015 at p11-13. 

7
 Refer CRPS definition, p 198. 

8
 CRPS Policy 9.3.6 (5), p 113. 
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the pRDP’s overarching Strategic Objective 3.3.9 - Natural and Cultural 

Environment, sub-clause (b)(iii). 

21 I consider that the objective and policy framework in Section 9.1 

represents a comprehensive approach to managing biodiversity and 

ecosystems in the Christchurch District, addressing the objectives, 

policies and methods in the CRPS.  

22 I agree with the evidence of Ms Hogan9, that the objective and policy 

framework gives effect to the CRPS. 

 

Identification and mapping of sites of ecological significance  

23 Section 9.1 contains a schedule of Sites of Ecological Significance 

(SESs) that have been identified to date, and are shown on the Planning 

Maps. Assessments have been systematically undertaken using the 

criteria for significance listed in Appendix 3 of the CRPS.   

24 Rules 9.1.2.2.1 (P3) and 9.1.2.2.4 (D1) to manage clearance of 

indigenous vegetation (where no exemption applies) will result in the 

case-by-case assessment of areas that have not yet been assessed for 

significance.  This approach will ensure the ongoing assessment of land 

and identification of further sites of significant indigenous vegetation and 

significant habitats of indigenous fauna.  

25 I agree with Ms Hogan’s evidence that Section 9.1 gives effect to CRPS 

Policy 9.3.1, particularly Method 3.  The CRC supports the approach that 

has been taken, including the substantial work that has been undertaken 

by the CCC to date to identify SESs, and appreciates that many 

landowners have agreed to provide access to ecologists to undertake 

the assessments.  In my experience, landowners in some districts have 

not been as willing to provide access as many Christchurch District 

landowners have been. 

 

 

                                                

9
 Statement of Evidence of Deborah Jane Hogan, 2 December 2015, p 24-42 at [12.1]- 

[12.56]. 
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Protection of SESs, and managing activities within SESs and 

outside SESs  

26 Section 9.1 includes rules to manage activities to ensure the protection 

of identified SESs, and to protect SESs that may exist but have not yet 

been formally assessed for significance and subsequently identified.  I 

consider that these rules give effect to Policy 9.3.1 (3) of the CRPS 

particularly Method 3, and Policy 9.3.2. 

27 I consider that, overall, the Council has struck an appropriate balance 

between protecting significant indigenous vegetation and significant 

habitats of indigenous fauna, and enabling existing activities and other 

activities that may be necessary for continuing farming operations, flood 

protection works, hazard mitigation works, walking tracks, maintenance 

and upgrade of road corridors and other strategic infrastructure. 

28 As Ms Hogan’s evidence shows10, many submissions were received in 

relation to the proposed rules relating to activities within and outside of 

SESs, representing a wide spectrum of views.  At one end of the 

spectrum are submitters who consider that the rules are too restrictive 

and overly onerous on landowners, many of whom rely on the use of 

their land to provide for their livelihoods.  At the other end of the 

spectrum are submitters who consider that the rules are not restrictive 

enough, and do not go far enough to protect indigenous biodiversity and 

ecosystems.  

29 In my view, providing relief to submitters who are at either end of the 

spectrum is unlikely to achieve the purpose of the RMA.  Rather, I 

consider that the answer lies in the middle ground and in finding an 

appropriate balance. I consider that the CCC has found that middle 

ground, for example through the exemptions in Rule 9.1.2.6, and has 

reached an appropriate balance to deliver on the intent and the 

requirements of the CRPS in relation to protecting SESs and managing 

activities both within and outside of SESs.   

 

Offsetting  

30 Policy 4 and Appendix 9.1.4.5 of Section 9.1 provide for offsetting in 

accordance with Policy 9.3.6 of the CRPS.  The CRPS is clear (under 

                                                

10
 Appendix 2 to Statement of Evidence of Deborah Jane Hogan, 2 December 2015. 
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Policy 9.3.6 (1)) that offsetting can be used as a form of compensation 

as a last resort only, and where residual adverse effects to biodiversity 

cannot otherwise be avoided, remedied or mitigated.  

31 In my opinion, the Section 9.1 provisions for offsetting are necessary 

because in some instances the protection of an existing SES in its 

entirety would not achieve the purpose of the RMA. Policy 4 and 

Appendix 9.1.4.5 provide a degree of certainty and clarity to plan users 

and decision makers in relation to the circumstances under which 

offsetting may or may not be considered, and the parameters or criteria 

for the use of offsets.  

32 I therefore agree that the approach proposed by CCC in relation to 

biodiversity offsets is appropriate to give effect to higher order 

documents, including the CRPS. 

 

Non-regulatory methods  

33 The use of regulatory methods is one approach to ensure the 

identification and protection of areas of significant indigenous vegetation 

and significant habitats of indigenous fauna, and ultimately to achieve no 

net loss.  While Section 9.1 relies largely upon regulatory methods to 

identify and protect indigenous biodiversity and ecosystems, Policy 4 

reflects the importance of also using non-regulatory methods in 

achieving biodiversity outcomes for the district and clearly demonstrates 

CCC’s commitment to use such methods.  

34 In my view, the combination of regulatory and non-regulatory methods is 

well aligned with the intent of the CRPS as expressed in Policy 9.3.1, 

which calls for the use of objectives, policies and [may include] methods 

in district plans (Method 3), as well as non-regulatory tools (Methods 7 

and 9), to provide for the protection of significant indigenous vegetation 

and significant habitats of indigenous fauna.  

35 Ms Hogan’s evidence11 refers to a ‘package’ to protect and maintain 

indigenous biodiversity which the provisions of the pRDP are only a part 

of.  Mr Appleton’s evidence12 provides further details of a landowner 

                                                

11
 Statement of Evidence of Deborah Jane Hogan, 2 December 2015, p 19. 

12
 Statement of Evidence of Clive Appleton on behalf of the Christchurch City Council, 2 

December 2015, p 5-6. 
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support package established in July 2015 to assist landowners to 

manage ecological sites.  He also outlines other non-regulatory support 

options that the CCC is exploring, including incentives and assisting in 

the development of management plans for SESs. 

36 I believe that making real gains in indigenous biodiversity and 

ecosystems in the Canterbury Region depends heavily on the 

stewardship of landowners and the use of non-regulatory mechanisms to 

support and incentivise them.  This view is shared by many others and is 

expressed in documents produced by the New Zealand Government13, 

in Canterbury’s regional biodiversity strategy14, and the CCC’s own 

biodiversity strategy as referred to in Ms Beaumont’s evidence15.   

37 In my opinion, the extent to which landowners have capacity to exercise 

stewardship in such a way that achieves gains for indigenous 

biodiversity and ecosystems on their land relies on a combination of 

recognition, support and trust as well as provision for viable land use 

options.  

38 I therefore agree with Ms Hogan’s conclusion16 that a balanced 

approach is appropriate to give effect to higher order directions including 

the CRPS. I also agree with her forethought that in the future, as 

significant areas are identified and protected:  

the regulatory framework can be refined, with less reliance on 

rules and regulation (p22). 

 

The regional context for indigenous biodiversity and ecosystems  

39 CRC is in a unique position of needing to consider Section 9.1 within a 

broader regional context of how all of Canterbury’s ten Territorial 

Authorities approach the identification and protection of areas of 

                                                

13
 Protecting our Places: Introducing the National Priorities for Protecting Rare and 

Threatened Native Biodiversity on Private Land, April 2007 

14
 A Biodiversity Strategy for the Canterbury Region 2008. 

15
 Statement of Evidence of Helen Beaumont on behalf of the Christchurch City Council, 

2 December 2016, p 5-6. 

16
 Statement of Evidence of Deborah Jane Hogan, 2 December 2015, p 19. 
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significant indigenous vegetation and significant habitats of indigenous 

fauna.  One of the CRC’s key roles is to promote consistency across the 

Canterbury Region, and to help ensure that across the region, district 

plans are developed that achieve integrated management of biodiversity.  

40 CCC’s pRDP is one of the first district plans in Canterbury to become 

operative since the CRPS became operative in December 2013.  

Several territorial authorities have biodiversity provisions in their second 

generation district plans that respond to what is now the operative 

CRPS.  

41 For example, Ashburton‘s district plan was developed at a similar time to 

the development of the CRPS. This district plan gives effect to the CRPS 

by way of vegetation clearance rules which ensure that areas which 

meet criteria for significance are protected17.  Hurunui District Council 

notified their proposed district plan in 2015, after the CRPS operative.  

Hurunui District Council has also proposed generic clearance rules and 

the introduction of a Biodiversity Management Plan18.  This plan would 

provide a pathway for a single consent or authorisation to be obtained to 

undertake long term land management, while ensuring no net loss of 

indigenous biodiversity, in accordance with Policy 9.3.1 of the CRPS.  

42 CCC’s approach is not inconsistent with the aforementioned districts’ 

approaches.  In my opinion, the approach CCC has taken to identify 

sites of significance could be helpful for land owners who have agreed to 

allow access for an assessment to be undertaken to determine whether 

or not sites of indigenous biodiversity on their land meet the significance 

criteria and therefore need to be protected.  It can help by being 

transparent and providing certainty for land owners.  In addition, land 

owners themselves must be aware of and understand the significance of 

what they have on their land to be able to take measures to protect and 

enhance the biodiversity asset that they have.  I acknowledge that many 

land owners already have this awareness and understanding. 

                                                

17
 Ashburton District Council, Operative District Plan 2104, 3.9.11 and 3.10.11, pp3.72 

to 3.73. 

18
 Hurunui District Council, Proposed Hurunui District Plan 2015, 13.4.2, pp 13.4-13.6. 
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43 I would therefore encourage CCC to continue to identify sites, with the 

co-operation and permission of land owners, and to continue to list these 

in the pRDP, as set out in 9.1.1.1.1 Policy 1.  

44 In my opinion Section 9.1 is important for biodiversity not only in the 

Christchurch District but in the Canterbury Region.  It is likely to set a 

precedent for other Territorial Authorities in our region which are 

currently or about to be reviewing their own district plans. I consider that 

Section 9.1 gives effect to the CRPS, and provides appropriate and 

robust planning tools for managing indigenous biodiversity and 

ecosystems in the Christchurch District. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

............................................................ 

Andrew Kenneth Parrish 

10 December 2015 

 


