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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is Clive Appleton.  I hold the position of Natural Environment 

Team Leader at Christchurch City Council (Council). I have been in this 

position since May 2009. 

 

1.2 I hold a PhD, MSc and BSc from Lincoln and Massey Universities.  I have 

seven years’ experience as a practising ecologist, leading up to 2002. I have 

been a team leader for a range of science and strategic policy teams for 11 

years. 

 

1.3 As part of my role at the Council I have been asked to provide evidence in 

relation to Chapter 9.1 Indigenous Biodiversity and Ecosystems (the 

Proposal) and in particular: 

 

(a) whether the process undertaken for the identification of the sites of 

ecological significance included in the Proposal was appropriate; and 

 

(b) the Proposal's approach to non-regulatory methods to protect 

ecological sites. 

 

1.4 I have been involved in supervising the Council's engagement with 

landowners, and the undertaking of ecological surveys and assessments of 

sites for the Proposal since 2013. 

 

1.5 I have not previously provided evidence to the proposed Replacement District 

Plan Independent Hearings Panel. 

 

1.6 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained 

in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014 and that I agree to comply with it. 

I confirm that I have considered all the material facts that I am aware of that 

might alter or detract from the opinions that I express, and that this evidence is 

within my area of expertise, except where I state that I am relying on the 

evidence of another person.  The Council, as my employer, has agreed to me 

giving expert evidence on its behalf in accordance with my duties under the 

Code of Conduct. 

 

1.7 The key documents I have used, or referred to, in forming my view while 

preparing this brief of evidence are: 
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(a) Section 32 - Technical Report for Sites of Ecological Significance; 

and 

(b) Christchurch City Council Biodiversity Strategy 2008-2035; and 

(c) The consent order of the Environment Court dated 27 September 

2007, issued by His Honour Judge Smith, in relation to appeals 

ENV C 178/05, ENV C 176B/05, ENV C 184C/05, ENV C 193H/05, 

ENV C 179C/05, ENV C 185C/05, ENV C 167B/05, ENV C 1907B, C, 

D, E, G(ii), H, I, J/05, ENV C 183C/05, ENV C 181C/05, 

ENV C 182C/05, ENV C 180A/05, ENV C 196B/05, ENV C 201A, D, 

E/05, ENV C 186C/05, ENV C 198F, G, K, L, M, N/05, 

ENV C 207E/05. 

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 My evidence addresses: 

 

(a) the process undertaken for landowner and stakeholder engagement 

for the identification of the sites of ecological significance (SES) 

included in the Proposal; and 

 

(b) the Proposal's approach to non-regulatory methods. 

 

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

3.1 This statement provides an overview of the process for identification of SES 

and the level of landowner/stakeholder engagement undertaken for the 

Proposed District Plan. It also covers the future work and ongoing 

landowner/stakeholder engagement planned beyond the current District Plan 

process. This overview shows that every effort has and is being made by 

Council to ensure that processes around the programme of work for the SES 

are appropriate.  

 

3.2 While the Council's non-regulatory support package for landowners with SES 

is in its first year of operation, it is recognised that the range of options 

available is limited. Hence, further options are being explored to provide an 

optimised and comprehensive package for landowner support. 
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4. PROCESS UNDERTAKEN FOR LANDOWNER AND STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT 

FOR IDENTIFICATION OF SITES OF ECOLOGICAL SIGNIFICANCE  

 

4.1 The identification and assessment of SES for Banks Peninsula commenced in 

2008, following a Consent Order in 2007 in respect of the Rural Chapter 19 of 

the Draft Banks Peninsula District Plan 1997.  The consent order required the 

Council to “identify areas of significant indigenous vegetation and significant 

habitat of indigenous fauna.” The consent order resulted in the Council 

undertaking a:  

 review of the relevant Rules;  

 listing of non-regulatory methods for consideration;  

 engaging with landowners regarding ecological values on their 

sites; and  

 establishing the Banks Peninsula Steering Group. 

 

4.2 In 2013 the Council commenced a review of the existing Ecological Heritage 

Sites listed in the operative Christchurch City Plan (1995). Both the Banks 

Peninsula and Christchurch City areas of work have combined to develop the 

Schedule of Sites of Ecological Significance included in the proposed District 

Plan. 

 

4.3 The SES work involved: 

 reviewing historical surveys and associated data such as from Hugh 

Wilson's Protected Natural Areas Programme (PNAP) from 1983 to 

1988, and literature reviews of scientific papers and reports; 

 prioritising sites for surveys; 

 contacting and then personally meeting landowners to discuss the 

SES work and seeking approval to conduct ecological surveys; 

 conducting ecological surveys and applying significance criteria to 

findings; and 

 for significant sites, writing Ecological Significance Statements and 

defining site boundaries. 
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4.4 During the process the Council has liaised and collaborated with many people: 

landowners, ecologists, conservation groups, Runanga, statutory agencies 

and community groups. There has been an emphasis upon collaboration 

throughout, in recognition that the protection of ecosystems and biodiversity is 

primarily about people. This means that it is how landowners have chosen to 

manage their properties, either through financial or topographical constraints 

or simply because they have altruistic interests to improve ecological values 

on their land, which is why they have chosen properties with ecological sites of 

interest in the first instance. For this very reason, the Council has invested 

considerable time and resources to ensure that landowners and managers of 

SES have been and will continue to be at the core of biodiversity protection. 

 

4.5 In order to maintain the confidence of all parties interested in the identification, 

assessment and management of SES, and to facilitate wide ownership of the 

work, the Council has engaged with interested and affected groups and 

individuals whenever possible. 

 

4.6 The Council's original intention was to provide every landowner with all or part 

of a SES on their property with a copy of the relevant draft Site Significance 

Statement, including an aerial map showing the proposed extent of the Site, 

prior to any of the information being made available to anybody else. This 

would have provided an opportunity for landowners to discuss the implications 

with Council staff. 

 

4.7 Time constraints inherent in the process of the stage two chapters of the 

District Plan Review announced in January 2015 did not allow sufficient time 

for consultation with landowners prior to formal notification. Landowners were 

however provided with copy/ies of Site Significance Statement/s about the 

SES affecting their property for their information, prior to public notification of 

the Natural and Cultural Heritage chapter. 

 

4.8 The resulting Schedule of Sites of Ecological Significance included in the 

notified version of the proposal does not include all areas (particularly the 700 

plus sites of interest on Banks Peninsula) that are acknowledged by Council 

ecologists and members of the Specialist Ecologist Groups as requiring further 

assessment on the basis that known information about those sites indicates 

they are likely to have high ecological values. Time and resource constraints 

limited the number of ecological surveys that could be commissioned to 
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provide up to date information and also limited the number of areas that could 

be assessed against the significance criteria and mapped. It is my opinion that 

while Council's current schedule has been able to include most of the "at risk" 

SES, it is Council's aim to continue this programme of work so that remaining 

ecological sites of interest can be evaluated and added to the schedule 

through future plan changes (more detail on this will be presented in Scott 

Hooson's evidence). 

 

5. FUTURE WORK TO BE UNDERTAKEN 

 

5.1 Given that time constrains in the District Plan Review process did not allow for 

consultation prior to formal notification, Council recognises it is important to 

continue engagement with landowners so it intends to extend invitations to 

landowners in 2016, to discuss the SES and how they might be managed/ 

improved in context of current landowner business operations. 

 

5.2 This will also be an opportunity to discuss Council's recently established, non-

regulatory support package for landowners with SES discussed further in part 

6 of this evidence. 

 

5.3 While the Council is confident that all of the SES it has currently identified are 

appropriate, further work is required to ensure that all sites meriting inclusion 

in the schedule are identified.  This will take several years to undertake so it is 

the Council's intention to undertake a series of Plan Changes in due course to 

add future sites to the Schedule. 

 

6. PROTECTING ECOLOGICAL SITES THROUGH NON-REGULATORY METHODS 

 

6.1 In this part of my evidence I have been asked to comment on the merits of 

protecting SES through non-regulatory methods.  Ms Hogan will address this 

issue from a planning perspective. 

 

6.2 The current non-regulatory methods used by the Council with respect to 

promoting the protection of ecological sites are included in the support 

package that was established in July 2015, with an annual budget of $80,000. 

This support package currently enables Regional Park Rangers to provide 

practical assistance, advice, guidance and some assistance on matters such 

as: pest control, fencing, stock watering, and signage. In time, as the 
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landowner support package is rolled out, the Council will review uptake and 

requests for other types of support in order to optimise the delivery of this 

package. 

 

6.3 Other non-regulatory support options currently being explored by the Council 

(but which have not currently been adopted) are: 

 provision of rates relief for the area of land within the SES;  

 assisting the development of Management Plans for SES for landowners 

who apply for resource consents to undertake work in the site or who 

specifically request to have a plan developed; and 

 the waiver of resource consent fees for construction of fences through a 

SES that will lead to the protection of vulnerable vegetation. 

 

 

 

Clive Appleton 

2 December 2015 

 


