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To: the Registrar
Environment Court
Tamaki Makaurau

And to: the Respondent
Appeal

1. I, Penny Nelson appeal against part of a decision of the Respondent on the
Proposed Waikato District Plan (Proposed Plan).

2. | made a submission and a further submission on the Proposed Plan on around
8 October 2018 (Original Submission, #535) and 16 July 2019 (Further
Submission) respectively.

3. My Original Submission and Further Submission addressed several matters.
They sought:

a. new objectives, policies and rules to address the control and

management of kauri dieback, particularly with respect to earthworks

and measures to prevent the spread of the disease;

to ensure that any area that meets the significant natural area criteria in
11A Waikato Regional Policy Statement is managed as such, even where

that area is not mapped,;

provisions to protect significant natural areas within or adjacent to

plantation forestry;

provisions to protect native and exotic trees that are habitat for

threatened indigenous fauna;

provisions to ensure appropriate management of indigenous biodiversity,
particularly with respect to the maintenance, enhancement and / or

protection of indigenous vegetation and habitat for indigenous fauna;

amendments to require appropriate offset of significant residual adverse

effects;

inclusion of provisions that allow for appropriate compensation,

following avoidance, mitigation, remediation and offsetting measures;



h. such further or alternative relief to address matters raised in my Original
Submission and  Further Submission, including consequential

amendments.

| am not a trade competitor for the purposes of section 308D Resource

Management Act 1991 (RMA).
| received notice of the Decision on 17 January 2022.*
The Decision was made by the Respondent.

| appeal the parts of the Decision relating to the Original Submission and Further
Submission points identified at paragraph 3 above, to the extent that the
Decision does not provide for the relief sought or otherwise adequately address

the issues raised.
Reasons for Appeal

The reasons that | am appealing the Decision to the extent identified above

include that it:

a. does not achieve the RMA’s purpose. The Decision does not promote
sustainable management, including that it does not enable resources to
be managed in a manner that safeguards the life-supporting capacity of

soil and ecosystems;

b. fails to give substance to Part 2 RMA, particularly in relation to protecting
significant indigenous vegetation and habitat of indigenous fauna, the
intrinsic values of ecosystems, maintaining and enhancing the quality of
the environment and the finite characteristics of natural and physical

resources;

C. is inconsistent with or contrary to other RMA provisions. The Decision
does not achieve functions prescribed to the Respondent under section
31 RMA, including its function of controlling actual or potential effects of

the use, development or protection of land for the purposes of:

The notice pertained to stage 1 and 2, excluding the parts of the Proposed Plan
concerning Raglan Navigation Beacon and Ohinewai Rezoning and Development
provisions, which were respectively notified on 31 July 2020 and 24 May 2021.



i. preventing or mitigating adverse effects associated with

contaminated land;
ii. maintaining indigenous biological diversity;

d. fails to give effect to and is inconsistent with or contrary to higher order
planning instruments, including provisions contained in the Waikato

Regional Policy Statement and Plan;

e. such further or alternative relief to address matters raised in my Original
Submission and Further Submission, including consequential

amendments.
Relief
| seek the following relief:

a. new and / or stronger objectives, policies and rules to control potential
effects of the use, development or protection of land for the purpose of
preventing any adverse effects associated with the spread of kauri
dieback. In particular, provisions that control activities such as
earthworks, gardening, cultivation and disturbance of land for the

installation of fence posts within the kauri root zone;

b. amend the definition of “Significant Natural Area” to include unmapped

areas that meet the criteria identified in Appendix 2 of the Proposed Plan;

C. amend Part 2 ECO to include recognition, provision and protection of the

“habitat” of indigenous fauna, rather than “indigenous fauna”;

d. amend ECO-R7 and ECO-R14 and insert new provisions to provide for
protection of exotic trees, where those trees qualify as significant habitat

for indigenous species;

e. amend Appendix 2 to provide for the significant natural area criteria to

apply to plantation forestry;

f. amend ECO-P2(1)(c) to require offsetting of residual adverse effects,

rather than effects that are more than minor;



g. amend ECO-P3(1) to allow for biodiversity offsetting following avoidance,
mitigation and remediation, where an activity will result in residual

adverse effects on any significant natural area;

h. amend Appendix 3 to require a quantitative assessment of biodiversity

losses and gains rather than a qualitative assessment;

i amend ECO-P2 to recognise that there are limits to the appropriate use

of compensation;

j. such further, consequential or alternative relief as may be necessary to
address the matters raised in my Original Submission and Further
Submission and to better achieve the RMA’s purpose and principles and

to ensure the proper exercise of the Respondent’s functions;

k. costs.
Attachments
10. | attach copies the following documents to my notice:
a. my Original Submission and Further Submission;
b. relevant parts of the Decision;
C. a list of names and addresses of persons to be served with a copy of my
notice.

Dated 1 March 2022

Natasha Ryburn

Director Planning Permissions and Land
Acting pursuant to delegated authority on behalf of Penny Nelson, Director-General

of Conservation.

Address for service



C/- Troy Urlich
Private Bag 3072
Waikato Mail Centre
Kirikiriroa 3204

turlich@doc.govt.nz
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Advice to recipients of copy of notice of appeal
How to become party to proceedings

You may be a party to the appeal if you made a submission or a further submission on

the matter of this appeal.
To become a party to the appeal, you must:

o within 15 working days after the period for lodging a notice of appeal ends,
lodge a notice of your wish to be a party to the proceedings (in form 33) with
the Environment Court and serve copies of your notice on the relevant local

authority and the appellant; and

o within 20 working days after the period for lodging a notice of appeal ends,

serve copies of your notice on all other parties.

Your right to be a party to the proceedings in the court may be limited by the trade

competition provisions in section 274(1) and Part 11A RMA.

You may apply to the Environment Court under section 281 RMA for a waiver of the

above timing or service requirements (see form 38).

Advice

If you have any questions about this notice, contact the Environment Court in Tamaki

Makaurau.

Schedule 1 form 7: replaced, on 3 September 2020, by regulation 7(3) of the Resource
Management (Forms, Fees, and Procedure) Amendment Regulations 2020 (LI

2020/180).


https://www.legislation.govt.nz/regulation/public/2003/0153/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM196460#DLM196460
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/regulation/public/2003/0153/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM237755#DLM237755
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/regulation/public/2003/0153/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM2421544#DLM2421544
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/regulation/public/2003/0153/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM237795#DLM237795
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/regulation/public/2003/0153/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM196479#DLM196479
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/regulation/public/2003/0153/latest/link.aspx?id=LMS379730

=\ Department of Conservation
‘ Te Papa Atawhbai

8th October 2018

Waikato District Council
Private Bag 544
Ngaruawahia 3742
New Zealand

Dear Sir or Madam

SUBMISSION ON THE PROPOSED WAIKATO DISTRICT PLAN

Please find attached a submission on behalf of the Director-General of Conservation in respect of
the Proposed Waikato District Plan.

If you have any questions or would like to discuss this submission, please contact Maggie Burns
on 0276322961 or mburns@doc.govt.nz.

Yours sincerely

MW

Lucy Roberts

Operations Manager
Waikato District
Department of Conservation
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RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991

SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSAL FOR A PROPOSED DISTRICT PLAN

TO: Waikato District Council
SUBMISSION: Proposed Waikato District Plan
NAME: Lou Sanson

Director General of Conservation
ADDRESS: Shared Service Centre Hamilton

Department of Conservation - Te Papa Atawhai
Level 3, 73 Rostrevor Street, Hamilton

STATEMENT OF SUBMISSION BY THE DIRECTOR GENERAL OF CONSERVATION

Pursuant to Clause 6 of the First Schedule, Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA), |, Ray Scrimgeour,
Operations Manager, Waikato District, submit the following on behalf of the Director-General of
Conservation:

The Director-General of Conservation (‘the Director-General’) has all the powers reasonably
necessary to enable the Department of Conservation (‘the Department’) to perform its
functions. A function of the Department is to advocate the conservation of natural and
historic resources generally. Section 2 of the Conservation Act 1987 defines ‘conservation’ to
mean ‘the preservation and protection of natural and historic resources for the purpose of
maintaining their intrinsic values, providing for their appreciation and recreational enjoyment
by the public, and safequarding the options of future generation’.

This is a submission on the Proposed Waikato District Plan (the Proposed Plan).

| could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this Submission

The specific provisions of the Proposed Plan that my submission relates to, together with the
submission and decisions which | seek from Waikato District Council (The Council) are set out
in Attachment 1.

The decisions sought in this submission are required to ensure that the Proposed Plan:

e promotes the sustainable management of natural and physical resources in the Waikato
District as required by Part 2 of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA);

e provides for the preservation of the natural character of the wetlands, lakes and rivers
and their margins, and the protection of them from inappropriate subdivision, use, and
development as required by section 6(a) of the RMA;



e provides for the protection of outstanding natural features and landscapes from
inappropriate subdivision, use and development as required by section 6 (b) of the RMA;

e provides for the protection of areas of significant indigenous vegetation and significant
habitats of indigenous fauna as required by section 6 (c) of the RMA;

e s otherwise consistent with Part 2 of the RMA;

e gives effect to the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 2010 and the Waikato Regional
Policy Statement as required by section 75(3) of the Resource Management Act 1991.

6. | seek the following from Council:

6.1 That the particular provisions of the Proposed District Plan that | support, as identified in
Attachment 1, be retained.

6.2 That the amendments, additions and deletions to the Proposed District Plan sought in
Attachment 1 are made.

6.3 Further or alternative relief to like effect to that sought in paragraphs 4.1-4.2 above, and
any consequential amendments required as a result of such amendments.

7. | do wish to be heard in support of my submission. If others make a similar submission, | will
consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.

DATED AT HAMILTON THIS 8th DAY OF OCTOBER 2018

MW

Lucy Roberts Address for Service:

Operations Manager Maggie Burns

Waikato District Shared Services Centre Hamilton
Department of Conservation

Acting pursuant to delegated authority 73 Rostrevor Street

on behalf of Lou Sanson Hamilton

Director-General of Conservation Ph: 027 632 2961

Email: mburns@doc.govt.nz

A copy of the Instrument of Delegation may be inspected at the Office of the Director-General of
Conservation.
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Provision Comment

Support/ Oppose

Reasons:

Relief Sought

General — Plan-wide Provisions

Introductions and Oppose
zone descriptions

The Director-General of Conservation (the Director-General)
understands that there is a move to reduce the amount of
information in the Waikato District Plan but views the lack of
introductions and zone descriptions as not providing adequate
information to plan users.

Particularly Chapter 3 requires a good overview of the
indigenous biodiversity of the Waikato District, the loss of
indigenous vegetation and ecosystems over time, its
significance now and therefore the issues relating to
biodiversity in the area.

Include introductions and zone descriptions at the beginning
of each chapter to provide more guidance on the plan’s
structure to plan users.

Kauri Dieback Oppose

Kauri Dieback is caused by a pathogen that is easily spread
through soil movements, including when it is carried on
footwear, equipment and vehicles. The disease is threatening
Kauri with functional extinction and requires collaborative work
to manage the disease and control any further spread. Any
land disturbance works within three times the radius of the
canopy of the dripline of New Zealand Kauri Tree (“the kauri
hygiene zone”) can cause potential contamination of an
uninfected site and spread the disease.

Include objectives, policies and rules to address the
management of kauri dieback, particularly around
earthworks and measures to prevent spread of the disease.




The Director-General is currently involved in Environment
Court proceedings for the Thames Coromandel District Plan.
When the final decision is released and confirmed by
Environment Court, the Director-General considers that
provisions of Thames Coromandel District Plan, as they relate
to the management of Kauri Dieback disease, should be
adopted into the Proposed Plan, where appropriate.

Coastal Oppose The Director-General supports the mapping of the coastal Reassess and remap the coastal environment line at Port
Environment Line environment line in the district, however, requests Waikato to take into account the position of the coastal

reassessment of a discrepancy. marine area boundary as shown in the Waikato Regional

Coastal Plan.
Any further relevant amendments as required

Significant Natural | Oppose The Director-General supports mapping of Significant Natural Amend the plan to manage areas that are not mapped but
Area mapping and Areas (SNAs) but also requests provisions to ensure unmapped meet the criteria for SNAs stated in the Waikato RPS
criteria areas that meet SNA criteria are managed appropriately.
Outstanding Oppose The Director-General requests the reintroduction of schedules | Include a schedule for ONFs and ONLs.
Natural Features for Outstanding Natural Features and Landscapes to better
and Outstanding recognise the individual attributes that make specific areas
Natural outstanding.
Landscapes
Clearance and Oppose With the advent of myrtle rust all Kunzea and Leptospermum Amend objectives, policies and rules as appropriate to
management of taxa are now considered threatened recognise and implement measures to address and manage
manuka and (https://www.doc.govt.nz/Documents/science-and- the revised conservation status of Kunzea and
kanuka technical/nztcs22entire.pdf). Leptospermum taxa.

The taxonomy and current threatened status of manuka and

kanuka must be reflected and managed appropriately through

objectives, policies and rules in the proposed plan.
Inclusion of bat Oppose The Director-General highlights that both exotic and native Include mapping, objectives, policies and rules which

zones and tree
protection rules

trees provide important habitat for native and threatened bats.

recognize bat zones and tree protection. For example,
wording as follows (from Draft Timaru District Plan):



https://www.doc.govt.nz/Documents/science-and-technical/nztcs22entire.pdf
https://www.doc.govt.nz/Documents/science-and-technical/nztcs22entire.pdf

The removal of such trees on a fragmented landscape will
impact on the native species habitat and survival.

Mapping bat zones will provide protection for important bat
nesting and roosting areas

For All Zones
Activity Status: RD

Where:

1 Removal of any tree within the long-tailed bat protection
area, including the river bed, shown on the planning
maps, is
A. a native tree with a trunk diameter at breast height

greater than 10cm
B. an exotic tree with a trunk diameter at breast height
greater than 20cm

Except: The following activities are exempt from this rule

1 removal of trees planted for timber production
(plantation forest and woodlots) or trees planted within
domestic gardens

Matters of discretion are restricted to:

1 whether, upon specialist assessment (which may only be
carried out during October to April when bats are not
hibernating), the tree/s proposed to be removed are
currently providing roost site for long-tailed bats

2 the extent to which the removal of tree/s would impact
on the ability of the long-tailed bat protection area to
provide for the needs of the bats

3 the extent to which the long-tailed bat protection area
has been previously modified by the removal of bat
habitat




Submission points by chapter

Objective 3.1.1 Support The Director-General supports this objective as consistent with | Retain as notified
Section 6(c) RMA.
Policy 3.1.2 (a) (i) Oppose The Director-General requests recognition of potential Change the wording to:
initiatives to reintroduce fauna as components of habitats.
Enable activities that maintain or enhance indigenous
Ecosourcing refers to plants grown from seeds or propagules biodiversity including:
collected from the naturally occurring vegetation close to the i.  planting and_reintroducing eco-sourced indigenous
restoration site. Applying ecosource principles is important for species suitable to the habitat;
the following reasons: species are often adapted to local
conditions. Certain plant species show marked genetic variation
between populations (e.g. kanuka, manuka and kowhai). To
avoid plant species not native to Waikato District becoming
invasive and impacting on the local native vegetation eco
sourced indigenous plants should be used.
Policy 3.1.2 (a) (iii) | Oppose Plant diseases such as kauri dieback and myrtle rust present Change the wording to:
immediate threats to indigenous species. Amendment to
recognise plant diseases will provide better acknowledgement | Enable activities that maintain or enhance indigenous
of the potential risks from these diseases. biodiversity including:
iii. biosecurity works including management of plant
diseases
Policy 3.1.2 (b) Oppose The Director-General supports the intent of this provision to Change the wording to:

avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects on indigenous
biodiversity, however, the current wording of this policy does
not allow for consideration of aspects of indigenous
biodiversity outside of those listed.

Consider-thefollowing-when aAvoiding, remedying or
mitigateing adverse effects on indigenous biodiversity
including by considering:

i. therequired range of natural food sources;




Policy 11.1 of the WRPS indicates focus on particular aspects of
biodiversity but does not limit consideration to this list.
Amendment of this policy will give effect to the WRPS.

Vii.

habitats of threatened and at-risk species;
ecological processes and corridors
ecological sequences;

migratory pathways;

pest plants and pest animals;

the Waikato river and its catchment;

viii. natural character and landscape values of the area;

ix. natural waterway habitats and hydrology;
x. ecological corridors, natural processes and buffer
areas;
xi. legal and physical protection of existing habitat;
Policy 3.1.2 (c) Oppose Under the 2017 assessment of the conservation status of Amend as appropriate to recognise and implement measures
plants, all species of Kunzea and Leptospermum are assessed as | to address and manage Kunzea and Leptospermum taxa in
threatened, due to the threat posed by Myrtle Rust. light of their re-assessed conservation status.
3.2.1 Objective — Support The Director-General supports this objective. Retain as notified
Significant Natural
Areas
3.2.2 Policy — Support The Director-General supports this policy. Retain as notified
Identify and
Recognise
3.2.3 Policy — Oppose The Director-General generally supports Policy 3.2.3, however (a)Recognise and protect indigenous biodiversity within
Management requests amendments to ensure the policy gives effect to the Significant Natural Areas by:
Hierarchy RPS and is consistent with Guidance for Biodiversity Offsetting. i.  avoiding the significant adverse effects of vegetation
clearance and the disturbance of habitats unless
Avoidance of adverse effects should apply to all activities specific-activities-need-to-be enabled: as a
before other measures are considered. preference
3.2.4 Policy — Oppose The Director-General supports the inclusion of a policy to Change the wording to:
Biodiversity address biodiversity offsets, however, requests amendment to
Offsetting better reflect the management hierarchy in 3.2.4 above. (b)Within a Significant Natural Area, a biodiversity offset will

only be considered appropriate where adverse effects




Environmental compensation should be provided for in cases
where it is demonstrated that biodiversity offsetting cannot
achieve its no net loss goal. This should be reflected in an
additional point (3.2.4(c)).

This gives effect to Section 104 (ab) RMA.

have been preferentially avoided, then remedied or
mitigated in accordance with the hierarchy
established in Policy 3.2.3; and

Include an additional bullet point which provides for
consideration of environmental compensation in cases
where biodiversity offsetting cannot be reasonably achieved
as to address environmental effects that cannot be avoided,
remedied or mitigated.

3.2.5 Policy - Oppose The Director-General requests amendments to this policy to Move the policy to section 3.1 and amend the wording as
Biodiversity in the ensure it covers all of the coastal environment in the district, follows:
coastal not just those in Significant Natural Areas.
environment
Policy 11 of the NZCPS requires protection of indigenous 3.2.5 Policy - Biodiversity in the coastal environment
biological diversity in all areas of the coastal environment. (a)Avoid the adverse effects of subdivision use and
development within-Sigrificant-Naturat-Areas-of the
coastal environment on:
3.2.6 Policy — Oppose Policy 3.2.6 provides for vegetation clearance for building )
Providing for platforms, services access, vehicle parking and firewood. The Delete 3.2.6 (a) (iv) and 3.2.6 (b)
vegetation Director-General considers that this policy is too permissive for
clearance vegetation clearance in Significant Natural Areas.
3.5.1 Objectives — | Oppose Section 6(a) of the RMA and Policy 13 of the NZCPS requires a) The high-and-Outstanding Natural Character of the
Natural Character consideration of all natural character in the coastal coastal environment is protected from inappropriate
environment, not just high and outstanding. subdivision, use and development.
3.5.3 Policy — Oppose Part of the functioning of coastal dune systems involves a level | Change the wording to:

protecting the
natural character
qualities of the

of instability. The Director-General considers that this policy
should reflect this aspect of the natural processes associated
with coastal dune systems.

(a)  Protect the qualities of outstanding and high natural
character areas in the coastal environment from
inappropriate subdivision, use and development by:




coastal
environment

The Director-General understands that coastal dune systems
have been mapped in the proposed district plan, however,
requests that all dune systems are covered and not just those
identified, to ensure protection for any which may have been
overlooked during mapping.

(iv)

avoiding activities that damage the stability
functioning of identified coastal dune systems;

5.3.5—Policies —
Earthworks

Oppose

Kauri Dieback is caused by a pathogen that is easily spread
through soil movements, including when it is carried on
footwear, equipment and vehicles. The disease is threatening
Kauri with functional extinction and requires collaborative work
to manage the disease and control any further spread. Any
land disturbance works within three times the radius of the
canopy of the dripline of New Zealand Kauri Tree (“the kauri
hygiene zone”) can cause potential contamination of an
uninfected site and spread the disease.

The Director-General is currently involved in Environment
Court proceedings for the Thames Coromandel District Plan.
When the final decision is released and confirmed by
Environment Court, the Director-General considers that
provisions of Thames Coromandel District Plan, as they relate
to the management of Kauri Dieback disease, should be
adopted into the Proposed Plan, where appropriate.

Amend this policy to address the management of kauri
dieback and measures to prevent spread of the disease.

5.3.13 Policy -
Waste
Management
Activities

Oppose

The Director-General considers that waste management
facilities should not be located within the identified
outstanding landscape or natural character areas and
significant natural areas.

Delete 5.3.13 (c)

5.6.7 — Policies —
Earthworks

Oppose

Kauri Dieback is caused by a pathogen that is easily spread
through soil movements, including when it is carried on
footwear, equipment and vehicles. The disease is threatening
Kauri with functional extinction and requires collaborative work
to manage the disease and control any further spread. Any
land disturbance works within three times the radius of the

Amend this policy to address the management of kauri
dieback and measures to prevent spread of the disease.

10




canopy of the dripline of New Zealand Kauri Tree (“the kauri
hygiene zone”) can cause potential contamination of an
uninfected site and spread the disease.

The Director-General is currently involved in Environment
Court proceedings for the Thames Coromandel District Plan.
When the final decision is released and confirmed by
Environment Court, the Director-General considers that
provisions of Thames Coromandel District Plan, as they relate
to the management of Kauri Dieback disease, should be
adopted into the Proposed Plan, where appropriate.

22.1.2 Permitted
Activities

Oppose

Without any permitted activity conditions for forestry activities,
the National Environmental Standards for Plantation Forestry
(NESPF) apply.

Under Regb6(2)(b) of the NESPF, a rule in a district plan may be
more stringent than the regulations if the rule recognises and
provides for the protection of significant natural areas.

The Director-General considers it necessary for the plan to
recognise and provide for the protection of SNAs within or
adjacent to planation forest.

Amend forestry provisions in plan to afford greater
protection to indigenous vegetation and SNAs.

New Definition

Oppose

The Director-General requests the addition of a definition for
biodiversity offsetting to reflect the Guidance for Biodiversity
Offsetting in New Zealand

Include a definition of biodiversity offset as below:

Biodiversity offsets are measurable conservation
outcomes resulting from actions designed to
compensate for significant residual adverse
biodiversity impacts arising from project
development after appropriate prevention and
mitigation measures have been taken. The goal of
biodiversity offsets is to achieve no net loss and
preferably a net gain of biodiversity on the ground.

11




New Definition Oppose The Director-General requests the addition of a definition for Include a definition of environmental

environmental compensation to reflect Guidance on compensation as below:

biodiversity offsetting in New Zealand
Environmental compensation comprises actions
offered as a means to address residual adverse
effects on the environment arising from project
development that are not intended to result in no
net loss or a net gain of biodiversity on the ground.

) Wind farms, even those of smaller-scale, have the potential to Include additional matters of discretion to address any
1‘_1‘6‘2 I.Restrlcted have significant ecological impacts, particularly on avifauna and | adverse effects to the environment associated with the
Discretionary bats. Additional matters of discretion are requested to address | construction, operation and decommissioning of small-scale
Activities these impacts for small-scale and community-scale electricity and community-scale electricity generation projects.

generation.

Small-scale and
community-scale
wind farms

Support The Director-General supports the discretionary activity status | Retain as notified
1463 for large-scale wind farms located within the rural zone.
Discretionary
Activities

Support The Director-General supports the non-complying activity Retain as notified
14.6.3 Non- status of large-scale wind farms located outside the rural zone,
complying including in identified areas.
Activities
Indigenous Oppose The Director-General acknowledges the need to provide for Amend indigenous vegetation clearance rules in
Vegetation indigenous vegetation clearance in some circumstances, all zones, including the following changes:

Clearance Rules

however, the current rules for vegetation clearance within

12




Inside Significant
Natural Areas

Residential: 16.2.8
Business Zone:
17.2.9

Industrial Zone:
20.2.9

Industrial Zone
Heavy: 21.2.9
Rural Zone: 22.2.7
Country Living
Zone:23.3.9
Village Zone:
24.2.8

Reserve Zone: 25.8
Rangitahi
Peninsula Zone:
28.2.8

And any other
relevant rules in
other zones

significant natural areas fail to adequately protect or manage
biodiversity values present in these areas. Itis important to
appropriately manage indigenous vegetation clearance to
prevent further fragmentation and loss in the Waikato District.

P2 describes a maximum volume of manuka and kanuka that
may be removed per 12 months outside of the coastal
environment (5m3). A volume of timber is dependent on the
size of trees and their density where 5m3 may be clearance of
an area of a few m?, where a few large trees are harvested, to
an area of several hundred m? when small trees are harvested.
An area limit is more suitable to ensure consistency of removal.

Include a maximum vegetation clearance
permitted activity rule for all purposes.

Include a minimum setback distance from water
bodies for all purposes.

Change P2 to a maximum area of clearance and
not a maximum volume.

Any other relevant amendments as required

Indigenous
vegetation
clearance rules

Residential: 16.2.8
Business Zone:
17.2.9

Industrial Zone:
20.2.9

Support

The Director-General supports vegetation clearance outside
permitted activity standards becoming a discretionary activity

Retain as notified

13




Industrial Zone
Heavy: 21.2.9
Rural Zone: 22.2.7
Country Living
Zone:23.3.9
Village Zone:
24.2.8

Reserve Zone: 25.8
Rangitahi
Peninsula Zone:
28.2.8

And any other
relevant rules in
other zones

Indigenous
vegetation
clearance rules

Residential: 16.2.8
Business Zone:
17.2.9

Industrial Zone:
20.2.9

Industrial Zone
Heavy: 21.2.9
Rural Zone: 22.2.7
Country Living
Zone:23.3.9
Village Zone:
24.2.8

Reserve Zone: 25.8

Support

The Director-General supports vegetation clearance outside
permitted activity standards becoming a discretionary activity

Retain as notified

14




Rangitahi
Peninsula Zone:
28.2.8

And any other
relevant rules in
other zones

Appendix 6: The Director-General generally supports Appendix 6, however, | Make the following amendments to Appendix 6:
Biodiversity requests amendment to better reflect Guidance on Biodiversity | In the introduction include the following statement.
Offsetting Offsetting (https://www.doc.govt.nz/about-us/our-policies-

and-plans/guidance-on-biodiversity-offsetting/) The following sets out a framework for the use of

biodiversity offsets. It should be read in conjunction with
the New Zealand government Guidance on Good
Practice Biodiversity Offsetting in New Zealand, New
Zealand Government et al., August 2014 (or any
successor document).

2. A proposed biodiversity offset will contain an guantitative
assessment of losses and gains commensurate with the scale
of effects of the activity, and should demonstrate the
manner in which no net loss can be achieved.

Amend bullet point 8 to ensure that any offset not
replacing biodiversity on a like for like basis should
not ‘trade up’ from already threatened or at-risk
biodiversity.
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16 July 2019

Waikato District Council
Private Bag 544
Ngaruawahia 3742

Dear Sir/Madam,

FURTHER SUBMISSION ON THE PROPOSED WAIKATO DISTRICT PLAN

Please find enclosed the further submission by the Director-General of Conservation in
respect of the Proposed Waikato District Plan.

Please contact Maggie Burns in the first instance if you wish to discuss any of the matters
raised in this further submission on 0276322961 or mburns@doc.govt.nz.

Yours sincerely

ML

—

Ray Scrimgeour
Operations Manager
Waikato

Department of Conservation Te Papa Atawhai
Hamilton Shared Services

Private Bag 3072, Hamilton 3240, New Zealand
www.doc.govt.nz



FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OR OPPOSITION TO, SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY
NOTIFIED
PROPOSED WAIKATO DISTRICT PLAN

Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991

TO:

The Waikato District Council

NAME: Director-General of Conservation

This is a further submission in support of and in opposition to submissions on the following
proposed district plan:

1.1. Proposed Waikato District Plan

| am a person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest for the following
reason:

2.1. | have delegated authority in relation to the Director-General of Conservation’s
statutory responsibilities under the Resource Management Act 1991.

| support or oppose the submissions of those persons and/ or organisations listed in the
second column headed “Submitter Name” of Table 1 attached.

The particular parts of the submission | support or oppose are identified in the third
column headed “Submission” of Table 1.

The reasons for my support or opposition are set out under the fifth column headed
“Reasons” of Table 1.

In relation to those submissions | support | seek that that submission is allowed.

In relation to those submissions | oppose | seek that the part of the submission | oppose
is disallowed.

| wish to be heard in support of my further submission.

If others make similar submissions, | will consider presenting a joint case with them at the
hearing.

Ray Scrimgeour
Operations Manager
Waikato



Acting pursuant to delegated authority
on behalf of Lou Sanson
Director-General of Conservation

Date: 22 July 2016

Note: A copy of the Instrument of Delegation may be inspected at the Director-General’s
office at Conservation House Whare Kaupapa Atawhai, 18/32 Manners Street, Wellington
6011.

Address for service of person making further submission:

Department of Conservation
Hamilton Shared Services
Private Bay 3072

Hamilton 3240

Contact person: Maggie Burns
Telephone: 027 632 2961
email: mburns@doc.govt.nz



Table 1: Director-General of Conservation Further Submission Points:

Plan Submitter No. Decision Sought Support/Oppose Reasons Relief Sought
Reference Name
Maps Schedule of Schedule | Delete Significant Natural areas Oppose A number of submitters have requested | seek that these
submitters in One from properties. Individual removal of Significant Natural Areas from | submission points are
Schedule One submitters detailed in Schedule their properties. disallowed
One.
Mapping of Significant Natural Areas is
based on criteria in Section 11A of the
WRPS. Removal of these Significant
Natural Areas would not provide an
adequate level of protection for areas
with significant value for indigenous
biodiversity.
The Director-General does not object to
removal or amendment to significant
Natural Areas where there is a mapping
error. Itis also noted that the
identification of Significant Natural Areas
was a desktop exercise and accuracy
would be increased by ground truthing.
Section D Geoscience 8 Add a new Schedule to Section D Support The Director-General supports | seek that this
appendices Society of NZ Appendices and Schedules, the addition of the proposed sites from submission point is
and entitled "Important Geological Geoscience NZ to ensure these sites are allowed
schedules: 30 Sites and Landforms", and include afforded adequate protection under the
Schedules the following sites (from the plan.
Waikato District Plan - Franklin
Section, Part 5, Schedule 5B) in the
schedule.
Section D Geoscience 8 Add the following additional Support The Director-General supports | seek that this
appendices Society of NZ Outstanding Natural Features (i.e. the addition of the proposed sites from submission point is
and geological sites and landforms) as Geoscience NZ to ensure these sites are allowed
schedules: 30 recorded in the NZ afforded adequate protection under the
Schedules Geopreservation Inventory to a plan.




new schedule of Outstanding
Natural Features as follows:

General Plan Geoscience 8 Add more policies and rules to Support The Director-General supports further | seek that this
Society of NZ protect Outstanding Natural protection of Outstanding Natural submission point is
Features and provide criteria for Features and criteria for additional allowed
the potential identification of identification of additional ONFs.
others.
Section B Geoscience 8 Add into Section 3.3 Outstanding Support The Director-General supports this as | seek that this
Objectives Society of NZ Natural Features, criteria for providing further protection to submission point is
and policies identifying Outstanding Natural outstanding natural features . allowed
Features, similar to that in the
Auckland Unitary Plan, Northland
Regional Plan and other local
districts:
Section 2.10 Maniapoto 44 Amend clause (c) in Section 2.10 Support The Director-General supports further | seek that this
Iwi Maori Trust Iwi Management Plans, as follows: detail in the plan with regard to Iwi submission point is
Environmental | Board Management Plans and how they are allowed

Plans

2.10 Iwi Management Plans: The
Waikato-Tainui Environmental
Plan and the Maniapoto lwi
Management Plans are redress
instruments of Treaty settlements.
AND

(1) A local authority served under
section 15(a) preparing, reviewing,

or changing a Resource
Management Act 1991 planning
document must recognise the
environmental planin the same
manner as would be required
under the Resource Management
Act 1991 for any planning
document recognised by an iwi

authority.

addressed throughout the proposed plan.




(2) A consent authority considering

an application for a resource
consent under section 104 of the
Resource Management Act 1991
must have regard to the
environmental plan, if it considers
that section 104(1)(c) applies to

the plan.

(3) A person carrying out functions
or exercising powers under
sections 12 to 14 of the Fisheries
Act 1996 must recognise and
provide for the environmental plan

to the extent to which its contents
relate to the functions or powers.

(4) A person carrying out functions
or exercising powers under the
conservation legislation in relation
to the Waipa River and its
catchment must have particular
regard to the environmental plan
to the extent to which its contents
relate to the functions or powers.

NOTE: It is Council's responsibility
to show HOW it gives EFFECT to
the Iwi Management Plans and
how the Iwi Management Plan is
APPLIED within the context of the
Proposed District Plan and ALL of
its chapters.

General Plan

Waikato
Regional
Council

81

Amend each zone chapter to
provide details on the purpose and
anticipated outcomes of the
corresponding zone or subzone

Support

The Director-General agrees that further
detail in each zone chapter would provide
important clarity.

| seek that this
submission point is
allowed




All zones Waikato 81 Amend Permitted Activity Support in part The Director-General considers that an | seek that the
Regional standards for all zones for increased setback would support better setback distances are

Permitted Council earthworks to provide for a practice earthworks management, increased to 10m

activity minimum 5 metre distance from however, notes a 10m would be more

earthworks any waterbody or overland flow appropriate.

path, example of which is as

E.g. including follows:

but not

limited to P16.2.4.1 (a)(i) Be located more

16.2.4.1, than +5-+m-5.0 m horizontally from

20.2.5.1, any waterway, open drain or

21.2.5.1, overland flow path

22.2.3.1 etc

All zones: Waikato 81 Amend provisions to support the Support The Director-General supports the | seek that this
Regional use of low impact design principles inclusion of low impact design which is submission point is

Providing for Council for stormwater management (in important to limit impervious surface allowed

low impact particular consider for RDA criteria which can adversely affect the hydrology

design and permitted activity standards of a catchment.

approach to

stormwater

e.g. Policy

3.5.3,3.5.4,

4.7.2,8.1.2,

Rule 19.1.2

RD1, 24.4.1,

24.4.2,

28.2.4.1 and

similar

All zones: Waikato 81 Amend setbacks from the banks of | Support The Director-General supports larger | seek that this

Building Regional a perennial or intermittent stream setbacks form the banks of perennial or submission point is

setbacks for Council to provide for a minimum 10m intermittent streams to ensure potential allowed

waterbodies

setback.

adverse effects on biodiversity values in
small waterways are managed
appropriately.




All zones: Waikato 81 Retain setbacks from waterbodies | Support The Director-General supports the | seek that this
Building Regional that are larger than 10m. current setbacks to ensure appropriate submission point is
setbacks for Council distance of buildings from waterbodies allowed.
waterbodies
Natural Waikato 81 Undertake a natural character Support The Director-General supports the | seek that this
Character Regional assessment for wetlands, lakes, undertaking of a natural character submission point is
assessment, Council rivers and their margins. assessment for wetlands, lakes, rivers and | allowed
mapping and their margins to give effect to section
rules Amend the provisions to ensure 6(a).

natural character is managed in

accordance with Policy 12.2 and

Implementation Method 12.2.1 of

the WRPS
Objectives, Waikato 81 Amend provisions throughout the | Support The Director-General agrees that | seek that this
policies and Regional plan that relate to natural amendments to recognise a different submission point is
rules relating | Council character to recognise that a approach to high and outstanding natural | allowed
to natural different approach is required to character would give effect to Policy 12.2
character high and outstanding natural and Implementation method 12.2.1 of

character to give effect to Policy the WRPS.

12.2 and Implementation method

12.2.1 of the WRPS
Whole of Plan | Waikato 81 Amend the proposed plan to take | Support The Director-General supports the | seek that this

Regional into account activities that may consideration of provisions are adequate | submission point is

Significant Council impact on the significant habitats to ensure that significant habitats are allowed
habitats of of indigenous fauna that have protected. This would ensure the
indigenous been identified and mapped. proposed plan gives effect to Section 6(c)
fauna and Chapter 11A of the WRPS.
Indigenous Waikato 81 Amend P1 (a) (ii) and P2 (a) (ii) to Support The Waikato district has a significant | seek that this
vegetation Regional exclude clearance in wetlands proportion of indigenous wetlands in the | submission point is
clearance — Council district. The Director-General considers allowed
outside a that the proposed amendment identifies
Significant a practical intervention to protect values

Natural Area
22.2.823.2.9

of wetlands




Indigenous Waikato 81 Amend Rule 16.2.8 P3 Indigenous Support The Director-General considers that | seek that this
vegetation Regional vegetation clearance inside a providing tighter controls in the coastal submission point is
clearance - Council Significant Natural Area by giving it environment will give better effect to the | allowed
inside a restricted discretionary activity NZCPS.
Significant status.
Natural Area

AND/OR

Amend to provide tighter

thresholds/ activity status in the

Coastal Environment.
Indigenous Waikato 81 AMEND P4 to a restricted Support The Director-General agrees that as | seek that this
vegetation Regional discretionary activity. currently drafted the rule could provide a | submission point is
clearance - Council mechanism for a large loss of significant allowed
inside a AND/OR indigenous vegetation clearance and does
significant not give effect to the ‘avoid’ direction in

natural area

AMEND P4 to assign a lower
threshold than clearance off
indigenous vegetation outside of
SNA for the same activity.

AND/OR

AMEND P4 to provide an overall
cap on clearance as a permitted
activity.

AND/OR

CLARIFY the location and extent of
areas that might be subject to this
rule in order to determine if it is
likely to have a significant effect on
indigenous biodiversity.

AND/OR

the NZCPS and Policy 11.4 RPS for the
coastal environment




AMEND to provide tighter
thresholds/ activity status in the
Coastal Environment.

Earthworks Waikato-Tainui | 286 Amend the Proposed District Plan Oppose The Director-General considers that | seek that this
Rules to provide for earthworks in earthworks in significant natural areas as a | submission point is
Significant Natural Areas that are permitted activity would have potentially | disallowed
for the establishment of marae, inappropriate levels of effects without
papakaainga, dwellings and consideration of how effects will be
associated access, parking and avoided, remedied or mitigated. Further
manoeuvring as a permitted clarification on the intent of this point
activity. would also be appreciated.
The Department of Conservation has a
duty to ensure indigenous biodiversity is
protected.
The requested amendments do not
currently contain sufficient linkage with
the Waikato-Tainui lwi Environmental Plan
and working towards environmental
enhancement.
Outstanding Waikato-Tainui | 286 Amend the Proposed District Plan | Support The Director-General supports the intent | seek that this

Natural
Features and
Landscapes

to include the Waikato River in its
entirety as both an Outstanding
Natural Feature and an
Outstanding Natural Landscape

AND

Amend the Proposed District Plan
maps to include the Waikato River
in its entirety as both an
Outstanding Natural Feature and
an Outstanding Natural Landscape.

of this submission point and appropriate
mapping of the Waikato River as an
Outstanding Natural Feature and
Outstanding Natural Landscape to afford it
adequate protection under the plan.

submission point is
allowed




Natural Waikato-Tainui | 286 Amend the Proposed District Plan Support The Director-General supports the | seek that this
Character after undertaking a natural undertaking of a natural character submission point is

character assessment for the assessment for wetlands, lakes, rivers and | allowed

Waikato River to determine if their margins to give effect to section 6(a).

there are any areas of high or

outstanding natural character.
Earthworks Waikato-Tainui | 286 Amend the Proposed District Plan Support The Director-General supports consistency | | seek that this
Setbacks to provide setbacks from the with Proposed Plan Change 1, the Vision submission point is
Rules waterways that are consistent with and Strategy for the Waikato River and the | allowed

Proposed Plan Change 1 to the Waikato-Tainui Environmental Plan

Waikato Regional Council and

gives effect to the Vision and

Strategy for the Waikato River and

the Waikato-Tainui Environmental

Plan
Maps TGH Ltd 341 Add a new Ruakura Industrial Zone | Oppose in part The Director-General does not necessarily | | seek that this

as follows:

Add a new set of objectives and
policies to Section 9 Specific Zones
as Section 9.5 for Ruakura
Industrial Zone and that these be
based on the existing objectives
and policies for the Ruakura
Logistics and Ruakura Industrial
Park zones contained within
Sections 10.2 and 11.2 of the
Operative Hamilton City District
Plan.

AND

Add a set of rules to Chapter 29

Appendices that give effect to the
requested objectives and policies
for Ruakura Industrial Zone based
on existing objectives and policies

oppose a new set of objectives for the
Ruakura Industrial Zone development in
principle but considers that this needs to
be comprehensively reviewed to ensure
conflict with biodiversity values,
particularly bats, is avoided.

The requested amendments do not
currently contain sufficient linkage with
the Waikato-Tainui lwi Environmental
Plan and working towards environmental
enhancement.

If the above issues are clarified and
concerns addressed, the Director-General
will reconsider our position on this
submission point.

submission point is
disallowed, unless
further detail is
provided.




for the Ruakura Logistics and
Ruakura Industrial Park Zones
contained within Sections 10.2 and
11.2 of the Operative Hamilton
City District Plan.

AND

Add any consequential
amendments and refinements to
the Proposed District Plan as
appropriate in order to allow a
new Ruakura Industrial Zone to
apply at Tainui Group Holdings Ltd
land in Ruakura.

AND

Amend the Proposed District Plan
to make consequential
amendments as necessary to give
effect to the matters raised in the
submission.

General Plan

Ngati Haua lwi
Trust

379

Amend the Proposed District Plan
to ensure:

a) Ngati Haua lwi Trust's role
as kaitiaki within the
Waikato District is
recognised; and

b) The aspirations and
priorities for Ngati Haua
Iwi Trust, as set out in the
Ngati Haua Environmental
Management Plan, are
taken into account within

Support

The Director General supports the
recognition of Ngati Haua as kaitiaki
within the Waikato District and further
consideration of the Ngati Haua
IwiEnvironmental Plan throughout the
plan.

| seek that this
submission point is
allowed




the provisions of the
Proposed Plan.

AND

Amend the Proposed
District Plan, including
Section C (Rules) to make
consequential
amendments to give effect
to the matters raised in
the submission and relief

sought.

Chapter 2 Ngati Haua lwi | 379 Amend Chapter 2 Tangata Support The Director General supports the | seek that this
Tangata Trust Whenua, to include specific recognition of Ngati Haua as kaitiaki submission point is
Whenua reference to the Ngati Haua within the Waikato District and further allowed

Environmental Management Plan. consideration of the Ngati Haua

Environmental Plan throughout the plan.

AND

Amend the Proposed District Plan,

including Section C (Rules) to make

consequential amendments to give

effect to the matters raised in the

submission and relief sought.
Maps Planning Focus | 383 Amend the zoning of the following | Oppose The Director-General considers that this | seek that this

Ltd

properties in Ohinewai from Rural
Zone to Industrial Zone:

52 Lumsden Road (Lot 3 Deposited
Plan 474347)

56 Lumsden Road (Lot 2 Deposited
Plan 474347)

58 Lumsden Road (Lot 1 Deposited
Plan 474347)

change in zoning would be inappropriate
due to the property’s proximity to lakes
and the potential flood hazard risk. We
note that flood hazards have not yet been
mapped by the Waikato District Council.

These areas flow into Lake Waikare and
into Whangamarino wetland which is a
significant RAMSAR wetland site. The
Director-General objects to a change in
zoning which may cause an increase in

submission point is
disallowed




109 Tahuna Road (Part Allotment
436A Parish of Whangamarino)

147 Ohinewai South Road(Lot 1-3
Deposited Plan 15270) Ohinewai
South Road; (Part Allotment 36
Parish of Taupiri) 159 Ohinewai
South Road; (Lot 1 Deposited Plan
63073) 181 Ohinewai South Road;
(Part Allotment 36 Parish of
Taupiri) AND Amend the zoning
the following properties from
Country Living Zone to Industrial
Zone: 123 Ohinewai South Road,
Ohinewai 101 Ohinewai South
Road, Ohinewai 117 Ohinewai
South Road, Ohinewai 183
Ohinewai South Road; (Part Lot 1
Deposited Plan 90412 and
Allotment 816 Taupiri Parish and
Part Allotment 817 Taupiri Parish)

industrial contaminants and other
adverse effects for the catchment.

Maps

Peter Ward

385

Seeking rezoning of land at Island

Block Road from rural to industrial.

Oppose

The Director-General considers that this
change in zoning would be inappropriate
due to the property’s proximity to lakes
and the potential flood hazard risk. We
note that flood hazards have not yet been
mapped by the Waikato District Council.

These areas flow into Lake Waikare and
into Whangamarino wetland which is a
significant RAMSAR wetland site. The
Director-General objects to a change in
zoning which may cause an increase in
industrial contaminants and other
adverse effects for the catchment.

| seek that this
submission point is
disallowed




Maps

David
Peacocke

428

Amend the Proposed District Plan
to include a growth area at
Ohinewai in accordance with the
plan attached to the submission.

Oppose

The Director-General considers that this
change in zoning would be inappropriate
due to the property’s proximity to lakes
and the potential flood hazard risk. We
note that flood hazards have not yet been
mapped by the Waikato District Council.

These areas flow into Lake Waikare and
into Whangamarino wetland which is a
significant RAMSAR wetland site. The
Director-General objects to a change in
zoning which may cause an increase in
industrial contaminants and other
adverse effects for the catchment.

| seek that this
submission point is
disallowed

5.3.5 Policy —
Earthworks
activities

Fish and Game

433

Amend policy as follows:

a) Provide for earthworks
where they support rural
activities or are for
ecosystem protection,
rehabilitation or
restoration works,
including:

Ancillary rural earthworks

and farm quarries;

i The importation of
fill material to a site;

ii. Use of cleanfill where
it assists the
rehabilitation of
quarries.

iii. wetland
enhancement work

b) Manage the effects of
earthworks to ensure that:
i) Erosion and

sediment loss are

Support

The Waikato district has a significant
proportion of indigenous wetlands in the
district. The Director-General considers
that the proposed amendment identifies
a practical intervention to restore values
of wetlands.

The Director-General also undertakes a
variety of protection works at lakes and
track maintenance for the purpose of
ecosystem protection, rehabilitation and
restoration. This amendment would
ensure this is accounted for.

| seek that this
submission point is
allowed




avoided or
mitigated;

ii) The ground is
geotechnically
sound and remains
safe and stable for
the duration of the
intended land use;

iii) Changes to natural
water flows and
established
drainage paths are
avoided or
mitigated;

a) Adjoining properties and
public services are
protected.”

22.2.3.1
Earthworks
General - R1

Fish and Game

433

Amend the rule as follows:
“(a) Earthworks for:

i Ancillary rural
earthworks;

ii. Farm quarry where the
volume of aggregate
does not exceed
1000m3 per single
consecutive 12 month
period;

iii. Construction and/or
maintenance of tracks,
fences or drains;

iv. A building platform for
a residential activity,
including accessory
buildings.

Support

The Waikato district has a significant
proportion of indigenous wetlands in the
district. The Director-General considers
that the proposed amendment identifies
a practical intervention to restore values
of wetlands.

The Director-General also undertakes a
variety of protection works at lakes and
track maintenance for the purpose of
ecosystem protection, rehabilitation and
restoration. This amendment would
ensure this is accounted for.

| seek that this
submission point is
allowed




V. Ecosystem protection,
restoration or
enhancement (e.g.
conservation
covenants, works
involved with wetland
enhancement). “

22.2.3.1
Earthworks —
General — P2

Fish and Game

433

Amend the rule as follows:
“(a)Earthworks within a site must
meet all of the following
conditions:

i Do not exceed a
volume of more than
1000m3 and an area of
more than 2000m2
over any single
consecutive 12 month
period;

ii. The total depth of any
excavation or filling
does not exceed 3m
above or below
ground level with a
maximum slope of 1:2
(1 vertical to 2
horizontal);

iii. Earthworks are
setback 1.5m from all
boundaries;

iv. Areas exposed by
earthworks are re-
vegetated to achieve
80% ground cover
within 6 months of the
commencement of the
earthworks;

Support

The Director-General agrees that the
proposed rule includes provisions that are
part of the regional council function and
are not appropriate in a district plan.

| seek that this
submission point is
allowed




22.2.3.1
Earthworks —
General —RD1

Fish and Game

433

Amend Rule 22.2.3.1 RD1

b) Earthworks - General, as
follows: ...

v) location of the
earthworks to
waterways,
significant
indigenous
vegetation and
habitat ...

X) flood risk,
ncludi I
water-flows-and
established

drairagepaths; ...

AND/OR

Any alternative relief to
address the issues and

Support

The Director-General agrees that the
proposed rule includes provisions that are
part of the regional council function and
are not appropriate in a district plan.

| seek that this
submission point is
allowed




concerns raised in the
submission.

4.1.12 Policy —
Te Kauwhata

Fish and Game

433

Retain 4.1.12(a)(ii) and amend
4.1.12 (a) to include the following
provisions:

iv.

Development is avoided
where it cannot
demonstrate adequate
capacity within the
wastewater and
stormwater networks
proposed or available to
ensure the development
does not contribute to
additional contaminant
loading to Lake Waikare
and Whangamarino
wetland.

The effects of
development on biological
diversity, including avian
biological diversity, are
had regard to and avoided,

remedied or mitigated.

Amend 4.1.12 (b) as follows:

Manages the balance
between creating areas for
growth and open space,
and retaining an
appropriate size and
capacity flood plain,
ensuring no further
reduction of existing flood
capacity, and no further

Support

The Director-General supports further
consideration on development in the Te
Kauwhata area as a means to ensure
development does not have adverse
effects on biodiversity, particularly
freshwater values.

| seek that this
submission point is
allowed




Include

drainage to assist flood
management within the
Waikato River System.

an additional provision in

Policy 4.1.12 (b):

Vii.

Recognises and provides
for existing recreational
use of the Lake Waikare
and its margins, including
gamebird hunting, and
manages the balance
between these and
increased settlement and
access for walking and
cycling, including avoiding
and mitigating reverse
sensitivity effects on
hunting activities.

Any further amendments required
to give effect to the provisions and

reasons

raised.

Chapter 13 -
Definitions

Fish and Game

433

Add a definition for "maimai"
to Chapter 13: Definitions as

follows:

Maimai

- game bird shooting

shelter structures.

AND/OR

Any alternative relief to address
the issues and concerns raised in
the submission

Supportin part

The Director-General supports the
inclusion of a definition of a maimai,
however, requests further parameters to
ensure maimai structures do not create
significant adverse effects on waterbodies,
including, but not limited to size
restrictions.

| seek that this
submission point is
allowed in part




Policy 3.2.2
(b)

Fulton Hogan

575

Retain Policy 3.2.2 (b) Identify and
Recognise, except for the
amendments sought below.

AND

Amend Policy 3.2.2 (b) Identify and
Recognise, as follows (or words to
similar effect):

(b) Recognise and protect
Significant Natural Areas by
ensuring the characteristics that
contribute to their significance are
not adversely affected by activities
other than mineral and aggregate
extraction.

Oppose

The Director-General considers that the
proposed amendments are too
permissive for significant natural areas
and allowing this point would be contrary
to the purpose of the act and section 6(c)

| seek that the
submission point is
disallowed

Policy 3.2.3

Fulton Hogan

575

Retain Policy 3.2.3 Management
hierarchy, except for the
amendments sought below.

AND

Amend Policy 3.2.3 Management
hierarchy, as follows:

(i) avoiding the significant adverse
effects of vegetation clearance and
the disturbance of habitats unless
specific activities need to be

Oppose

The Director-General considers that the
proposed amendments are too
permissive for significant natural areas
and allowing this point would be contrary
to the purpose of the act and section 6(c)

| seek that this
submission point is
disallowed




enabled such as mineral and
aggregate extraction activities;

Policy 3.2.7 Fulton Hogan 575 Retain Policy 3.2.7 Managing Oppose The Director-General considers that the | seek that this
Significant Natural Areas, except proposed amendments are too submission point is
for the amendments sought permissive for significant natural areas disallowed.
below. and allowing this point would be contrary

to the purpose of the act and section 6(c).
AND
Amend Policy 3.2.7 (a)(v)
Managing Significant Natural
Areas, as follows (or words to
similar effect):
(v) avoiding physicatand legal
fragmentation
AND
Amend the Proposed District Plan
to make consequential and
additional amendments as
necessary to give effect to the
matters raised in the submission.
General Plan Waikato River | 642 Add a section to the Proposed Support The Director-General supports the | seek that this
Authority District Plan dedicated to the inclusion of the Vision and Strategy to the | submission point is
Vision and Strategy, including its district plan to ensure it is given effect to | allowed.
objectives and strategies, and as required by the WRPS.
relationship to the District Plan
General Plan Waikato River | 642 Retain the Taangata Whenua Support The Vision and Strategy identifies iwi | seek that this
Authority chapter to better express and give connection to the river. This chapter submission point is
effect to the relationship between ensures that the vision and strategy is allowed.
River lwi, Hapuu and Marae, to the given effect to.
Waikato River and all it embraces.
Rule 14.10.1.6 | Spark 644 Delete activity specific condition Oppose The Director-General considers that the | seek that this
P8 (ii) Rule 14.10.1.6 P8 (ii) that relates restrictions on small cell units in submission point is

to Identified Areas.

identified areas should remain to ensure

disallowed.




these areas are adequately protected
from inappropriate activities and adverse
effects are appropriately avoided,
remedied or mitigated

Section 1.5.7
(a)

Federated
Farmers

680

Delete Section 1.5.7(a) Natural
environment

OR

Amend Section 1.5.7(a) Natural
environment as follows

The Council will ensure that
adjoining authorities and-the
regional-couneil are informed of
any aH resource consent
applications received for
vegetation clearance located on
the district boundary. The location
of indigenous vegetation...

AND

Any consequential changes needed
to give effect to this relief.

Oppose

Any significant vegetation clearance
should consider cross-boundary effects,
particularly with fragmentation of
significant habitats in the district.

| seek that this
submission point is
disallowed.

Section 1.5.7

Federated
Farmers

680

Add to Section 1.5.7 Natural
environment new provisions as
follows:

(#) Reconciling the tension
between the private cost and
public benefit of protecting and
managing the District’s natural
environment.

(##t) Increase public recognition
and understanding of the District’s

Oppose

While non-regulatory methods can
provide some benefit to management of
indigenous vegetation and habitats, they
need to be backed up by regulatory
methods. The Director-General considers
that the proposed policy would be an
inappropriate mechanism within the
district plan framework.

| seek that this
submission point is
disallowed.




natural environment, the

associated values and the

respective responsibility that the

public and private landowners

assume in its ongoing

management and protection.

(##4#) Develop a range of non-
regulatory mechanisms that
encourage, assist and facilitate the
protection, maintenance or
enhancement of the District’s
Significant Natural Areas and
Outstanding Natural Landscapes.

AND

Any consequential changes needed

to give effect to this relief

New Policy —
Section 3.1

Federated
Farmers

680

Add new policy to Section 3.1
Indigenous Vegetation and
Habitats as follows:

(a) The Council recognises
landowners’ stewardship
of the land and will work
with landowners to
promote the use of non-
regulatory methods;
including assistance with
the establishment of
protective covenants,
service delivery,
education, and other
incentives in protecting
and enhancing ecological
sites, geological features,

Oppose

While non-regulatory methods can
provide some benefit to management of
indigenous vegetation and habitats, they
need to be backed up by regulatory
methods. The Director-General considers
that the proposed policy would be an
inappropriate mechanism within the
district plan framework.

| seek that this
submission point is
disallowed.




and the values of
outstanding natural
features and landscapes;
and ensure current land
management practices
help achieve this.

AND

Any consequential changes needed
to give effect to this relief

Policy 3.1.2

Federated
Farmers

680

Amend Policy 3.1.2 (a) Policies as
follows:

(a)Erable Incentivise activities that
maintain or enhance indigenous
biodiversity including:

i) planting using
indigenous species
suitable to the habitat;

i) the removal or
management of pest
plant and animal
species; Proposed
Waikato District Plan
(Stage 1) Summary of
Submissions by
Submitter Page 837

iii) biosecurity works.

AND

Add to Policy 3.1.2 (a) Policies as
follows:

iv) Encouraging voluntary
planting of indigenous

Oppose

The Director-General considers that the
proposed amendment would be
inappropriate.

While non-regulatory methods can
provide some benefit to management of
indigenous vegetation and habitats, they
need to be backed up by regulatory
methods. The Director-General considers
that the proposed policy would be an
inappropriate mechanism within the
district plan framework.

| seek that this
submission point is
disallowed.




plant specimens
suitable to each
habitat, whilst
anticipating flexibility
to appropriately
manage planted
vegetation in a way
that is integrated with
other land

management
practices.

AND
Add to Policy 3.1.2 new Policies as
follows:

(d) Council will coordinate with
other agencies and organisations
in identifying risks, requirements,
opportunities and effective
methods for maintaining and
enhancing Waikato’s biodiversity
and will support landowners with a
range of regulatory and non-
regulatory initiatives to maintain
and enhance biodiversity.

(e) Consider additional subdivision
opportunities where significant
biodiversity gains can be achieved
in the following priority areas or
locations:

i) Peat lakes and rivers:
by permanently
providing significant
buffer areas around




i)

i)

iv)

v)

AND

peat lakes and rivers;
or

Wetlands, kahikatea
stands, riparian
margins and bush
stands on the low
lands, by providing
permanent protection;

or
Significant natural
areas being
aggregated to form
one large more

ecologically
sustainable area and

being permanently
protected; or
Biodiversity corridors:
by the permanent
protection of
significant areas of
indigenous forest
within biodiversity
(indigenous forest)
corridors; or
Biodiversity corridors:
by permanently
protecting significant
riparian or wetland
areas within identified
biodiversity (river or
stream) corridors.

Any consequential amendments
needed to give effect to this relief.




General Plan Mercury NZ Ltd | 730 Withdraw all Stage 1 of the Support The Director-General agrees that the plan | | seek that this
Proposed Waikato District Plan would be more cohesive if Stage 1 and 2 submission point is
and re-notify Stage 1 together with were to be notified together, alongside allowed
Stage 2 once a thorough flood analysis of flood hazard risk in the district
analysis has been undertaken and to ensure development is not occurring
consulted on. within potential flood risk areas.

OR

Review all of the Stage 1 provisions

for urban growth and land use

intensification (objectives, policies,

methods and rules) in order to

manage flood hazard risk at Stage

2 and hear submissions for both

stages together.

Maps Shand 738 Amend the zoning of Oppose The Director-General considers the | seek that this

Properties approximately 61ha of land rezoning of this land would be submission point is
Limited adjacent to Ohinewai North Road, inappropriate to the potential flood disallowed

as depicted in Appendix A of the
submission, from Rural Zone to
Country Living Zone

hazard risk in this area. We note that a
flood hazard assessment has not been
completed in the district.




Policy 3.2.4

NZTA

742

Amend Policy 3.2.4

(a) Allow for a biodiversity
offset to be offered by-a
resouree-consentappheant
where an activity...

(b) (ii) the biodiversity is
enhanced or maintained,
working towards achieving
biodiversity offset ean
strives to achieve no net
loss of indigenous
biodiversity at a regional
scale

AND

Request any consequential
changes necessary to give effect to
the relief sought in the submission

Oppose

The Director- General does not support
deletion of “by a resource consent
applicant” from the policy. Inclusion of
this wording in 3.2.4 (a) clarifies that
biodiversity offsets are to be considered at
the resource consent for each individual
activity.

The Director-General requests that the
original wording of 3.2.4(b)(ii) is retained.
Biodiversity offsets need to be achieved at
the resource consent/individual activity
level. This offset should preferably occur
within the SNA, or if beyond the SNA then
within the ecological district, and this is
reflected by 3.2.4(b)(ii), as well as the
biodiversity offset principles in Appendix
6.

| seek that this
submission point is
disallowed




Policy 3.2.5 (a)

NZTA

742

Retain Policy 3.2.5(a)
Biodiversity, except for the
amendments sought below

AND

Amend Policy 3.2.5(a)
Biodiversity in the coastal
environment as follows:

Avoid the adverse effects of
subdivision use and development
within Significant Natural Areas
of the coastal environment
except where there is a need for
regionally significant
infrastructure to be located in the

coastal environment on: ...

AND

Request any consequential
changes necessary to give effect
to the relief sought in the
submission.

Oppose

The Director-General considers that this
policy would be contrary to Policy 11 of
the NZCPS.

| seek that this
submission point is
disallowed.

Policy 3.2.6 (a)

NZTA

742

Providing for vegetation
clearance

Add new sub-clauses to Policy
3.2.6(a) Providing for vegetation
clearance as follows:

(v) operating maintaining or
upgrading existing infrastructure
(vi) the construction and
operation of new regionally
significant infrastructure where
there is a need for that
infrastructure to be located

Oppose

The Director General considers that this
policy and requested amendments are
too permissive for vegetation clearance
in Significant Natural Areas.

| seek that this
submission point is
disallowed.




within the Significant Natural
Area

Maps NZTA 742 Retain the Significant Natural Area | Oppose SNAs are identified for their biodiversity | seek that this
overlay, except for the values (which meet a list of criteria submission point is
amendments sought below identified in Section 11A of the WRPS). disallowed

This is not influenced by the existence of a

AND designation.
Amend the Significant Natural The Director-General opposes reviewing
Area (SNA) overlay by reviewing the SNA overlay to remove designations.
and removing any such areas NZTA designations can be broad and have
from existing New Zealand a large impact on SNAs.
Transport Agency designations.

However, the Director-General is not

opposed to the removal of SNAs where

there is a mapping error.

Maps NZTA 742 Retain the Outstanding Natural Oppose Outstanding Natural Features are | seek that this

Feature overlay, except for the
amendments sought below

AND

Amend the Outstanding Natural
Features overlay by reviewing and
removing any such areas from
existing New Zealand Transport
Agency

designations.

AND
Request any consequential

changes necessary to give effect to
the relief sought in the submission.

identified as having specific values. This is
not influenced by the existence of a
designation.

The Director-General opposes reviewing
the ONF overlays to remove designations.
NZTA designations can be broad and have
a large impact on ONFs.

submission point is
disallowed




Maps NZTA 742 Retain the Outstanding Natural Oppose Outstanding Natural Features are | seek that this
Landscapes overlay, except for the identified as having specific values. Thisis | submission pointis
amendments sought below not influenced by the existence of a disallowed

designation.
AND
The Director-General opposes reviewing
Amend the Outstanding Natural the ONL overlays to remove designations.
Landscapes overlay by reviewing NZTA designations can be broad and have
and removing any such areas from a large impact on ONLs.
existing New Zealand Transport
Agency
designations.
AND
Request any consequential
changes necessary to give effect to
the relief sought in the submission.
Maps NZTA 742 Retain the Outstanding Natural Oppose Outstanding Natural Character areas are | seek that this

Character overlay, except for the
amendments sought below

AND

Amend the Outstanding Natural
Character overlay by reviewing
and removing any such areas from
existing New Zealand Transport
Agency

designations.

AND

Request any consequential
changes necessary to give effect to

the relief sought in the submission.

identified as having specific values. This is
not influenced by the existence of a
designation.

The Director-General opposes reviewing
the ONC overlays to remove designations.
NZTA designations can be broad and have
a large impact on ONCs.

submission point is
disallowed




Maps NZTA 742 Retain Hamilton Basin Ecological Oppose in part The Director-General agrees that the Clarify the purpose
Management Area, except for the purpose of the Hamilton Basin Ecological of the Hamilton
amendments sought below Management Area should be clarified in Basin Ecological
the District Plan provisions. However, the Management Area

AND Director-General does not support the but seek that other
removal of NZTA designations from the parts of the

Clarify the purpose of the overlay if there are values worth submission point are

Hamilton Basin Ecological protecting that apply within the disallowed.

Management Area in District Plan designation.

provisions

AND

Delete the Hamilton Basin

Ecological Management Area

overlay from existing New Zealand

Transport Agency designations.

AND

Request any consequential

changes necessary to give effect to

the relief sought in the submission.

Policy 5.2.3 The Surveying | 746 Amend Policy 5.2.3 (b)- Effects of Support DOC supports the addition to this policy as | | seek that this

(b)

Company

subdivision and development on
soils as follows:

Subdivision which provides a range
of lifestyle options is directed away
from high class soils and/or where
indigenous biodiversity is being
protected, enhanced, and/or
restored (with plantings).

it benefits indigenous biodiversity that
may not be identified but is still
important.

submission point is
allowed




Chapter 13: The Surveying | 746 Amend the definition of Support The addition to this policy allows for | seek that this
Definitions Company "Significant Natural Area" in protection of SNA sites that may meet submission point is

Chapter 13: Definitions as follows: SNA criteria but are not on planning maps. | allowed

Means an area of significant Planning maps may not be updated at a

indigenous biodiversity that is rate that allows for new worthy SNAs to

identified as a Significant Natural be protected.

Area on the planning maps or has

been assessed as meeting one or

more of the Criteria for

Determining Significance of

Indigenous Biodiversity (Appendix

2) by a suitably qualified Ecologist.
Rule 22.4.1.6 | The Surveying | 746 Amend Rule 22.4.1.6 RD1- Support Occasionally restored or enhanced | seek that this
RD1 Company Conservation lot subdivision as vegetation may meet the threshold level submission point is

follows:

(i) The lot must contain:

A. a contiguous area of existing
Significant Natural Area either as
shown on the planning maps, and/
or

B. a contiguous area, to be
enhanced and/or restored;

as determined by an experienced
and suitably qualified ecologist in
accordance with the table below...:
(ii) The area of Significant Natural
Area, and/or area to be enhanced
and/or restored, is assessed by a
suitably qualified person as
satisfying at least one

criteria in Appendix 2 (Criteria for
Determining Significance of
Indigenous Biodiversity);

(iii) The Significant Natural Area or
area to be restored is not already
subject to legal protection &

to be considered an SNA. The suggested
changes will allow for protection on
indigenous vegetation that may not be
mapped as a Significant Natural Area but
do meet SNA criteria.

allowed
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(iv) The subdivision proposes to
legally protect all areas of
Significant Natural Area and/or
area to be restored by-wey-of-¢

CORSEIYGHON-COVRAGREPHESHEAL LD
the-ReservesAct 1977 orthe
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(v) An ecological management plan
is prepared to address the ongoing
management of the eeveneant
protected area to ensure that the
Significant-Natural-Area area to be
protected is a self-sustaining and
that plan:

A. Addresses fencing requirement
for the cevenant protected area;
B. Addresses ongoing pest plan
and animal control;

C. Identifies any enhancement
and/or restoration or edge
planting required within the
eovenantarea to be protected.

(b) Council's discretion is restricted
to the following matters:

(i) Subdivision layout and proximity
of building platforms to Sigrificant
Neatural-Area area to be protected;
(ii) Matters contained in an
ecological management plan for
the covenant protected area;




(iii) Effects of the subdivision on
localised rural character and
amenity values;

(iv) Extent of earthworks including
earthworks for the location of
building platform and access ways;
(v) Mechanism of legal protection

for the area to be protected.

Chapter 13 Housing New 749 Amend the definition of Oppose in part The Director-General believes the current | | seek that this
Definitions Zealand "Vegetation clearance" to include rules for vegetation clearance fail to submission point is
exclusions and method of adequately protect or manage biodiversity | disallowed in part
measurements. values present in these areas. It is
AND important to appropriately protect or
Amend the Proposed District Plan manage indigenous vegetation clearance
as consequential or additional to prevent further fragmentation and loss
relief as necessary to address the in the Waikato District.
matters raised in the submission as
necessary. The Director-General supports that a
method of measurement would allow the
effects of vegetation clearance to be
managed more appropriately. This would
be appropriate as a maximum vegetation
permitted activity rule under P1.
The Director-General opposes further
exclusions in the definition for vegetation
clearance. “Exclusions”, or where
vegetation clearance is appropriate, have
been covered by the permitted activity
standards.
Rule 16.2.4.1 | Housing New 749 Amending earthworks rule Oppose The Director-General opposes an increase | | seek that this
P1(a) Zealand 16.2.4.1 Pl (a) Earthworks — to permitted activity standards for submission point is

General as follows:

(a) Earthworks (excluding the
importation of fill material) within

earthworks. Earthworks increases the
amount of sediment entering waterways,
impacting on waterways, estuaries and
the coast.

disallowed




a site must meet all of the
following conditions:

(i) Be located more than 1.5 m
horizontally from any waterway,
open drain or overland flow path:
(ii) Not exceed a volume of 256m3-
1000m3:

(iii) Not exceed an area of 1000m2
1ha over any consecutive 12
month period: (iv) The total depth
of any excavation or filling does
not exceed 1.5m above or below
ground level....

(vi) Earthworks are set back 1.5m
from all boundaries

Earthworks
rules

Housing New
Zealand

749

Amend earthworks — landscape
and natural character areas - to
a larger area and volume.

Oppose

The Director-General opposes an increase
to permitted activity standards for
earthworks. Earthworks increases the
amount of sediment entering waterways,
impacting on waterways, estuaries and
the coast.

Earthworks can have also have visual
amenity effects. The Director-General
opposes an increase in permitted
earthworks area and volume in landscape
and natural character areas which have
identified values that require protecting
and can be easily adversely impacted by
earthworks.

| seek that this
submission point is
disallowed

Maps

Whaingaroa
Environmental
Defence
Incorporation

780

Add to the planning maps areas
such as Hauroto Bay and other
sites of indigenous vegetation,
as recorded in Estuarine
vegetation survey - Raglan
(Whaingaroa) Harbour.

Support

DOC supports the inclusion of sites of
indigenous vegetation where they meet
the RPS identification criteria.

| seek that the
submission point is
allowed




General Plan Ngati Te Ata 797 No specific decision sought, but Support in part The submission is unclear as to where it | seek that this
submission opposes the opposes the inclusion of land in Pokeno submission point is
inclusion of land in Pokeno that that can impact on the Whangamarino allowed, provided it
can impact on the wetland. does not cause
Whangamarino wetland significant effects for
RAMSAR site or any other However, the Director-General supports the wetland.
significant ecological area. consideration of this submission point to

ensure impacts on the Whangamarino
wetland RAMSAR site or any other
significant ecological area are considered
in the proposed district plan

Maps Kiwirail 835 Delete the Significant Natural Oppose SNAs are identified for their biodiversity | seek that this
Areas overlay from KiwiRail's values (which meet a list of criteria submission point is
designations. Decision Reasons: identified in Section 11A of the WRPS). disallowed
Significant Natural Areas apply This is not influenced by the existence of a
to protect and enhance designation.
indigenous biodiversity. Land
transport corridors, such as The Director-General opposes reviewing
KiwiRail's designations are highly the SNA overlay to remove designations.
modified areas and therefore do KiwiRail designations can be broad and
not meet the identity and have a large impact on SNAs.
management hierarchy
requirements for Significant However, the Director-General is not
Natural Areas. opposed to the removal of SNAs where

there is a mapping error.
Maps Kiwirail 835 Delete Outstanding Natural Oppose Outstanding Natural Features are | seek that this

Features overlays from KiwiRail's
designations. Decision Reasons:
The objective of identifying
Outstanding Natural Features
and Landscapes is to ensure that
these landscapes and their
attributes are recognised and
protected from inappropriate
subdivision, use and
development. The benefits of
infrastructure are provided

identified as having specific values. This is
not influenced by the existence of a
designation.

The Director-General opposes reviewing
the ONF overlays to remove designations.
KiwiRail designations can be broad and
have a large impact on ONFs.

submission point is
disallowed




irrespective of location.
Designated land transport
corridors are highly modified
areas.

Maps Kiwirail 835 Delete Outstanding Natural Oppose Outstanding Natural Character areas are | seek that this
Character overlay from KiwiRail's identified as having specific values. Thisis | submission point is
designations. Decision Reasons: not influenced by the existence of a disallowed
The objective of identifying designation.
Outstanding Natural Character is
to protect the natural character The Director-General opposes reviewing
of the coastal environment and the ONC overlays to remove designations.
waterways from inappropriate KiwiRail designations can be broad and
subdivision, use and have a large impact on ONC areas.
development. The benefits of
infrastructure are provided
irrespective of
location. Designated land
transport corridors are generally
highly modified areas.

Policy 6.1.10 Powerco 836 Retain Policy 6.1.10 Oppose The Director-General considers that this | seek that this

Infrastructure in identified areas,
except for the amendments
sought below

AND

Amend Policy 6.1.10
Infrastructure in identified areas
as follows:

(a) Where possible and taking
into account the lineal needs of
infrastructure, and that the form
and function of utilities is
generally consistent irrespective
of the zone, infrastructure must
Eensure consideration of the
values, qualities and
characteristics of Significant

amendment would be too permissive
inside identified areas.

submission point is
disallowed




Natural Areas, Landscape and
Natural Character Areas and
Heritage Items when proposing
new infrastructure or
undertaking significant upgrades
to existing infrastructure.

Rule 14.2.3 D1 | Powerco 836 Rule 14.2.3 D1 Discretionary Oppose The Director-General considers a non- | seek that this
Activities so that Infrastructure complying activity status for earthworks submission point is
in identified areas is a with significant adverse effects on disallowed
Discretionary activity rather than identified areas is too permissive.
non-complying:

Any infrastructure not
specifically listed within Chapter
14, including associated
earthworks,netidecated and
those within an Identified Area.
Policy 3.2.6 Genesis Energy | 924.10 Add clause (v) to Policy 3.2.6- Oppose The Director-General opposes the addition | | seek that this

Providing for Vegetation
Clearance by including the
following (or wording to similar
effect):

(v) The vegetation is impinging
on adjacent existing activities.

of this clause as it would be too
permissive for vegetation clearance in
Significant Natural Areas.

submission point is
disallowed




Schedule One: Submitters requesting removal of or amendments to Significant Natural Areas from properties

Submitter Submitter Name Property

Number

6 Rodney Ranstead 149 Cogswell Road, Raglan

11 Jihong Chen 996 Te Papatapu Road, Raglan

20 Glenn Morse 63 Parker Lane, Pukekohe

21 Anthony Hutt 154 Orini Road, Taupiri

30 Henk Ensing 383 Karakariki Road, Hamilton

46 Marc ter Beek 49 Swallow Lane, Tamahere

53 Ollie Kesing #2003926 at Old Mountain Road, Waitetuna
75 Mark Emms 126C Woodcock Road, Tamahere
77 Colette Hanrahan 126B Woodcock Road, Tamahere
78 David Lawrie 52B Mill Road, Pukekohe

80 Dean Van Ingen 384A Karakariki Road, Hamilton

90 Kevin Vickers 38 Hermitage Road, Waiuku

99 Peter Roberts 87 Rataroa Road, Miranda

100 Medihah Bardsley 31 Birchwood Lane, Tamahere

101 Martin Bloxam 13 Te Awa Lane, Tamahere

104 Tim Newton 1665 Whaanga Road, Raglan

113 Dianne Murdoch 60 Kidd Road, Waiuku

125 Guy Rathbone 5254 Highway 22, Waingaro

126 Bonita Dean 523 Waingaro Road, Ngaruawabhia.
132 Brett Harvey B & A Limited Properties, Te Kauwhata
135 John & Roselei Holland 368 Riverview Road, Huntly

153 Michael Shen 68 Brown Road, Tuakau

160 Anthony Armstrong 2018784, Kakakariki Road, Hamilton
176 Isobel Waitere 511 Wharf Road, Te Akau South

240 Steve Kirkbride 35 Kakarariki Valley Road

268 Warwick Cheyne property number 1003679

278 Simpson Trevor properties owned by Simpsons Farms Ltd
282 Diane Emms 126C Woodcock Road, Tamahere
301 Lizbeth Hughes 17 Calvert Road, Raglan.

327 Jon Harris 140B Woodcock Road, Tamahere
331 Roderick MacRae 142 Woodcock Road, Tamahere
340 Stuart Jefferis Jefferis Road, Waerenga




349 Kim Robinson 316 Allen and Eyre Road, Onewhero
352 Terence Denton 40 Cameron Town Road, Pukekohe
358 Caroline Swann 1384 Whaanga Road, Raglan
359 Phillip Swann 1665 Whaanga Road, Raglan
394 Gwenith Sophie Francis 312 Parker Lane, Buckland
400 Andrew Kerr 862B Waikare Road, Waeranga
410 Trevor Weaver Te Onetea Road, Rangiriri, east of Lake Kopuera
437 KCH Trust 170 Port Waikato-Waikaretu Road, Tuakau
484 Rudy Van Spreeuwel 189 Settlement Road, Pukekohe
494 Derek Tate 72 James Road, Huntly and 185B Hakiramata Road, Ngaruawahia
495 Norris Peart 274 Okete Road, Raglan
501 John Swann 65 Karioi Road, Raglan
506 Dean Hansen 83 Paulsen Road, Waerenga.
510 Bob Carter 57 Upper Wainui Road, Raglan.
548 Murray & Cathy McWatt 62 Bluff Road, Pokeno,
575 Fulton Hogan Limited 1500 Tauhei Road, Tuakau and Waingaro quarry land
579 Simon Ash lake edge within the Lakeside Developments 2017 Limited property
591 Stevenson Waikato Ltd 300 River Road, Huntly
601 Robert Limmer 596 Waikare Road, Te Kauwhata and 209 Whangamarino Road, Te Kauwhata
623 Paul Hoogeveen 156 Paddy Road, Te Kauwhata
643 Peter & Dianne Bullock 40B Cameron Town Road, Pukekohe
669 Bernard Brown 759 Wainui Road, Raglan
677 Arthur Raymond Wright 314 Murray Road, Pukekawa
691 McPherson Resources e CT NA2D/412 (comprising Allot 22 PSH of Mangatawhiri, Allot 139 and 140 PSH of Mangatawhiri, Allot 161 and
Limited 163 PSH of Mangatawhiri)
e CT NA2D/497 (comprising Allot 162 PSH)
e CTNA2D/961 (Allot 164 PSH)
701 Steven & Theresa Stark 747 Rutherfurd Road, Ohinewai.
703 Sara Brown 538 Te Papatapu Road, Te Mata,
718 Helen Gray 69 Morrison Road, Pukekawa
719 Rob Waddell 102 Hooker Road, Tamahere
723 Tyler Sharrat Meremere Quarry
728 Seumas MacDonald 658 Te Akau South Road, Te Akau
731 Jean Tregidga Lyons Road, Mangatawhiri, being Lots 3,4, and 5 DP 62084.
737 Ronald Rumbal 1807 Whaanga Road, Ruapuke




745 Brian Butt and Sheryl 399 Bedford Road, Te Kowhai
Kruger
747 Ryburn Lagoon Trust Lot 4, DP 182809 on Certificate of Title NA113D/782
Limited
760 Patrick Day 656 Wainui Road, Raglan
771 Alison Brown Rotowaro coal mining licence 37 355, ancillary coal mining licence 37 155/01, mining permit 60 422, exploration permits
40 698 and 56 220 and the extended Rotowaro coalfield areas.
815 Louise Milne 442 Waikare Road, Ohinewai
827 New Zealand Steel Holdings | Waikato North Head site
Ltd
834 Marshall & Kristine Stead 703B Te Kowhai Road, Te Kowhai
844 Brett McDougall 980 Churchill Road, Otuiti, Pukekawa
855 Peter Buckley 1036 Island Block Road, Te Kauwhata
862 Havelock Village Limited 88 and 242 Bluff Road
924 Alice Barnett Huntly Power Station site and ‘Scott Farm,' Te Ohaki Road, Huntly
944 Janet Evans 849 Matahuru Road, Matahuru.
964 Marcus Ralph 260 Ralph Road, Huntly.
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Decision Report 9: Significant Natural Areas

Report and Decisions of the Waikato District Plan Hearings Panel

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

Introduction

Hearing 21A related to all the submissions received by the Waikato District Council
(Council) on the provisions within the Waikato Proposed District Plan (PDP) relating to
indigenous vegetation and habitats. In particular, the hearing related to objectives and
policies in Chapter 3 Natural Environment on biodiversity, and the rules in each of the
zone chapter relating to clearance of indigenous vegetation. The PDP provisions for the
natural environment are not just limited to identified Significant Natural Areas (SNAs).
The plan also includes policies which apply to biodiversity offsetting, biodiversity in the
coastal environment and rules for indigenous vegetation that is outside an SNA.

Council is required to control any actual or potential effects of the use, development, or
protection of land, including for the purpose of the maintenance of indigenous biological
diversity by section 31(1)(b)(iii) of the Resource Management Act 1991(RMA). Part 2 of
the RMA requires that “the protection of areas of significant indigenous vegetation and
significant habitats of indigenous fauna” are recognised and provided for as a matter of
national importance.' In addition, the RMA requires particular regard be given to the
“maintenance and enhancement of the quality of the environment”?and “intrinsic value
of ecosystems”.?

The largest tracts of indigenous vegetation in Waikato District are in the Rural Zone.
SNAs are protected by mechanisms outside the PDP such as indigenous vegetation
that is protected by private covenants or public ownership. Of these, the Queen
Elizabeth Il National Trust protects approximately 10,000 hectares and the Department
of Conservation manages approximately 23,000 hectares. Approximately 37,000
hectares is, however, held in private ownership, such that a district plan plays a pivotal
role in its management.

The main threats to indigenous biodiversity are vegetation clearance, the effects of
browsing stock in unfenced areas and degradation from pest animal and plant species.

2 Hearing Arrangement

2.1

2.2

Hearing 21A was held on Friday 20 November 2020 and Tuesday 24 November 2020
via Zoom. All of the relevant information pertaining to this hearing (i.e., section 42A
report, legal submissions and evidence) is contained on Council’s website.

The Panel heard from the following parties on the SNAs provisions of the PDP:

" Section 6(c) of the Resource Management Act 1991.
2 |bid s7(f).
3 Ibid s7(d).
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Submitter organisation

Attendee at the hearing

Council

Susan Chibnall (author of section 42A Report)

John Turner (Ecologist)

Waikato Regional Council

Miffy Foley (planning)

Yanbin Deng (terrestrial ecologist)

Genesis Energy Ltd

Richard Matthews

Derek Tate

In person

Director-General of Conservation

Troy Urlich (legal counsel)
Andrew Riddell

llse Corkery

Tony Beauchamp

Tertia Thurley

Federated Farmers of New
Zealand

Hilary Walker

Philippa Rawlinson

Bruce Cameron

In person

Grace Wilcock

In person

Hynds Pipes Systems and Hynds
Foundation

Dharmesh Chhima

Mark Bellington

Collett Hanrahan In person
Marc ter Beck In person
Warwick Cheyne In person
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Hill Countries Farming Group

Bruce and Kirstie Hill

Phil Swann In person
The Surveying Company Sarah Nairn
Mark Mathers In person
Steven and Theresa Stark In person

Bathurst Resources Limited and
BT Mining Limited

Joshua Leckie (legal counsel)
Kelsey Barry (legal counsel)

Craig Pilcher

Tainui o Tainui

Angeline Greensill

Transpower New Zealand Ltd

Pauline Whitney

First Rock Consultancy

Andy Loader

Transport Agency

KHC Trust Dave Serjeant
Terence Denton In person
Norris and Janet Peart In person
Waka Kotahi New Zealand Michael Wood

Lochiel Farms

Kim Robinson

Tata Valley Ltd

Chris Scrafton

Tim Newton

In person

Jean Tregidga

In person
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Dilworth Trust Board Mark Arbuthnot
Dermot Murphy William Murphy
Kiana Lace Brian Butt and Sheryl Kruger

2.3 Although these parties did not attend the hearing, evidence was also filed by:

a.

b.

C.

d.

Delta Property Group;
Pam Butler on behalf of KiwiRail Holdings Limited;
Christine Foster on behalf of Meridian Energy Limited; and

Lynette Wharfe on behalf of Horticulture New Zealand.

3 Overview of issues raised in Submissions

3.1 Inthe section 42A report, Ms Susan Chibnall set out the full list of submissions received
pertaining to the protection and management of indigenous biodiversity. In summary,
the key matters addressed by submitters included:

a.

Significant Natural Areas classification should be removed from certain
specified sites;

The accuracy of the mapping of Significant Natural Areas;
Inclusion of objectives and policies to address kauri dieback;

Recognition of Kunzea and Leptospermum (kanuka and manuka) and the
revised conservation status of these species;

More permissive rules enabling the removal of manuka or kanuka for domestic
firewood purposes as well as maintaining productive pasture;

Inclusion of objective, policies and rules to protect the habitat of long-tailed
bats;

Inclusion of policies and rules to encourage restoration/offsetting or
rehabilitation;

Policies which establish a framework for environmental compensation;

Increased areas for the clearance of indigenous vegetation as a permitted
activity; and
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3.2

3.3

j- Increased area permitted for earthworks within an SNA.

The issue that received the most submissions and evidence was the question of whether
to map SNAs or not, given the inaccuracies of the data provided to Council from Waikato
Regional Council (WRC). In response to these concerns, Ms Chibnall originally
recommended amending the definition of an SNA so that it applied to any area of
indigenous vegetation that met the criteria in Appendix 2 Criteria for Determining
Significant Indigenous Vegetation, regardless of whether it was mapped. We are aware
that this is a similar approach to that of the Operative District Plan. However, after
hearing the evidence, Ms Chibnall changed her recommendation in her closing
statement so that the basis of SNAs was the identification of them on the planning maps.

Ms Chibnall and Mr Turner (ecologist) undertook a large number of site visits (where
submitters allowed access to their site) to verify the extent and adherence to the criteria
contained in Appendix 2 Criteria for Determining Significant Indigenous Vegetation. This
resulted in Ms Chibnall recommending the removal or modification of the SNA from a
number of properties.

4 Overview of evidence

4.1

4.2

Ms Miffy Foley presented evidence on behalf of WRC and focused on the following
matters:

Removal of SNAs that have not been mapped,;

Significant habitats of indigenous fauna;

Removal of policy 3.2.2 Identify and recognise;

Inclusion of environmental compensation in Policy 3.2.3 management hierarchy;
and

e. Policy 3.2.6 Providing for vegetation clearance.

aooow

Ms Foley did not support Ms Chibnall’'s recommendation to remove the maijority of the
SNA mapping and rely on the criteria in Appendix 2. While she accepted that this was
maintaining the status quo approach of the Operative District Plan, she did not consider
it gives effect to section 11 of the Waikato Regional Policy Statement (RPS). She
considered that plan mapping is a representation of reality rather than a confirmation of
the exact location of an area on the ground.* She considered that the implications of
having an SNA inaccurately identified on a property are minor or could be mitigated to
an extent by permitted activity standards. Ms Foley sought to retain the SNA map
overlay and include a mechanism to manage areas that meet the 11A criteria of the RPS
and have not been identified and mapped in the PDP.

4 Evidence in Chief of Miffy Foley on behalf of Waikato Regional Council, Paragraph 3.4, dated 29
October 2020.
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4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

4.7

Ms Foley considered there is an opportunity to include additional matters of control and
matters of discretion to ensure that habitat which meets criterion 3 of Appendix 2 are
considered when activities are proposed to be undertaken, especially in relation to long-
tailed bats.® Ms Foley also sought amendments to Policy 3.2.6 - Providing for vegetation
clearance, to recognise that only clearance with minor adverse effects on indigenous
biodiversity will be enabled as a permitted activity and that the specific reference to an
identified SNA should be removed to recognise that it also applies to other indigenous
vegetation outside SNAs. Regarding environmental compensation, Ms Foley
considered more work needs to be undertaken in this area but supported including a
definition that supports the concept of environmental compensation in the PDP to
provide context and parameters around its use.

Dr Yanbin Deng presented ecological evidence on behalf of WRC. She expressed
concerns that the SNA assessments undertaken by Mr Turner were conducted as a
property-level approach and should have been at the scale of an SNA-ecological unit.
Dr Deng considered that mapping only a small number of verified sites as recommended
by Ms Chibnall in her section 42A report represents a lack of protection. Dr Deng also
stated that the 40 mapped properties only cover 0.5 per cent of the provisional SNA
area.® She supported the retention of mapping of the 23,000-hectare SNA on land held
by the Department of Conservation. She also provided examples of where Mr Turner’'s
recommendation to delete SNAs was flawed, in her opinion, particularly where the SNA
comprised of kanuka and manuka.

Mr Richard Matthews gave planning evidence on behalf of Genesis Energy Ltd
(Genesis), generally supporting Ms Chibnall’s recommendation to remove mapping of
SNAs that had not been verified, but not the replacement approach to rely on Appendix
2: Criteria for Determining Significant Indigenous Vegetation. Mr Matthews considered
that if the criteria in Appendix 2 were to apply, then landscaped areas which Genesis
had planted may be determined to meet the criteria. He believed these areas should not
be regarded as SNAs as they are not “natural”.

Mr Matthews also expressed concern that when applying the criteria, any species in an
area of vegetation that are classified as ‘at risk’ (one of the criteria) would mean that the
area is automatically an SNA. He considered the most appropriate way to protect SNAs
is to ensure that mapped areas are significant and this needs to be undertaken by an
ecologist.

Mr Matthews sought a management hierarchy in Policy 3.2.3 to protect SNAs by using
the effects management methods. He considered that environmental compensation (not
just economic compensation) should be recognised in a meaningful way that enables

5 |bid Paragraph 3.10.

6 Statement in Chief of Dr Yanbin Deng on behalf of Waikato Regional Council, Paragraph 3.5, dated
29 October 2020.

Page: 7



Decision Report 9: Significant Natural Areas

Report and Decisions of the Waikato District Plan Hearings Panel

4.8

4.9

4.10

4.1

4.12

positive environmental biodiversity outcomes. Mr Matthews did not agree with Mr Riddell
(on behalf of the Director-General of Conservation) that environmental compensation
intrinsically results in a reduction in the values and attributes that make an area
significant and used the example of the Genesis Whio (blue duck) National Recovery.

He considered that Policy 3.1.2A should seek to maintain indigenous biodiversity
outside of SNAs by considering the effects management methods. He saw the key
difference between Policies 3.1.2A and 3.2.3 is that offsetting and compensation are
considered at the same “tier” as each other in Policy 3.1.2A, and that Policy 3.1.2A
should focus on avoiding “significant” adverse effects where practicable.”

Mr Matthews did not agree with Ms Foley in terms of the indicative nature of mapping of
SNAs and believed she overstated the contribution that consultation has made in
identifying and mapping SNAs. Ms Foley considered that a comprehensive consultation
process as per Schedule 1 of the RMA provided multiple opportunities for landowners
to be involved and landowners would have said if there were inaccuracies. Mr Matthews
did not consider that the Schedule 1 process could be relied upon to the degree Ms
Foley suggested, to justify the retention of the SNA mapping.

Mr Matthews also considered that Ms Foley understated the effect of an inaccurate map
and the value of a site assessment before confirming an area is significant. He
considered that the effect of incorrectly mapping an area as SNA means that before any
activity can occur an assessment by an expert must be undertaken to prove the area is
not significant, when a simple site assessment at the outset could address the issue. He
agreed with Ms Chibnall that the SNA mapping is too inaccurate to rely on, and accurate
mapping is essential to provide more certainty.®

Mr Matthews disagreed with Mr Riddell and Ms Corkery (representing the Director-
General of Conservation) with the suggestion that the SNA mapping is retained as an
information layer, especially where 75 per cent of the mapping is inaccurate. Mr Matthew
considered the information could be retained as a guideline but not be afforded any
statutory weight.®

Mr Matthews disagreed with Ms Foley’s position that an activity which cannot avoid,
remedy or mitigate its effects, and offsetting is not feasible, should not be consented. Mr
Matthews considered there will be situations where it is not always possible and there
is no other practicable option, or there may be a functional need to locate in an SNA and

7 Evidence in Chief of Richard Matthews on behalf of Genesis Energy Limited, Paragraph 9, dated 29
October 2020.

8 Rebuttal Statement of Evidence by Richard Matthews on behalf of Genesis Energy Limited,
Paragraphs 9 and 10, dated 5 November 2020.

9 Ibid Paragraph 19.
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4.13

414

4.15

agreed with Mr Scrafton on behalf of TaTa Valley Ltd in this regard.'’® Mr Matthews
considered Policy 3.2.3 must provide for activities to occur if there is no other practicable
option.

Mr Derek Tate attended the hearing and discussed the flaws in the methodology of the
mapping. He disagreed with Mr Turner’s assessment of 72 James Road, Huntly and
considered that none of the section 11A criteria of the RPS are applicable. He also
addressed the property at 185 Hakarimata Road and considered that an SNA on the
property would place more specific and onerous regulations on the property, as well as
devaluing the property. He suggested that if an SNA were to be identified on the
property, then the boundary of the SNA should be taken back to the upper slopes where
Mr Tate considered the vegetation met the criteria.

Ms Troy Urlich filed legal submissions on behalf of the Director-General of Conservation
covering kauri dieback, long-tailed bat protection and offsetting. She acknowledged the
complexities of establishing and implementing comprehensive kauri dieback controls
but considered this does not relieve Council from its functions. She outlined concerns
that the PDP does not provide adequate protection of the habitat of threatened bats.
The original submission from the Director-General of Conservation sought the inclusion
of a definition for ‘Biodiversity offset’ and suggested wording that reflected the Guidance
for Biodiversity Offsetting. While Ms Chibnall recommended accepting this wording, the
evidence now sought to include wording that reflects an updated version of Biodiversity
Offsetting Under the Resource Management Act (BOURMA) where the key difference
is the addressing of “residual adverse biodiversity effects” and includes offsetting
principles, whereas previous guidance documents address “significant residual adverse
biodiversity effects” and does not reference offsetting principles.

Mr John Riddell presented planning evidence on behalf the Director-General of
Conservation. His evidence addressed the following provisions:

a. Amend Objective 3.1.1 to include additional wording ‘attributes’, and
‘functioning’. The evidence also sought to rearrange the wording of Policy 3.1.2,
so the consideration of effects is not limited to those listed in the policy;'?

b. Revision of Policy 3.2.2 to better reflect the approach to unmapped SNAs
recommended in the 21A Hearing Report;

c.  Adding further performance standards and/or matters of control or discretion on
activities within SNAs, proximity to a kauri root zone, and long-tailed bats to land
use and subdivision rules;

10 |bid Paragraphs 13 and 14.

" Legal submissions on behalf of the Director-General of Conservation, dated 16 November 2020.

2 Evidence in Chief of John Riddell for the Director-General of Conservation, Paragraph 253, dated
29 October 2021.
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4.16

417

4.18

4.19

d. Using the most recent definitions of 'biodiversity offset' and 'environmental
compensation’;

e. Amending Policy 3.2.6 on vegetation clearance within SNAs to better implement
the higher order indigenous biodiversity policy guidance; and

f.  Adding permitted activity clearance limits to the vegetation clearance rules.™

Mr Riddell generally supported the recommended approach in respect of the SNA
mapping as recommended in the section 42A report. He sought to amend Policy 3.2.2
to acknowledge Appendix 2, recognise that SNAs include sites identified in the Planning
maps as well as sites that are not recorded on the Planning maps, and to ensure values
and attributes are not reduced but preferably enhanced.™ Mr Riddell recommended to
retain the SNA mapping as an information layer.

Mr Riddell sought more stringent controls on earthwork to manage Kauri Dieback
through restrictions on earthworks in the vicinity of kauri. In this regard, he considered
that earthworks near kauri should not be permitted and that the recommended
amendments are insufficient. The evidence sought to amend the earthworks rules to be
more in line with Thames Coromandel District Plan’s approach to kauri dieback.'®

Mr Riddell sought additional mapping, objectives, policies, and rules which recognise
bat zones and tree protection. Mr Riddell considered that long-tailed bat habitat meets
the criteria in Appendix 2 and therefore the plan needs to recognise and provide for
protection inclusive of bat habitat, even if it includes exotic vegetation.'® The definition
of “Indigenous Vegetation” currently excludes domestic or ornamental/landscape
planting or planted shelter belts but Mr Riddell suggests these aspects should be
included where long-tailed bats are present.

Mr Riddell sought the following amendments to the policies:

a. Policy 3.2.3 to delete the clause that provides for offsetting; '’

b. Policy 3.2.4 to add ‘to the extent practicable’, require offsetting to result
preferably in a net gain and recognise the limits of offsetting; '

c. Policy 3.2.6 to include assurance that values and attributes of SNAs are not
reduced and to provide for only limited clearance of indigenous vegetation,
recognising existing infrastructure.

'3 Ibid.
4 Ibid
15 Ibid
16 |bid
7 Ibid
18 |bid

Paragraph 108.

Paragraphs 168, 169, 174,189.
Paragraphs 195-196.
Paragraph 224.

Paragraph 234.
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4.20

4.21

4.22

4.23

4.24

4.25

Ms Tertia Thurley presented technical evidence on bats and explained that long-tailed
bats have the highest threat classification, being Nationally Critical. She stated that
Waikato District holds several known long-tailed bat populations and are present in both
urban and rural landscapes. She advised that roost trees have very specific thermal
requirements, and if loss of these trees continues, she expects bat populations will not
persist in Waikato District. She considered that the recorded bat activity could be used
as a basis for protecting bat habitats through bat zones, buffered by 7.3 kilometres,
which is the longest known bat range span in Waikato.®

Dr Tony Beauchamp provided technical evidence on kauri dieback and explained why
kauri dieback is such a significant threat to kauri. While he acknowledged there are no
known positive sites within Council’s district boundary, he observed that contaminated
material may be transported through Waikato District to landfills. He did not agree with
using the rural landowners’ guide for protecting kauri as he considered the guide was
inadequate. He considered that kauri dieback management needs to be part of the PDP
to prevent the district’s kauri from being contaminated.

Ms lise Corkery provided evidence on offsetting and compensation and considered it is
important that the PDP acknowledges there are limits to offsetting and environmental
compensation. She sought inclusion of a new definition for “Biodiversity offset” and
“Environmental compensation”, and amendments to Appendix 6 to support those new
definitions.

Ms Hilary Walker presented evidence on behalf of Federated Farmers of New Zealand
(Federated Farmers) and addressed a number of matters associated with SNAs. She
did not support the recommended inclusion of 3.1.2A Policy-Management hierarchy or
3.1.2B Policy Biodiversity offsetting which seek to manage areas outside an SNA as she
considered the RMA does not require protection of all areas of indigenous flora and
fauna. She considered that a ‘protect’ policy for all indigenous biodiversity will not
achieve sustainable management of resources.

Ms Walker’s evidence sought to amend the overarching Objective to refer to regulatory
and non-regulatory methods and supported the inclusion of non-regulatory Policy 3.1.2C
in which Council will work with landowners. Ms Walker also considered that Policy 3.2.2
Identify and Recognise is sound and considered amendments to help improve the
purpose of the policy.

Ms Walker supported the removal of SNA mapping and raised concerns regarding the
transition period between notification of the proposed plan and the decision. She
expressed concern that landowners may end up in a ‘no-mans-land,” as Ms Chibnall’s
recommendation to amend the definition of SNA elevates all indigenous vegetation to a

9 Evidence in Chief of Tertia Thurley for the Director-General of Conservation, Paragraphs 244 and
245, dated 29 October 2021.
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4.26

4.27

significant threshold until proven otherwise. She outlined the following as alternative
approaches:

a. Retain the mapped SNA sites in the planning maps only where Council is
certain of the extent and quality of the indigenous vegetation as a result of
ground-truthing;

b. Amend all other areas to a reduced ‘alert’ layer status with an advice note
concerning the situation where a proposed activity requires a resource consent
solely as a result of an area being identified as an SNA and the site has not
been ground-truthed; in which case, Council would meet the costs of the
ground-truthing assessment to confirm the status and boundaries of the SNA;

c. Remove all SNA sites from the planning maps that have not been ground-
truthed and amend the SNA provisions to include a general clearance rule
supported by methods to identify the ecological significance of indigenous
biodiversity on an application basis; and

d. Introduce a plan change to reintroduce the full mapping concept back into the
PDP and amend associated implementation methods in accordance with the
proposed National Policy Statement for Indigenous Biodiversity identification
process and timelines, once gazetted and operative.?°

In terms of kauri dieback, Ms Walker did not support the inclusion of provisions and
considered that the issue should be dealt with at a national and regional level.?! She
supported the use of voluntary methods until both an appropriate risk assessment and
consultation with affected landowners are undertaken. With regards to manuka and
kanuka, Ms Walker considered the permitted activity standard thresholds are unduly
onerous and that these areas should not be identified as SNAs.?

Ms Walker then addressed the provisions relating to earthworks in an SNA. She
supported amendments to Rule 22.2.3.3 P1 to decouple earthworks for existing farm
infrastructure from the standards and to also extend the rule so it applied to new farm
infrastructure. She considered that the standards did not make sense in the context of
existing infrastructure and did not enable actions to improve biodiversity outcomes such
as new fencing for stock exclusion and new tracks for improved access for pest
management purposes. She suggested a compromise to the earthworks rule to include
conservation activities and water reticulation in the new permitted activity rule and
although this may have interim adverse effects, she considered that this will be
consistent with RPS 11.1.4 (c).2 While earthworks associated with fencing, tracking and

20 Statement of Evidence of Hillary Walker on behalf of Federated Farmers of New Zealand, dated 29
October 2020.

21 |bid Paragraphs 46-51.
22 |bid Paragraphs 52-56.
23 |bid Paragraphs 57-68.
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water reticulation have been recognised as being reasonable, she expressed concern
that vegetation clearance associated with the earthworks is not recognised or enabled
and would therefore require consent.

4.28 Ms Walker addressed the rules regarding clearance of indigenous vegetation and made

4.29

4.30

the following comments:

a. Supported the inclusion of conservation activities in a new P1(a)(vi);

b. Supported the clarification that non-indigenous species in an SNA can be
cleared (new P9);

c. Supported the new permitted activity for clearance of manuka and kanuka to
maintain productive pasture subject to conditions (P7), although she considered
that the new rule also needs to apply to the rule framework of 22.2.8 Indigenous
Vegetation clearance outside an SNA;

d. Did not support the 10-metre setback from waterbodies on the basis that it is
impractical to impose a setback which applies to the maintenance of existing
infrastructure;

e. Supported the removal of the volume threshold in P2 but sought deletion of the
condition which requires the removal of kanuka or manuka to not directly result
in the death, destruction, or damage of any other tree, bush or plant. She
considered that the literal interpretation of this condition extends protection to
both indigenous and exotic vegetation including pest plants. She considered it
also sets a very high and unreasonable bar and would be difficult to monitor and
enforce; and

f.  Did not support the recommended inclusion of two new discretionary activities
D2 and D3, as she considered the references to Appendix 2 would add
confusion and create uncertainty.

Ms Walker sought amendments to Rule 22.2.8 relating to clearance outside an SNA.
She considered the relief sought was practical, would provide more certainty, avoid
duplication and ensure Council continues to meet its obligations under the RMA. Ms
Walker's concerns were that the thresholds will have a limiting effect on farming
practice.?* Ms Walker expressed concern that there was little distinction made between
provisions for earthworks and vegetation clearance activities that apply inside or outside
SNAs.

Mr Bruce Cameron presented from a farming perspective and considered that the
stewardship by the landowners of indigenous bush has been good, especially illustrated
by the maps shared by WRC of indigenous bush lines from 1974 to 2017. Mr Cameron
emphasised the need for indigenous vegetation to be considered an asset, not a liability
due to the rules in a district plan. He considered there had to be an incentive for the
farmers to protect these areas from livestock as the fencing costs are significant. He

24 |bid Paragraphs 69-73.
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4.31

4.32

4.33

4.34

4.35

4.36

4.37

expressed concern about the practicality of managing earthworks near kauri, especially
where cultivation is being undertaken.

Ms Grace Wilcock attended the hearing and outlined her concerns that a large farm
cannot be managed in the same way as a lifestyle block in terms of indigenous
vegetation. She expressed concern about the imposition of more stringent rules that
prevent landowners managing their vegetation, particularly where the ecological values
have been compromised by the expressway through Tamahere.

Mr Dharmesh Chhima presented planning evidence on behalf of Hynds Pipes Systems
and Hynds Foundation (collectively, Hynds). Mr Chhima questioned Ms Chibnall’s
recommendation to amend the definition of an SNA. Mr Chhima considered the
recommended definition of SNA will create uncertainty for landowners seeking to use or
develop land that has indigenous vegetation, and it is important that all parties having a
clear understanding on whether an activity is permitted or not. He considered that Ms
Chibnall’s recommended amendments to the definition would not provide certainty. He
did however support Ms Chibnall’'s recommendation to remove the northern SNA on the
site at 62 Bluff Road, Pokeno from the planning maps.?

Dr Mark Bellington presented ecological evidence also on behalf of Hynds, which
assessed the SNA identified on Hynds’ site. He advised that the area is not a natural
ecosystem nor a wetland under the RMA, the National Policy Statement for Freshwater
Management or the National Environment Standards for Freshwater Management;
therefore, it does not meet the criteria for an SNA.2

Ms Collette Hanrahan presented at the hearing and expressed her opposition to the
mapping of SNAs. Ms Hanrahan stated her support for WRC’s submission to amend the
definition of ‘Conservation activity’ to exclude establishment of walkways, cycleways and
accessory buildings.

Mr Marc ter Beek provided evidence that expressed concern at the incorrect mapping
of the SNA boundary on his property at 49 Swallow Lane, Tamahere, particularly since
the species are exotic she-oaks.

Mr Warwick Cheyne provided evidence and appeared at the hearing. His evidence
sought to defer implementing SNAs for three years and if this was not an option, then
requested removal of the SNA from the property at 648 Waipuna Road and from all
privately-owned properties.

Bruce and Kirstie Hill presented evidence on behalf of the Hill Countries Farming Group
and supported the removal of SNA mapping, particularly given the inaccuracy. They

25 Summary of Evidence by Dharmesh Chhima, dated October 2020.
26 Statement of Evidence of Dr Mark Bellingham, Paragraphs 26-27, dated October 2020.
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4.38

4.39

4.40

4.41

4.42

explained that SNAs exist in a stable equilibrium with current land use and suggested
that ground-truthing could be deferred until prompted by a change in status or land use.
They considered that importing fill to SNAs is no threat to indigenous biodiversity in the
context of tracks.?

The evidence explained that the nature of fencing and tracking projects may be large
yet happen infrequently. They considered that volume and area limits for earthworks for
the purpose of constructing or maintaining tracks, fences or drains over a 12-month
period is inappropriate and instead suggested a rolling average is applied.?® They
expressed concern that manuka and kanuka meet the criterion to be an SNA and these
species (as well as totara) are invasive and persistent species that effect pasture
maintenance.?® The evidence expressed concern at the lack of compensation for the
good efforts already put in by landowners and considered that at the very least rates
rebate pro-rata for land designated SNA should be provided. They believed the quality
of an SNA is more important than the quantity.

Mr Phil Swann supported the removal of SNA mapping from 1384/12665 Whaanga
Coast Road. He expressed concern that the PDP does not allow the harvesting of
kanuka or manuka for firewood, and if they cannot manage these species the farm will
revert to being covered in this species. He highlighted the need to maintain the grass
area as productive land.

Ms Sarah Nairn presented evidence on behalf of The Surveying Company and while
she supported Ms Chibnall’s recommendation to remove SNAs that have not been
ground-truthed, she did not support the recommended amendment to the definition of
an SNA (which adds reference to Appendix 2). Ms Nairn considered this will create a
lack of transparency as provisions need to be clear as to when and where they apply.*

Mr Mark Mathers described the property at 536 Wainui Road, Raglan and expressed
concern at being restricted as a result of their own plantings. He also was concerned
that the identification of SNA affects his ability to develop the site for housing for his
family. Some of the areas identified as SNA included a commercial woodlot.

Mr Steven and Mrs Theresa Stark described their steep hill country farm and sought the
ability to maintain productive pasture by removing invasive regenerating manuka,
kanuka and totara. They explained that they have a kauri tree located right next to an
existing access track and considered that getting a consent for any earthworks near is

27 Summary of presentation of Hill Country Farmers Group, Paragraphs 9-11, 20 November 2020.
28 |bid Paragraphs 13-15.
29 |bid Paragraph 18-20.

30 Statement of Evidence of Sarah Nairn on behalf of The Surveying Company, dated 29 October

2020.
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not logical. They also expressed concern that the rules regarding outside an SNA are
more stringent than inside an SNA.

4.43 Mr Craig Pilcher presented evidence on behalf of Bathurst Resources Limited and BT
Mining Limited. The evidence from Mr Pilcher covered the following aspects:®'

a.

Functional need — he observed that because a coal deposit is fixed at a specific
location, it must be extracted at that location. He considered that coal mining
has a functional need to be located where the coal deposits are, and it is also
more efficient to establish new coal mining in locations that can utilise existing
infrastructure;

Identification of an SNA — he supported the removal of SNA mapping, especially
given that mapping was undertaken without ground-truthing. He expressed
concerns that constraints are to be imposed based upon a high-level, untested
desktop review. Mr Pilcher provided insight into the assessments undertaken by
AECOM ecologists of areas they could access safely and recommended the
boundaries of the SNAs be reduced as they do not meet the criteria of the RPS.
Mr Pilcher also queried the application of the Appendix 11A of the RPS and
stated it is not possible to identify SNAs without proper ecological assessment;
and

Future resource consent applications and assessment — he sought
amendments to ensure that mining operations and development are not unduly
restricted by the proposed SNA regime. He explained that the rehabilitation of
mining areas are also subject to conditions of a coalmining license or coal
mining permits.

4.44 Mr Joshua Leckie and Ms Kelsey Barry presented legal submissions on behalf of
Bathurst Resources Limited and BT Mining Limited generally supporting the SNA
framework. They sought minor amendments: to ensure that the functional need of some
activities to locate within SNAs is recognised; to ensure appropriate provision for
offsetting and environmental compensation; and to ensure that the ‘no net loss’
requirement for offsetting does not result in a ‘no adverse effects’ application. The
evidence addressed the following specific provisions:*2

a.

Support for Ms Chibnall’s recommended deletion of Rule 22.2.3.3 and
replacement of Rule 22.2.3.3 RD1 with Rule 22.2.3.1 RD2. They also expressed
support for new matter of discretion (iii) relating to the functional and operational
need for the earthworks;

31 Statement of Evidence of Craig Pilcher for Bathurst Resources Limited and BT Mining Limited,
Paragraphs 8 and10, dated 29 October 2020.

32 | egal submissions of behalf of Bathurst Resources Limited and BT Mining Limited, dated 16
November 2020.
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Support for Ms Chibnall’'s recommendation to extend Rules 22.2.7 and 22.2.8 to
apply to all vegetation, not only indigenous vegetation, and the related permitted
activity status for clearance of non-indigenous species inside an SNA (Rule
22.2.7 P9) and outside an SNA (Rule 22.2.8 P5);

Retain notified Rule 22.2.7 D1 and reject proposed Rules 22.2.7 D2 and D3 on
the basis that they effectively duplicate catchall rule D1;

Consequentially amend notified Rule 22.2.8 RD1 to apply in the instance that
Rules 22.2.8 P1 — P5 are not triggered;

Consequently reject Ms Chibnall’s proposed Rule 22.2.8 RD2 because it
effectively duplicates catchall Rule 22.2.8 RD1;

Include a functional and operational matter of discretion in Rule 22.2.8 RD1
(and RD2 if retained), like that recommended by Ms Chibnall in 22.2.3.1 RD2;
and

Include an ‘offsetting matter of discretion’ in 22.2.3.1 RD2 like that proposed at
Rules 22.2.8 RD1(b)(vi) and RD2(b)(vi).

4.45 Ms Angeline Greensill presented evidence on behalf of Tainui o Tainui and echoed many

4.46

of the other submitters that kanuka, manuka and totara are not valued because they are
growing in the wrong place on pasture. She observed that Tainui o Tainui have little land
left, and there are a number of overlays which constrain the potential to develop. She
expressed a desire to be able to utilise their land. She considered that they have the
capability to take care of their land, in the same manner as other farmers.

Ms Pauline Whitney presented evidence on behalf of Transpower New Zealand Ltd
(Transpower) addressing the relationship between Chapter 3 Natural Environment and
Chapter 6 Infrastructure. She addressed Ms Chibnall's recommended amendment to
the definition of SNA and highlighted the challenges of unidentified SNAs for a linear
asset such as the National Grid. Ms Whitney addressed specific provisions as follows:33

She supported the submission of Meridian Energy Limited to remove the word
‘enhance’ from Objective 3.2.1 for SNAs, as the RMA requires ‘protection’ not
‘enhancement’;

However, she opposed replacing ‘and’ with ‘or’ in Objective 3.2.1;

She supported the recommended amendment to Policy 3.2.3, however should
further changes be made to Section 6.2, would seek an amendment to Policy
3.2.3 to give effect to the National Policy Statement for Electricity Transmission;
She supported minor amendments to the wording of the Funding Policy;

With regards to Policy 3.2.3 Management Hierarchy Ms Whitney suggested
amending the policy to use the wording ‘more than minor’ in clauses (i) and (ii)
and in clause (iv) to insert the word ‘consider’;

33 Summary of Evidence (Highlight Package ) of Pauline Whitney of behalf of Transpower New
Zealand Ltd dated 17 November 2020.
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4.47

4.48

4.49

4.50

4.51

f.  She supported the new Policy 3.2.3 Functional requirement but recommended
the policy also refers to ‘operational need’; and

g. She supported Ms Chibnall’s section 42A recommendations for Policy 3.2.4
Biodiversity Offsetting and Policy 3.2.6 Providing for vegetation clearance.

Mr Andy Loader appeared on behalf of First Rock Consultancy and considered that the
SNAs should be able to be contested by landowners and only mapped as an SNA after
the vegetation has been verified by an ecologist.

Mr David Serjeant presented evidence on behalf of KHC Trust and expressed support
for the general approach of ground-truthing prior to mapping. He clarified that deletion
of the SNA from the property at 170 Port Waikato-Waikaretu Road was not sought, and
as a result of discussions between the parties, the mapping has been recommended by
Ms Chibnall to be retained on this property. Mr Serjeant supported Ms Chibnall’'s
recommended amendment to the definition of SNA to refer to Appendix 2.

Mr Terence Denton provided evidence addressing the SNA on the property at 40
Cameron Town Road, Pukekohe. His evidence showed how the SNA mapping had
captured the garden area on the property which includes vegetation that is not
indigenous. He expressed concern that Ms Chibnall’'s recommended amendments to
the definition of SNA would unintentionally capture garden areas and therefore the rule
framework would apply.*

Mr Norris Peart sought that the SNA be reduced on his property at 274 Okete Road and
flexibility to be able to use the land. He explained that some of the vegetation that has
been mapped as SNA has pasture underneath, and areas of open grass that are grazed.

Mr Michael Wood appeared on behalf of Waka Kotahi New Zealand Transport Agency
(Waka Kotahi). Mr Wood largely expressed support for the section 42A report
recommendations in terms of Waka Kotahi’'s designations and the recommended
addition to Policy 3.2.6 (providing for vegetation clearance). While the original
submission sought to delete the SNA mapped on existing Waka Kotahi’s designations,
Mr Wood reconsidered this position and advised that he does not seek the total removal
of SNAs from the designations. He outlined his support for the use of SNAs as a tool to
protect ecological areas providing these areas do not unduly impact on the maintenance
or minor upgrades of the highway network and have been mapped on the basis of
ground-truthing. He provided maps which provided insight to the modification of SNAs
on the Huntly Bypass of the Waikato Expressway.*

34 Statement of Evidence of Terence Denton and Bernardina Van Loon, dated 29 October 2020.

35 Statement of evidence of Mike Wood on behalf of Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency, dated 22
October 2020.
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4.52 Mr Kim Robinson filed a statement of evidence on behalf of Lochiel Farms; however Ms
Pervinder Kaur attended the hearing. Mr Robinson’s evidence addressed Rule 22.2.7
Indigenous vegetation clearance inside an SNA where he sought to include “repairing
or reinstating” in terms of an existing track. He did not agree that “maintaining” covered
repairs. Mr Robinson provided an example of a slip and reinstating the track. Regarding
Rule 22.2.8 Indigenous vegetation clearance outside an SNA, Mr Robinson considered
all controls should be removed so pasture maintenance can occur and in respect of this
activity that section 10 of the RMA should apply.3®

4.53 Mr Christopher Scrafton presented evidence on behalf of TaTa Valley Ltd (TaTa Valley)
and expressed concerns over Ms Chibnall’'s recommended amendment to the definition
for an SNA to include reference to meeting the criteria of Appendix 2: Criteria for
Determining Significance of Indigenous Biodiversity. Mr Scrafton sought amendments
to the following specific provisions:*’

a. Objective 3.2.1 Significant Natural Areas to read ‘protected or enhanced’ to
better reflect Policy 11.1 of the RPS which is to maintain or enhance indigenous
biodiversity;

b. Policy 3.2.3 sets out the effects management hierarchy but is overly restrictive.
He made the point that while avoidance is generally preferred it is not always
practicable and that the policy should also consider the values of indigenous
vegetation;

c. He preferred the use of “more than minor” in Policy 3.2.4 Biodiversity offsetting;

d. He supported a new clause recognising the operating, maintaining or upgrading
of existing infrastructure in Policy 3.2.6 but sought that clause (i) be relocated to
be under (a) rather than Policy 3.2.6 (b);

e. Inclusion of a new policy regarding functional requirements to recognise
activities like infrastructure and conservation activities;

f. Inclusion of a new policy to set out the effects management hierarchy for
indigenous vegetation outside of an SNA; and

g. IfPolicy 3.2.2 is retained, he sought amendments to clause (b) to ensure the
characteristics that contribute to their significance are not adversely affected by
following the effects management hierarchy in Policy 3.2.3.

4.54 Mr Scrafton considered that the protection of indigenous biodiversity within SNAs should
be focused on protection of values as opposed to SNA area. Mr Scrafton did not agree
with the evidence of Ms Foley on behalf of WRC, who contended that plan mapping
should automatically be accepted as a representation of reality in all cases and that the
implications of having an SNA inaccurately identified on a property are minor. He did not

36 Statement of Evidence of Kim Robinson on behalf of Lochiel Farmlands Limited, dated 28 October
2020.

37 Statement of Evidence of Christopher Scrafton on behalf of Tata Valley Ltd, dated 29 October
2020.
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4.55

4.56

4.57

4.58

4.59

consider that including SNA mapping in the PDP will ensure that SNAs are identified as
per the RPS.*® He considered that SNA provisions should utilise mapping of areas that
qualify where there is a high degree of confidence and recognise the limitations of SNA

mapping.

Mr Tim Newton spoke about the property at 1665 Whaanga Road and the rules
regarding activities in an SNA. He considered that SNAs need to be properly (and
accurately) defined, and the rules need to enable the existing farming operation.

Ms Jean Tregidga attended the hearing and sought removal of the three SNA blocks
from her property. She expressed concern regarding the restriction of activities in the
SNAs.

Mr Mark Arbuthnot presented evidence while Mr Anthony Blomfield filed evidence on
behalf of Dilworth Trust Board. Both sought to amend indigenous vegetation clearance
rules outside of an SNA for the purpose of remediation and stabilisation of the banks of
a stream, river, or other water body. Mr Arbuthnot considered that the activity would be
consistent with Policy 11.1.4 of the RPS which directs district plans to include permitted
activities in relation to the maintenance or protection of indigenous biodiversity where
the effects of the activity will have minor adverse effects on the vegetation. Mr Arbuthnot
considered there should be a permitted activity rule in the PDP to facilitate this, which
should also equally apply to the removal of vegetation to the banks of water bodies for
undertaking remediation and stabilisation works to protect property from serious
damage. He also sought a new policy that provides for vegetation clearance outside of
an SNA.%

Mr William Murphy presented evidence on behalf of Dermot Murphy and addressed 82
hectares of SNA and Significant Amenity Landscape on the site at 243 Frost Road. He
explained that the soil makeup of the land makes it very valuable for a wide range of
uses due to the fertile topsoil and underlying sand. He stated that he would be happy to
legally covenant the 25-hectare area at the southern end of the property which would
meet the criteria in Appendix 2 but maintained that the balance of the alder forest is not
an SNA. He considered that having an SNA could restrict cattle from grazing the area,
which is a significant part of the farming operation during the dry months.

Mr Brian Butt presented evidence on behalf of his family trust Kiana Lace with regards
to the property at 399 Bedford Road, Te Kowhai. He explained that while he initially
sought removal of the SNA from the rear portion of the property, he expressed support

38 Rebuttal Evidence of Christopher Scrafton on behalf of Tata Valley Limited, Section 2, dated 5
November 2020.

39 Summary Statement of Evidence of Mark Arbuthnot on behalf of Dilworth Trust Board, dated 17
November 2020.
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4.60

4.61

4.62

4.63

for the recommendations of Ms Chibnall and Mr Turner to amend the extent of the SNA
to only that area which has significant indigenous vegetation.

Mr Sam Shears filed evidence on behalf of Delta Property Group that generally
supported Council’s introduction of the ability to restore and enhance existing areas of
SNAs that may not currently meet the minimum area for conservation lot subdivision,
and Ms Chibnall's recommended amendments to Policy 3.2.8 Incentivise Subdivision.

Ms Pam Butler filed evidence on behalf of KiwiRail Holdings Limited in respect of
Chapter 3 and the Planning Maps. The letter generally accepted the recommendations
in the section 42A report in response to the KiwiRail's submission points.

Ms Christine Foster filed evidence on behalf of Meridian Energy Limited (Meridian) and
concurred with Ms Whitney on behalf of Transpower by opposing the use of the term
“enhancement” in Objective 3.2.1. Ms Foster also addressed Policy 3.2.3 Management
Hierarchy where she considered that the word “significant” should remain in the policy
in preference to “more than minor’. She considered that in a mitigation hierarchy,
avoidance should be reserved for significant adverse effects, not all effects or effects
that are close to minor.4°

Ms Lynette Wharfe tabled evidence on behalf of Horticulture New Zealand. She did not
agree with the section 42A report and considered that adding various exclusions as
sought in the submission of Horticulture New Zealand would be appropriate (regarding
the definition for vegetation clearance, and not including reference to amongst other
things, unwanted organisms). Her evidence set out amendments to the definition of
vegetation clearance, and Rules 22.2.7 P1 and 22.2.8 P1 to enable response and
disposal to an incursion of an unwanted organism under the Biosecurity Act 1993.4'

5 Panel Decisions

5.1

We note that 623 primary submission points were received on the Natural Environments
provisions and these were considered in a comprehensive section 42A report, rebuttal
and closing statement prepared by Ms Chibnall who recommended a number of
changes. We have structured our decision into sections which largely reflect the key
matters raised in submissions and evidence, followed by our findings on the remaining
provisions. Given the sheer volume of submissions, we do not attempt to address every
submission point but focus on the key changes and our reasons for each section.

Definition of an SNA

40 Statement of Evidence of Christine Foster on behalf of Meridian Energy Limited, Paragraph 12,
dated 29 October 2020.

41 Statement of Evidence of Lynette Wharfe on behalf of Horticulture New Zealand, Paragraph 8.1,
dated 29 October 2020.
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5.2 Central to this topic is the definition of a “Significant Natural Area” and whether it is
limited to those areas identified as an SNA on the district plan maps, or whether it should
include any indigenous vegetation that meets the criteria in Appendix 2: Criteria for
Determining Significance of Indigenous Biodiversity, regardless of whether or not it is
mapped.

5.3 We support the identification of SNAs on planning maps and that the rules for SNAs
should relate explicitly to those mapped sites. While we understand the challenges faced
by Council in having to: rely on region-wide data provided by WRC (some of which is
not accurate); access sites; identify the attributes; and accurately map the SNAs on
private property, we consider that this approach provides far more certainty for
landowners, network utility operators and Council. We note this is the approach favoured
by the draft National Policy Statement on Indigenous Biodiversity. This is also preferable
to relying instead on the criteria which would lead to the perverse outcome where a
single tree in a garden (or indeed a paddock) could well be deemed to be an SNA.
Having carefully considered the costs and benefits of the various options suggested by
Ms Chibnall and submitters such as Ms Walker, we consider this approach to be the
most effective and efficient in achieving the objectives in Chapter 3 Natural
Environments.

Mapping of SNA sites

5.4 It was apparent to us that the data that informed the mapping of SNAs in the PDP was
inaccurate. For this reason, we have deleted all the SNAs from the planning maps,
except for the following:

a. Those that have been visited and verified (in terms of consistency with
Appendix 2 criteria and spatial extent) by Ms Chibnall and Mr Turner;

b.  Submitters that have appeared at the hearing with clear photographs and
evidence of their properties;

c. Sites in public ownership such as Department of Conservation, WRC and
Council; or

d. QElIll National Trust-covenanted sites.

5.5 We accept the proposition advanced by farmers at the hearing that on the whole,
farmers are excellent stewards of the land generally, and indigenous vegetation
specifically. We also accept that the existence of SNAs on privately-owned farmland
today is due to the care that past landowners and farmers have taken of the indigenous
vegetation. We are also aware that the National Policy Statement for Indigenous
Biodiversity is likely to be released shortly and the draft versions have indicated that
councils will be required to map and assess all of the indigenous vegetation in their
districts in some detail. For all these reasons, we consider that there is a low risk of
landowners taking advantage of a lack of interim protection of indigenous vegetation.
Given all the options available to us, we consider it would be inappropriate to retain
mapping where it has not been verified by Ms Chibnall or Mr Turner, and would likely
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result in resource consent applications being required for disturbance of vegetation that
do not meet the Appendix 2 criteria and should not be an SNA.

5.6 Based on our consideration of the issues, we have grouped submissions into the
following four categories:

a. Retained the SNA as notified where land is in public ownership or is already
protected by a conservation protection mechanism (such as QEIl National Trust
covenant);

b. Retained the SNA as notified where it has been verified by Mr Turner and Ms
Chibnall as being mapped correctly;

c. Amended the geographical extent of the SNA as a result of the evidence
presented to us, either by/on behalf of the landowner and/or because it has
been verified by Mr Turner and Ms Chibnall; and

d. Deletion of the SNA.

5.7 While we have amended the planning maps accordingly, we have only inserted the
maps in this decision where we have amended the geographical extent of the SNA.

Retain SNA as notified

Submitter Address

Colette Hanrahan [77.3] 126B Woodcock Road, Tamahere
Mark Emms [75.1] 126C Woodcock Road, Tamahere
Diane Emms [282.1]

Jon Harris [327.1] 140B Woodcock Road, Tamahere
Roderick MacRae [331.1] 142 Woodcock Road, Tamahere

The Bardsley No. 1 Family Trust [100.1] | 31 Birchwood Lane, Tamahere

Riverdale Group Ltd [719.3] 102 Hooker Road, Tamahere
John and Roselei Holland [135.1] 368 Riverview Road, Huntly
Seumas MacDonald [728.2] 658 Te Akau South Road

S, J and Z Ifwersen [437.1] 170 Port Waikato Waikaretu Road
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Jean Tregidga [731.13]

Lyons Road, Mangatawhiri

Jianjun Li [394.26]

312 Parker Lane, Buckland

K Dooley [90.1]

38 Hermitage Road, Waiuku

F & S Turton [706.1]

616 Matahuru Road, Matahuru

R Luders [273.9]

635 Mangapiko Road, Waiterimu

C & E Barakat [268.4]

648 Waipuna Road, Waerenga

J Holland [591.13]

300 River Road, Huntly

B & A Harvey Limited [132.1]

Balemi Road, Ohinewai
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Amended geographical extent

Note: Yellow delineates property boundary

Address/Legal/
Sub No.

Notified Map
(Green line indicates extent of SNA)

Decision Map
(Red line indicates SNA to be removed)

P Bullock and D
Capstick

40B Cameron
Town Road,
PUKEKOHE

LOT 1 DP 120337

Sub[643.1]

(Lime green indicates SNA to be added)

Terence Stephen
Allan Denton

40 Cameron Town
Road,
PUKEKOHE

LOT 3 DP 120337

Sub[352.1]

G And S Morse

63 Parker Lane
PUKEKOHE

LOT 1 DP 122885

Sub[20.2]
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D and L Lawrie
52 B Mill Road, MARO
BOMBAY e ¥

PT LOT 2DP
52223 SUBJ TO
QEIl COV

Sub[78.1]

Kyung Koo Han
and
Sun Kyung Kang

7C Ridge Road,
TUAKAU

LOT 4 DP 133049

Sub[961.1]

McPherson and
Co

47 McPherson
Road,
MANGATAWHIRI

MANGATAWHIRI
ALLOTS 161-164
MANGATAWHIRI
PSH ALLOTS 22
139 SEC 1
MANGATAW HIRI
PSH

Sub[691.16]
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Ryburn
LagoonTrust

159 Serpell Road,
POKENO

LOT 4 DP 182809

Sub[747.1]

Selwyn Taylor

Morrison Road,
TUAKAU

PT LOT 1 DPS
34002

Sub[718.1]

McDougall and co

980 Churchill
Road, TUAKAU

LOT 3 DPS 27386
LOT 2 DPS 27385
SUBJ TO LAND
COV DP 471622

Sub[844.1]
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S and D Gibberd

53 B McGovern
Road
WAERENGA

ALLOTS 472A
473A PT 426
WHANGAMARINO
PSH BLK XIV
PIAKO SD

Sub[611.1]

Redoubt Trustees
Limited

758 Mangapiko
Valley Road
WAITERIMU

ALLOT 487
TAUPIRI PSH BLK
I HAPUAKOHE
SD

Sub[235.2]

S and T Stark
785 Rutherford
Road, TAUPIRI

PT ALLOT 739
TAUPIRI PSH BLK
IX HAPUAKOHE
SD

Sub[701.1]
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J and D Tate
72 James Road
HUNTLY

LOT 2 DP 366514
BLK XIl
RANGIRIRI SD
INT IN ESMT

Sub[494.2]

LRy
"J.-l" ner Rﬂ'

M and K Stead - : Wl el
703 B Te Kowhai = L ETekowh
Road, TE
KOWHAI

adl R | 5

LOT 2 DPS 37883
LOT 1 DPS 83067
BLK XV

NEWCASTLE SD

Sub[834.1]

A and D Hutt
154 Orini Road,
TAUPIRI

ALL DP 19970
BLK XVI
RANGIRIRI SD
BLK IV
NEWCASTLE SD

Sub[21.1]
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Elvin Priest and
Co

29 Kendrick Lane,
TAMAHERE

LOT 4 DPS 4591
BLK Il HAMILTON
SD

Sub[9.1]

Guy Rathbone
5254 Highway 22
NGARUAWAHIA

LOT 5PT 34 DP
33080 ALLOTS
422-425 427 PT
ALLOT 213
PEPEPE PSH
BLK IV
WHAINGAROA
SD

Sub[125.1]

Jand D Tate
185B Hakarimata
Road,
NGARUAWAHIA

PT ALLOTS 122
123 127 PEPEPE
PSH BLKS 1l VII
NEWCASTLE SD
P TSEC 6 SO
52669 LOT 1 DPS
67131 SUBJ TO
ESMT DP 474562

Sub[494.4]
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J and H Ensing
383 Karakariki
Road,
KARAKARIKI

LOT 2 DPS 58980

Sub[30.1]

G Kirkbride and co
35 Karakariki
Road,
KARAKARIKI

LOT 2 DPS 30291
LOT 1 DPS 58059
LOT 2 DP 337077
LOT 3 DPS 85 856
BLKS XIV XV
NEWCASTLE SD
SUBJ TO ESMTS

Sub[240.1]

L Hughes

17 Calvert Road
Whale Bay,
RAGLAN

LOT 2 DPS 16189
BLK IV KARIOI SD

Sub[301.2]
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Bernard Brown
759 Wainui Road,
RAGLAN

WHAANGA
1B2B1A BLK IV
KARIOI SD

Sub[669.7]

65 Karioi Road,
RUAPUKE

LOT 6 DP 359810
BLK VIII KARIOI
SD SUBJ TO &
INT IN ESMTS

Sub[501.1]

S and M Mathers

536 Wainui Road,
RAGLAN

LOT 1 DPS 83978

Sub[232.1]
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Robert Morton
Jones

35 A Norrie
Avenue RAGLAN
LOT 2 DPS 58813

Sub[346.1]

Martin Bloxham

13 Te Awa Lane,
TAMAHERE

LOT 1 DPS 66958
LOT 3 DP 328563
BLK VII
HAMILTON SD

Sub[101.1]

2003906
Isobel Margaret
Waitere

Te Akau Wharf
Road, TE AKAU
SOUTH

LOT 3 DPS
46556-OPEN
SPACE
COVENANT

Sub[176.1]
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Oliver Keesing

Old Mountain
Road
WAITETUNA

PT ALLOT 214
KARAMU PSH
BLKS V VI
ALEXANDRA SD
TNASUBJTO O
PEN SPACE
COVENANT

Subl[53.2]

Bonita Dean

523 Waingaro
Road
NGARUAWAHIA

LOT 4 DPS 85265

Sub[126.1]

L and A Kerr
862 B Waikare
Road
WAERENGA

LOT 2 DPS 86230
BLK XIII PIAKO
SD BLK |
HAPUAKOHE SD
SUBJ TO
CONSERVATION
COVENANT

Sub[400.2]
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R, RAnd M
McLean

ALLOTS 260 364
WAIPA PSH BLK
VIl NEWCASTLE
SD

Waingaro Road
NGARUAWAHIA

Sub[575.24]

(Bathurst Mining)

Te Whakakitenga
o Waikato
Incorporated

Waikokowai Road,
ROTOWARO

PT LOT 1 DPS
87641 LOT 1 DPS
89649 SEC 1 SO
61417 SECS13 S
0 61368 BLKS XiIlI
XIV RANGIRIRI
SD

Sub[771.7]

R Carter

57 Upper Wainui
Road, RAGLAN
LOT 3 DP 335063

Sub[510.1]
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Tibet Farm Ltd
1665 Whaanga
Road, RAGLAN

LOT 3 DP 352682
BLK VIII KARIOI
SD

Sub[104.1]

P McCallum and M
Wilcox

996 Te Papatapu
Road, TE MATA

LOT 4 DP 411951
BLK XIII KARIOI
SD SUBJ TO &
INT IN ESMTS

Sub[11.1]

R and C Rumble

1807 Whaanga
Road, RAGLAN

LOT 3 DP 415659
BLK VIII KARIOI
SD SUBJ TO
OPEN SPACE
COVENA NT DPS
68067

Sub[737.1]
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Zeehaen Limited
49 Swallow Lane,
TAMAHERE

SiE k-
>Wallow Lane

! =
N e

LOT 8 DP 429829
BLK Il HAMILTON
SD SUBJ TO
ESMTS

N

Sub[46.3]

D and J Colgan
181 Settlement
Road,
PUKEKOHE

LOT 2 DP 451093
SUBJ TO ESMT

Sub[484.1]

Enza Zaden
(Australia) Pty
Limited

189 Settlement

Road,
PUKEKOHE

LOT 1 DP 451093
INT IN ESMT

Sub[484.1]

Page: 37




Decision Report 9: Significant Natural Areas

Report and Decisions of the Waikato District Plan Hearings Panel

Hynds Foundation
62 Bluff Road,
POKENO

LOT 2 DP 463893

Sub[548.2]

B And P Day

656 Wainui Road,
RAGLAN

LOT 1 DP 463845

Sub[760.2]

Caroline Margaret
Swann

1384 Whaanga
Road, RAGLAN

PT ALLOT 113
KARIOI PSH SO
1301 PT ALLOT
113 KARIOI PSH
SO 1301 and 6
more

Sub[358.3]
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Fletcher Concrete
and Infrastructure
Limited

988 Falls Road,
WAERENGA

LOT 1 DP 359351
BLK VI

MARAMARUA SD
LOT 1 DP 472905

Sub[723.2]

Ohinewai Heights
Limited

260 Ralph Road,
HUNTLY

LOT 2 DPS 10295
PTLOTS 2LOTS
13-6 DP 16055

Sub[964.1]

Hoogeveen Farms
Limited

156 Paddy Road,
TE KAUWHATA

SEC 26-30 SO

17959 SEC 82-83
SO 17959 BLK XV
MARAMARUA SD

Sub[623.1]
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Simpsons Farms
Ltd

184 A Glen Murray
Road, RANGIRIRI

LOT 1 DPS 14848
LOT 2 DP 402762
LOT 2 DPS 14848
LOT 2 DPS 26 95
LOT 6-7 DP 12275
PT LOT 1-2 DP
31608 PT LOT 3-4
DP 34206

Sub[278.2]

Alston Property
Group Limited

274 Okete Road,
OKETE

PT ALLOT 97
WHAINGAROA
PSH SO 1437
LOT 2 DPS 89529

Sub[495.3]

Peter Roberts
87 Rataroa Road,
MARAMARUA

LOT 2 DPS 80477
PT LOT 3 DPS
90669 LOTS 6 8
10 11 PTLOT 9
DP 306638 LOT 4
LOT 5 DP 390303
SUBJ TO ESMTS

Sub[99.1]
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Lochiel Farmlands
Limited

316 Allen And
Eyre Road,
TUAKAU

ALLTS 91 134 261
262 PT ALLTS
113 121 146 190
191 Whangape S
D PT 4 BLK 4 No
45 No 50 No 49B1
No49B2 3D3B 51B
Opuatia S

Sub[349.3]

Lochiel Farmlands
Limited (additions
to SNA)

316 Allen And
Eyre Road,
TUAKAU

ALLTS 91 134 261
262 PT ALLTS
113 121 146 190
191 Whangape S
D PT 4 BLK 4 No
45 No 50 No 49B1
No49B2 3D3B 51B
Opuatia S

Sub[349.3]

Arthur Raymond
Wright

314 Murray Road,
TUAKAU

LOT 13 DP
527033 PT ALLT
16 ONEWHERO
SD PT ALLT 163
ONEWHER O SD
LOT 1 DPS 54104
ALLT 145
ONEWHERO SD
LOT 2 DP 423968
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Sub[677.1]

Rangitahi Limited
Opotoru Road,
RAGLAN

LOT 900 DP
548916

SubN/A

Stevenson
Aggregates
Limited

1542 Tauhei
Road, TAUHEI

LOT 12 DP 12708
LOT 1 DPS 7853
LOT 3 DP 11885
LOT 1 DP 3552 0
LOT 13 DP
417722 SUBJ TO
CONS CoV

Sub[575.23]
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TaTa Valley

New Zealand
Health Food Park
Limited

242 Bluff Road,
POKENO

LOT 4 DP 202491
LOT 2DP
40F1106

Sub N/A

D Libre

60 Yumelody
Lane, TAMAHERE
LOT 11 DP
439571

Sub [363.4]

607 Pencarrow
Road,
TAMAHERE

LOT 2 DP 389202
BLK VI
HAMILTON SD
SUBJ TO ESMTS
ON DPS 915 98

Sub [724.16]
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Kiana Lace
Limited

399 Bedford Road,
TE KOWHAI

LOT 3 DP 320268
BLKS XI XV
NEWCASTLE SD
SUBJ TO ESMT
ON DP 3 58884 &
DP 537907

Sub [745.2]

A Armstrong
Karakariki
Road,
KARAKARIKI

Sub[160.1][

Lakeside
Development

LOT 1 DP 35516
LOT 2505 DP
542256 and 3
more

Sub[579.45]
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Brown and
Granville

534 Te Papatapu
Road

ALLOTS 182-184
260 PT ALLOT
113
WHAINGAROA
PSH LOT 1 PT
LOT 2 DPS 87118
PT SEC 2 SO
309276 BLKS IX
XII Xl KARIOI SD

Sub[703.1]

Havelock Village
Limited

5 Yashili Drive,
POKENO

LOT 2 DP 199997

Sub[862.1]
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Waka Kotahi -
Huntly Bypass

Sub[742.185]
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Submitter

Address

D Limmer Limited [601.1]

209 Whangamarino Road, Te Kauwhata

D Limmer Limited [601.1]

596 Waikare Road, Waerenga

H & P Fyers Limited [815.1]

442 Waikare Road, Wairenga

B & A Harvey Limited [132.1]

35 Owen Road, Te Kauwhata

Simpson Farms [278.2]

1675 Ohautira Road, Waingaro

D Hansen [506.2]

83A Paulsen Road, Waerenga

Malcom Jackson [104.6]

1109 Whaanga Road, Raglan

Trever Weaver [410.2]

Te Onetea Road, Rangiriri

Ruakiwi Graziers Ltd [340.2]

343 Jefferis Road, Waerenga

Zhou Wei Shen [153.1]

68 Brown Road

Genesis Energy [924.7]

Genesis Energy

No SNA was identified on the property so no changes are necessary

Submitter

Address

R & R Ranstead [6.1]

149 Cogswell Road, Waitetuna

D Saxton [412.2]

254 Hall Road (113 Hampton Downs
Springhill Prison)
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Bats

5.8

5.9

5.10

Broderick Farms [944.1] 849 Matahuru Road

R Luders [273.9] 280 Mangapiko Road

P Buckley [855.1] 1036 Island Block Road, Meremere
Havelock Village Limited [862.33] 278 Bluff Road, Pokeno
Middlemiss Farm Holdings [794.29] 95 Jericho Road, Harrisville

The evidence of Ms Thurley on behalf of Director-General of Conservation in relation to
long-tailed bats stated that much of Waikato District has not been surveyed for the
presence of this species of bats. While we understand that the Department of
Conservation has a statutory obligation under the Wildlife Act 1953 to protect long-tailed
bats, we agree with Ms Chibnall that there is insufficient data to support protection
measures being mandated through the PDP.*> We do not consider it practical to
establish SNAs in a 7.2-kilometre radius around each site where long-tailed bats have
been confirmed as present, as sought by Mr Riddell, especially given the species is
highly mobile.** We are also aware from Ms Thurley that bat habitats are not restricted
to areas of indigenous vegetation.

We consider that in the absence of thorough and robust information, the rules managing
indigenous vegetation clearance both inside and outside an SNA are appropriate to
assist in protecting habitats of long-tailed bats. Where clearance of indigenous
vegetation is of such a scale or reason to require resource consent, we consider there
are appropriate policies and matters of discretion to consider the effects on bats. For
example, we note that Policy 3.1.2(b)(ii) requires consideration of the habitats of
threatened and at-risk species. We do not consider it necessary to include policies in
the PDP for a single species which is highly transient and where there is a paucity of
information.

Ms Chibnall recommended including a non-regulatory policy regarding bats which had
two parts to it:

42 Closing statement of Susan Chibnall, Paragraph 66, dated August 2021.

43 Evidence in Chief of Andrew Riddell on behalf of the Director-General of Conservation, Paragraph
198, dated 29 October 2020.
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a.  Council will support the provision of biodiversity advice and information to
landowners; and
b. Incorporating reference to long-tailed bats in Council’s Conservation Strategy.

We have not included the first limb of the policy as we consider this role is most
appropriately fulfilled by the Department of Conservation. We consider the
acknowledgement of bats in Council’'s Conservation Strategy is appropriate and have
retained this part of Ms Chibnall’s additional Policy 3.1.2E.

Kauri dieback

5.11

5.12

5.13

While we understand that kauri dieback is a significant issue for this iconic New Zealand
species, we consider the suite of provisions proposed by Mr Riddell to be impossible to
implement in practice. While we are aware that the Thames-Coromandel District Plan
contains rules addressing kauri dieback, we consider that these are highly complex.
Having said that, we understand that the Coromandel area has a substantially higher
population of kauri than Waikato District and therefore the consequences of the disease
are greater in the Coromandel. We are also mindful of Mr Turner’s advice that that there
are many other means by which the disease can be spread other than via earthworks.
We accept Ms Urlich’s legal submission that addressing kauri dieback falls within the
scope of a district council’s functions. We also consider that voluntary and/or educational
measures, as proposed by Ms Chibnall and Ms Walker’s rebuttal evidence, are
inconsistent with the direction from the Environment Court as well as Council’s core
functions.

We agree with Ms Chibnall's recommendations to explicitly include reference to kauri
dieback disease in Policy 3.1.2; its acknowledgement in Council’'s Conservation
Strategy; and highlighting where guidance on kauri dieback can be found as set out in
additional Policy 3.1.2E. We also agree with Ms Chibnall’s recommendation to insert in
all the permitted earthworks rules a requirement for earthworks to be outside a kauri root
zone, as we heard from Mr Riddell that earthworks are the key method for transferring
kauri dieback disease. It seems to us that such an approach necessitates a definition
for “kauri root zone” to provide clarity on what this is. Mr Riddell sought inclusion of a
definition that is an area three times the radius of the dripline, and while this seems very
onerous to us, we did not receive any other evidence on what an appropriate area is.
We therefore have included a definition for “kauri root zone” to provide clarity of
interpretation of the rules for earthworks.

We have also added a matter of discretion requiring the risk of earthworks exacerbating
Kauri dieback disease where earthworks requires a resource consent (which applies to
earthworks either within or outside an SNA).

Kanuka and manuka
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5.14 We understand the complexity of managing kanuka and manuka in Waikato District,
especially given their inclusion in the Conservation Status of New Zealand Indigenous
Vascular Plants 2017 as being either a threatened or at-risk species. The consequence
of this is that every individual specimen now meets the criteria in RPS Appendix 11A
Table 11-1: Criteria for determining significance of indigenous biodiversity, and therefore
is deemed to be significant indigenous biodiversity. We understand from Ms Chibnall
that these species are not threatened due to numbers but rather potentially threatened
by myrtle rust (a fungal disease) that may or may not affect them.**

5.15 The notified PDP included rules enabling removal of up to 5 cubic metres of manuka
and/or kanuka in an SNA outside of the Coastal Environment per single consecutive 12-
month period per property for specific purposes. Outside of an SNA, this limit increased
to 1000 square metres for trees less than 4 metres in height. Despite this classification,
we have considerable sympathy with the farming community who described their
attempts to keep these species (and totara) from colonising pasture. It seems to us that
there are three scenarios:

a.  Within an SNA but not located in the Coastal Environment;
b. Outside an SNA but not located in the Coastal Environment; and
c. Within the Coastal Environment.

5.16 We are well aware of Policy 11(a)(i) of the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement
(NZCPS) and its directive to avoid adverse effects on indigenous taxa that are listed as
threatened or at risk in the New Zealand Threat Classification System lists. We asked
Ms Bridget Parham (counsel for Council), to provide us with a legal opinion on the
interpretation and application of NZCPS Policy 11(a) in the context of manuka and
kanuka in the coastal environment within Waikato District. Ms Parham considered that
Policy 11(a)(i) does not require all adverse effects to be avoided. She advised that it
may be acceptable to allow activities that have minor or transitory adverse effects and
still give effect to the policy where the avoidance is not necessary or relevant to protect
the indigenous biological diversity in the coastal environment. She also considered that
the scale at which Policy 11(a)(i) applies depends on the circumstances of the particular
threatened or at risk species.* In that regard, Mr Turner’'s assessment is that manuka
and kanuka is widespread and prevalent.*® Thus, we consider it is not necessary to
protect every individual kanuka or manuka in the coastal environment.

5.17 We considered whether kanuka and manuka clearance was appropriate in an SNA, but
given that it is within an SNA, we consider that the notified limits and reasons for
clearance is appropriate. That is, clearance of up to 5 cubic metres of manuka and/or

44 Section 42A report by Susan Chibnall, Paragraph 321, dated November 2021.

45 Legal opinion on Hearing 21A: SNA's - Application of Policy 11 NZCPS, Paragraphs 3-4, dated 21
December 2020.

46 |bid Paragraph 67.
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5.18

5.19

5.20

kanuka outside of a wetland, per single consecutive 12-month period, per property, for
domestic firewood purposes and arts or crafts. We considered whether there was a way
to make sure that the firewood was used for domestic purposes rather than commercial
sale but concluded that the maximum volume somewhat limits the use to domestic
purposes. We cannot perceive a situation where kanuka and manuka would need to be
cleared within an SNA for the maintenance of pasture given that pasture would not be
included in the mapped SNA, and therefore have not included a rule for clearance of
kanuka and manuka for pasture maintenance within a SNA.

We considered whether there should be a limit on clearance of kanuka and manuka
outside of an SNA. We have sympathy for the farming community who need to keep
clearing the species to maintain pasture, but as the species is currently classified as
threatened, we do not feel an unlimited level of clearance is appropriate at this time. We
considered that matching the amount of clearance allowed in the Operative District Plan
is appropriate given that this does not appear to have caused issues. We do not see
any need to distinguish between areas inside or outside the coastal environment and
therefore have set a maximum 3000-square metre limit per year per property for both
situations.

We therefore have included the following limits on clearance of kanuka and manuka as
a permitted activity:

a. Indigenous vegetation clearance within a Significant Natural Area — Clearance
of up to 5 cubic metres outside of a wetland per single consecutive 12-month
period per property for domestic firewood purposes and arts or crafts; and

b. Rule 22.2.8 Indigenous vegetation clearance outside a Significant Natural Area
— 3000 square metres per single consecutive 12-month period for trees less
than 4 metres high to maintain productive pasture or for domestic firewood.

Ms Chibnall also recommended a corresponding recognition in Policy 3.2.6 of the need
to remove kanuka and manuka for pasture maintenance and we agree that this
complements Policy 3.1.2(c) which provides for the removal of manuka or kanuka on a
sustainable basis. We consider this framework of policies and rules strikes an
appropriate balance that recognises the conservation status of these species, while
enabling the productive potential of established pasture. We consider this to be an
effective and efficient way to achieve Objectives 3.1.1 and 3.2.1, as well as Obijective
5.1.1 which supports productive rural activities.

Earthworks and tracks

5.21

A number of submitters sought inclusion of more lenient rules for routine farming
activities and explained why they considered it necessary to enable clearance of
indigenous vegetation to create new tracks, as well as maintain existing and relocate
tracks that had been damaged by natural hazard events such as landslips and floods.
With regards to maintaining tracks, we consider this is logical and have retained specific
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5.22

5.23

mention of this in Policy 3.2.6 and enabled this as a permitted activity both inside and
outside an SNA in Rules 22.2.7 and 22.2.8. While Rule 22.2.3.3, as notified, sets out
maximum volumes and other requirements for earthworks within an SNA for the
maintenance of existing tracks, fences or drains, we have deleted these as they are
unreasonable given that the track, fence or drain is already existing.

With regards to the disturbance of indigenous vegetation for new tracks and relocation
of an existing track within an SNA, we consider that these should be assessed through
a resource consent process. This activity would require resource consent as a
discretionary activity for new tracks within an SNA (Rule 22.2.7 D2) and a restricted
discretionary activity for new tracks outside an SNA (Rule 22.2.8 RD2). Creation of a
new track within an SNA that necessitated earthworks is a restricted discretionary
activity (Rule 22.2.3.1 RD2).

In accordance with the evaluation required by section 32AA of the RMA, we consider
this to be an effective and efficient way to achieve Objectives 3.1.1 and 3.2.1, as well as
Obijective 5.1.1 which supports productive rural activities.

Provisions focused on biodiversity in general and outside SNAs

5.24

5.25

5.26

5.27

From paragraphs 5.24 to 5.40 we have set out our decisions on the objectives and
policies which relate to biodiversity in general, and the rules for the disturbance of
indigenous vegetation outside an SNA.

Obijective 3.1.1. Biodiversity and ecosystems

Objective 3.1.1 is the overarching objective which applies to all biodiversity and
ecosystems. There was considerable support in the submissions for Objective 3.1.1 and
the only change we have made is to delete the word “values”, as the RPS provisions in
Chapter 11 do not use this term and we consider it is not needed.

Also, we do not agree with the inclusion of “in order to work towards achieving a no net
loss of biodiversity” as requested by WRC. We consider that if the indigenous
ecosystems are maintained or enhanced as sought by Objective 3.1.1, then by virtue
there will be no net-loss of biodiversity. We do not agree with the submission from
Middlemiss Farm Holdings Limited that an additional clause is needed for new areas of
indigenous biodiversity to be established. We consider this concept is better reflected in
the policies as being a method for achieving the outcome stated in the objective.

Policy 3.1.2

Policy 3.1.2 is the key policy to achieve Objective 3.1.1 and relates generally to
indigenous biodiversity, rather than SNAs. Of the submissions seeking changes to
Policy 3.1.2: three sought to add incentivising subdivision or planting of indigenous
vegetation; one sought to include eco-sourcing; and one sought explicit recognition of
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5.28

5.29

5.30

5.31

plant diseases. In terms of incentivising subdivision, we have deleted the mechanism
from the Rural Zone rules on the basis that there is a clear obligation on landowners to
appropriately manage areas of high ecological value through the National Policy
Statement for Freshwater Management 2020 (NPS-FM) in terms of waterways and
wetlands, as well as the rules in this PDP for SNAs. For this reason, we have not
included incentives in Policy 3.1.2 and have deleted Policy 3.2.8 Incentivise Subdivision
which we discuss later in this decision.

Turning to eco-sourcing, we agree with Ms Chibnall’'s assessment that eco-sourced
species are likely to have the best chance of survival but may not always be readily
available.*” For this reason we have included “eco-sourcing where practical” in Policy
3.1.2(a)(i). We do not see the need to add references to plant diseases and consider
that the current reference to “biosecurity works” in Policy 3.1.2(a)(iii) to be adequate.

We have made other amendments to ensure the policy reads clearly, avoids duplication
and effectively and efficiently achieves Objective 3.1.1. We have also included a new
Policy 3.1.2(a) to clarify that the identification of SNAs is the principle means of achieving
Objective 3.1.1. We have deleted Policy 3.1.2(b)(vii) and (viii) as these are more
effectively addressed by other sections of the PDP and have limited applicability to
indigenous vegetation and habitats.

Federated Farmers sought inclusion of additional clauses to recognise a landowner’s
stewardship and that Council will work with landowners. We agree with Ms Walker that
the best biodiversity outcomes are achieved when councils have a good understanding
of the issues facing landowners and acknowledge the public good aspect which is being
provided.*® We agree with Ms Chibnall’'s recommendation to include a new non-
regulatory Policy 3.1.2C which identifies methods to achieve Objective 3.1.1 that are
outside of the PDP. We consider this policy will be effective in supporting the
maintenance of existing indigenous biodiversity as well as encouraging enhancement
and therefore achieve Objective 3.1.1.

Management Hierarchy

WRC sought inclusion of a mitigation hierarchy for indigenous biodiversity where it is
located outside of an SNA. While there is already such a policy for vegetation within
SNAs, we agree with Ms Chibnall that there is value in establishing a similar approach
for outside SNAs. We are aware that there are rules for indigenous vegetation clearance
outside an SNA within the Rural Zone. Although these areas may not be deemed
significant, they still may have some ecological value, and in the event of the permitted

47 Section 42A report: Natural Environments 1- Indigenous Vegetation and Habitats by Susan
Chibnall, Paragraph 124, dated November 2020.

48 Evidence in chief of Hilary Walker on behalf of Federated Farmers of New Zealand, Paragraph 29
dated 29 October 2020.
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5.32

5.33

5.34

5.35

level of clearance being breached and land use consent being required, we consider
this policy would provide helpful guidance for applicants as well as staff assessing
resource consents. We note that RPS Method 11.1.3 requires district councils to ensure
remediation, mitigation or offsetting relates to the indigenous vegetation being lost and
not just SNAs. On this basis we have included a new Policy 3.1.2A and consider this will
be an effective and efficient way of achieving Objective 3.1.1.

Following on from this, WRC also sought inclusion of a policy to provide for biodiversity
offsetting where the indigenous vegetation or habitat is not an SNA. Given our inclusion
of a policy setting out a management hierarchy for areas outside an SNA, we consider
it would be helpful to provide a policy providing guidance for biodiversity offsetting. We
have therefore included a new Policy 3.1.2B and consider this will not only support Policy
3.1.2A but be effective in achieving Objective 3.1.1.

New policy for clearance of indigenous vegetation outside an SNA

In our consideration of the rules allowing clearance of indigenous vegetation outside
SNA, we became aware that there is no policy basis in the PDP for allowing a certain
level of clearance outside a SNA. We are aware that RPS Method 11.4.1 provides for
activities having minor adverse effects on indigenous biodiversity. We have therefore
added Policy 3.1.3 which provides for clearance of indigenous vegetation outside SNAs
where it will have minor adverse effects in relation to the maintenance or protection of
indigenous biodiversity. We consider this is an efficient way to give effect to the RPS as
sought by Ms Foley, but also will assist in achieving Objective 3.1.1.

Rules for vegetation clearance outside an SNA

While we have determined that the basis for rules inside an SNA will apply to areas
mapped in the district plan maps, we are aware that there may be areas of indigenous
vegetation that are valuable but have not been identified through this district plan review
process. Given the objectives and policies in the RPS to maintain or enhance indigenous
biodiversity, we consider it is important that the PDP contains rules to manage clearance
of indigenous vegetation outside SNAs, albeit that the rules are more permissive outside
an SNA. Rule 22.2.8 sets limits for the clearance of indigenous vegetation outside an
SNA in the Rural Zone, although our findings on this rule will be rolled out to the similar
rule that appears in other zones. A large number of submissions were received on this
rule, and for this reason we have focused our decision on the amendments we have
made. All other submissions we have rejected on the basis that they are not the most
appropriate way to achieve Objective 3.1.1 in accordance with section 32AA of the RMA.

We agree with WRC'’s request for Rule 22.2.28 P1(a)(vii) to only enable clearance for a
building platform where there is no practicable alternative on the site. We have added
this requirement to Rule 22.2.8 P3 also. We considered what is the most appropriate
area to allow clearance for building activities but given the directive of the RPS, we
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5.36

5.37

5.38

5.39

5.40

consider 500 square metres is appropriate as a permitted activity and note that this is
twice the amount allowed inside an SNA.

In response to the submissions and evidence of the aggregate extraction companies,
we agree with Ms Chibnall that 2000 square metres is an appropriate limit per year. In
reaching this finding we are particularly aware that there is no choice as to where mineral
resources are located and there is a functional and operational need for those activities
to be located where the mineral resources are.

We have included conservation activities, as due to their definition they are likely to
result in increases in biodiversity and therefore will be effective in achieving Objective
3.1.1.

We have deleted Rule 22.2.8 P2 as it duplicates P1.

When Ms Chibnall was considering this rule, she recommended a new rule for
indigenous vegetation clearance that was associated with gardening. The PDP takes
the approach that activities not otherwise listed in the plan are non-complying activities
(although we have amended this to be the less stringent discretionary activity). Because
of this approach, if innocuous activities, including gardening, are not listed a resource
consent would be required. This is non-sensical. Although it seems intuitive, we agree
that a specific permitted activity rule for gardening needs to be inserted and have done
so. Similarly, we have also inserted a rule permitting the removal of non-indigenous
vegetation, in order to prevent interpretation issues with the PDP in the future. Ms
Chibnall also recommended including a new restricted discretionary activity rule to cover
the scenario where indigenous vegetation is for a reason other than those listed in the
permitted activities. We agree this is necessary to complete the package of rules.

We agree with Ms Chibnall’s recommended amendments to the matters of discretion in
Rule 22.2.8 RD1 and consider that they will more fully enable the effects to be
considered and better achieve Objective 3.1.1. For similar reasons we have included
Rule 22.2.8 RD2 to complete the activity cascade and capture clearance of indigenous
vegetation for reasons that are not listed in rules P1, P3, P4, or P6.

Provisions for indigenous vegetation within the Coastal Environment and within SNAs

5.41

5.42

From paragraphs 5.41 to 5.73 we have set out our decisions on the objectives, policies
and rules relating to the disturbance of indigenous vegetation inside SNAs, as well as
the disturbance of vegetation in the Coastal Environment (either within or outside an
SNA).

Objective 3.2.1 Significant Natural Areas

Objective 3.2.1 is the key objective specifically relating to SNAs. We note that RPS
Policy 11.1 seeks to maintain or enhance indigenous biodiversity and we agree with Mr
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5.44

5.45

Scrafton that changing from “and” to “or” better reflects the RPS. We agree with Mr
Scrafton that indigenous biodiversity in SNAs does not need to achieve both protection
and enhancement, and we consider this minor change will still achieve the purpose of
the RMA, particularly section 6(b). We do not consider that the objective should include
the word “restored” as sought by Ryburn Lagoon Trust as there is uncertainty as to what
level or point in time the indigenous biodiversity is to be restored to.

Policy 3.2.2 Identify and recognise

Policy 3.2.2 relates to the SNA definition and identifies the mapping of SNA as a method
for achieving Objective 3.2.1. We consider that Policy 3.2.2 is important given that the
basis for the SNA rules is the identification of them on the planning maps. But we do not
consider that the policy needs to, nor should it, specifically refer to the RPS. We have
therefore reworded clause (a) to reflect the criteria in Appendix 2 of this PDP rather than
cross-referencing the RPS. We have also deleted clause (b) and amended the title of
the policy as these introduce a management approach into the policy rather than simply
focusing on the identification of SNAs.

Policy 3.2.3 Management hierarchy

Meridian Energy Limited and Genesis Energy Limited sought inclusion of environmental
compensation as the last step in the management hierarchy. Despite it not being
included in the RPS, we agree that compensation is a well-established mitigation
method used to complement other mitigation methods. We also agree that
environmental compensation can be considered, but only as a last option. We have
therefore added in an additional clause that addresses compensation. We note that the
Director General of Conservation sought inclusion of compensation in Policy 3.2.4, but
we consider including compensation in Policy 3.2.3 is both appropriate and sufficient.

Submissions from Fulton Hogan Limited and McPherson Resources Limited sought to
exclude mineral and aggregate extraction activities from the policy. While we accept that
the locations of mineral resources are fixed by the underlying geology, we do not
consider there should be exemptions in this policy for mineral and aggregate extraction
activities, but, as we address later in this decision, we have inserted a new policy that
recognises operational and functional requirements. In a similar vein, Mr Scrafton
suggested that avoiding, remedying or mitigating be required “as far as practicable”. We
note that the RPS is not helpful in this regard, as on the one hand it seeks to “protect”
significant indigenous vegetation and significant habitats of indigenous fauna (Policy
11.2), but on the other hand, Policy 11.2.2(c) requires that unavoidable adverse effects
be remedied or mitigated. As pointed out by Mr Scrafton, RPS Policy 11.2.2(g)
acknowledges that there may be a need for activities to be located in or near areas of
significant indigenous vegetation and significant habitats of indigenous fauna where no
reasonably practicable alternative location exists. We note that Mr Riddell considered
that the policy should emphasise that the first step is to avoid adverse effects to the
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fullest extent practicable. We have included “as far as practicable” in terms of avoiding
adverse effects, but have not included it in the mitigate or remedy clauses.

We agree with Mr Scrafton that the policy should be focused on the “values” present
rather than the SNA as a whole. Policy 11.2 of the RPS is clear that it is the
characteristics (values and attributes) that make an area “significant” that are not to be
reduced.

We considered whether the offsetting should be applied to “significant” adverse effects,
which would align with the Guidance on Good Practice Biodiversity Offsetting in New
Zealand,*® or “more than minor” adverse effects, which would align with RPS Policy
11.2.2(d). Given that the PDP must give effect to the RPS, we prefer “more than minor”
and have made the amendment accordingly.

We have also included new definitions for “biodiversity offsetting” and “environmental
compensation” to assist with interpretation of this policy.

Having considered all the options available to us and the costs and benefits as required
by section 32AA, we consider that the amended policy will more appropriately achieve
Objective 3.2.1 than the various other alternatives raised with us.

Policy 3.2.4 Biodiversity offsetting

A number of submitters sought inclusion of compensation into Policy 3.2.4. We consider
it is more appropriate that this policy focuses upon biodiversity offsetting, while Policy
3.2.3 contains the complete management hierarchy, including compensation. For this
reason, we have retained the focus of Policy 3.2.4 on offsetting and its recognition of
Appendix 6 Biodiversity Offsetting.

The submission received from McPherson Resources Limited sought to exclude mineral
or aggregate extraction from Policy 3.2.4. While RPS Policy 6.8 addresses access to
minerals, we do not consider it appropriate to provide exemptions in this policy, and
instead have inserted a new policy which recognises the operational and functional
requirements of activities.

The Director-General of Conservation sought additional wording in Policy 3.2.4(b) to
ensure that biodiversity offsetting will only be considered appropriate if effects are
preferentially avoided in the first place, then remedied or mitigated. We consider that
Policy 3.2.3 is the appropriate location to spell out the management hierarchy rather
than this policy.

49 Guidance on Good Practice Biodiversity Offsetting in New Zealand, NZ Government et al, August

2014.
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We have amended the wording from “significant residual adverse effects” to “more than
minor adverse effects” to give effect to RPS Policy 11.2.2(d) and agree with Mr Scrafton
in this respect.

Mr Riddell sought changes to clause (b) to reflect that ‘avoidance’ is to be attained to
the fullest extent practicable. This was also to clarify that it is not just relate to no net
loss, but preferably to a net gain. We agree that this amendment will better reflect the
RPS. Mr Riddell also sought inclusion of a new clause at the end of the policy that
recognises limits to the use of biodiversity offsetting, including because of the
irreplaceability or vulnerability of the biodiversity affected. We consider that this
approach is appropriate and reflects the Guidance on Good Practice Biodiversity
Offsetting in New Zealand.

We consider that our amendments to Policy 3.2.4 gives effect to RPS and are more
appropriate in achieving Objective 3.1.1 than the notified version.

Policy 3.2.5 Biodiversity in the coastal environment

Overall, there was a high level of support by submitters for Policy 3.2.5 which largely
replicates NZCPS Policy 11(a). The only change we have made is to not confine it to
SNAs in the coastal environment as it is possible that there are areas which have not
been identified as an SNA and yet meet the criteria of NZCPS Policy 11(a). In this regard
we accept the evidence of Mr Riddell.%° It is for this same reason that we reject the
submission from Waka Kotahi who sought that regionally significant infrastructure be
excluded from the “avoid adverse effects” directive in this policy.

Policy 3.2.6 Providing for vegetation clearance

A consistent theme in the submissions and evidence was a need to enable clearance of
SNAs for the operation, maintenance or upgrading of existing infrastructure.?' Method
11.1.4 a) of the RPS recognises the maintenance, operation and upgrading of lawfully
established infrastructure, while Objective 3.12 e) recognises and protects regionally
significant infrastructure. We agree that recognising existing infrastructure in Policy 3.2.6
is warranted. We are also aware that Chapter 14: Infrastructure enables the maintaining
or upgrading of existing infrastructure as a permitted activity. We consider that the
inclusion of a new clause in Policy 3.2.6 that provides for the clearance of indigenous
vegetation, where required for the operation, maintenance or upgrading of existing
infrastructure, is an effective way of achieving Objective 6.1.1.

50 Evidence in chief of Andrew Riddell on behalf of the Director-General for Conservation, 29 October
2020, paragraph 285

51 KiwiRail New Zealand Ltd, Transpower New Zealand Ltd, Waka Kotahi New Zealand Transport
Agency and Genesis Energy Ltd
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5.58 Submissions sought to exclude mineral or aggregate extraction from the policy. As we
have outlined previously in this decision, we do not consider it appropriate to provide
exemptions for mineral or aggregate extraction in this policy, and instead have inserted
a new policy which recognises the operational and functional requirements of activities.

Policy 3.2.7 Managing Significant Natural Areas

5.59 Having considered all the submissions on this policy, we somewhat agree with the
assessment of Ms Chibnall®? but have made minor amendments to give effect to the
RPS. In response to the submission from Federated Farmers and the evidence of Ms
Walker, we have inserted a new policy which outlines ways in which the protection of
indigenous vegetation can be encouraged outside of the PDP.

Policy 3.2.8 Incentivise subdivision

5.60 In terms of incentivising subdivision, we have deleted the mechanism from the Rural
Zone rules on the basis that there is a clear obligation on landowners to appropriately
manage areas of high ecological value through the NPS-FM in terms of waterways and
wetlands, as well as the rules in this PDP for SNAs. It appears to us that the conservation
lot concept serves to simply reward landowners for doing what they typically undertake
voluntarily, and are nevertheless required to be doing anyway, in terms of fencing off
waterways, maintaining wetlands, and managing SNAs. As a consequential amendment
to the subdivision rules in the Rural Zone, we have therefore deleted Policy 3.2.8.

New policy: operational and functional requirement

5.61 A common issue raised by submitters and in evidence was the need to enable the
disturbance of indigenous vegetation where there was a functional or operational need
for an activity to be sited in that particular location. Mr Scrafton in his evidence on behalf
of TaTa Valley Ltd suggested a new policy to address the gap he perceived in the PDP
and to give effect to the RPS Policy 11.2.2(g). He explained that the policy does not
exempt plan users from other provisions that apply to SNAs, and further integrates with
the proposed amendments to Policy 3.2.3 Management Hierarchy. Mr Blomfield
(Dilworth Trust) raised similar issues in his evidence. While Ms Foley had a different
interpretation of the RPS policy, we agree with Mr Scrafton that the policies in Chapter
3 of the PDP do not explicitly address this aspect of the RPS, and there is, therefore, a
gap. We have included a new Policy 3.29 which states that activities having a functional
or operational requirement to traverse or locate within an SNA can do so, provided there
is where no reasonably practicable alternative location. We were cautious about
enabling limitless activities and have therefore limited the policy to infrastructure and
quarrying given the RPS directives regarding these two activities.

52 Section 42A report: Natural Environments 1 - Indigenous Vegetation and Habitats by Susan
Chibnall, Section 14, dated November 2020.
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We consider that the new policy will give effect to section 11 of the RPS. The amendment
will assist in achieving Objective 3.1.1 and provide suitable guidance to plan users for
the assessment of activities that affect indigenous biodiversity. In addition, we consider
that the new policy will achieve Objective 6.1.1.

Earthworks within an SNA

As outlined earlier in this decision, we have deleted the standards in the notified PDP
which applied to the maintenance of existing tracks, fences or drains. In response to the
concerns raised by Ms Walker and Mr and Mrs Hill, we have also enabled earthworks
in an SNA for the purpose of conservation activities and water reticulation for farming
purposes. We consider that the disturbance of indigenous vegetation associated with
these activities will be minimal, and, in the case of conservation activities, will increase
biodiversity values. Earthworks in an SNA for any other reason is a restricted
discretionary activity.

We have also enabled earthworks in an SNA on Maaori Freehold Land or Maaori
Customary land for a Marae Complex or Papakaainga but have inserted standards
limiting the volume per year and the requirement that there are no alternative
development areas elsewhere on the site. We consider this approach strikes a balance
of protecting the SNA while enabling development on Maaori land where a large
proportion of such land is SNAs. We consider this is the most appropriate way to achieve
Objectives 3.1.1 and 3.2.1 as well as the objectives in the new Maaori Land Chapter.

Rules for vegetation clearance inside an SNA

5.65

5.66

5.67

Rule 22.2.7 is the principal rule in the Rural Zone for managing indigenous vegetation
clearance inside an SNA and we received a large number of submissions on it. We
have made a number of amendments to this rule, although our findings on it will be rolled
out to the similar rule that appears in other zones. For succinctness, we have focused
on our reasons for making the amendments, noting that we have rejected all other
submissions on the basis that they are not the most appropriate way to achieve
Objective 3.1.1 in accordance with section 32AA of the RMA.

Firstly, we have allowed vegetation clearance for the purposes of conservation activities
as a permitted activity. The definition of “conservation activities” is quite limited and will
not result in wholescale disturbance of indigenous vegetation. In any event, the activities
included in the definition of “conservation activities” are likely to result in increases in
biodiversity and therefore will be effective in achieving Objective 3.1.1.

As notified, clearance of indigenous vegetation for building, access, parking and
manoeuvring areas was a permitted activity. Given the direction of RPS Policy 11.1 to
maintain or enhance indigenous biodiversity, we agree with Ms Chibnall that permitted
activity status for a building development may risk compromising an SNA if not managed
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appropriately.®®> We are also aware that there are properties which are completely
covered by SNA or where topography limits the options for siting buildings, and where
section 85(3B) of the RMA will apply.>* We consider that a controlled activity status
provides certainty for the landowner but allows the effects of vegetation clearance to be
considered. We consider that a limit of 250-square metres for building, access, parking
and manoeuvring areas as a controlled activity to be appropriate, and that any greater
clearance should be a discretionary activity.

The submission from the Director-General of Conservation sought amendments to the
rule for indigenous vegetation clearance to include a minimum setback from water
bodies. We agree that this would be beneficial for indigenous vegetation adjacent to
waterbodies. We agree with Ms Chibnall that a 10-metre setback aligns with the National
Environmental Standard for Freshwater Management and have therefore included this
as a standard in various rules where we consider such a standard is appropriate.

We have deleted P5 as it duplicates P1, and P6 as it duplicates P2.

The focus of the rules as notified was on clearance of indigenous vegetation, but Ms
Chibnall recommended inclusion of a rule to allow trimming or pruning in response to
the submission from WRC. We agree that such an addition is appropriate. Mr Riddell
considered that this activity was already sufficiently provided for by Rule P1, but we
disagree as Rule P1 only relates to “clearance” rather than trimming or pruning. We
have added trimming or pruning to Rule P1 so that it limits the reasons why trimming or
pruning can occur.

In Ms Chibnall's consideration of Rule 22.2.7, she noted that there was no clarity on
what the activity status is for the clearance of non-indigenous vegetation and
recommended including a permitted activity rule to make the activity status explicit. We
are aware that the PDP takes the approach that any activity not listed is a non-complying
activity (although we have made changes to lessen the activity status to discretionary).
Although it seems logical that removing non-indigenous vegetation in an SNA would be
a permitted activity, we have included a permitted activity rule to this effect to avoid plan
interpretation issues in the future. Similarly, Ms Chibnall noticed that there was no clear
activity status if the clearance of indigenous vegetation was for a reason other than those
listed in the permitted and controlled rules, i.e.:

a. Protect human life or existing buildings or structures;
b. Conservation fencing to exclude stock or pests;
c. Maintaining existing farm drains;

53 Closing Statement Hearing 21A: Natural Environment 1- Indigenous Vegetation and Habitats,
Susan Chibnall, Paragraph 25, dated August 2021.

5 The Environment Court may direct a local authority to change provisions in a plan or proposed plan
if it makes any land incapable of reasonable use, and places an unfair and unreasonable burden on
any person who has an interest in the land.
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Maintaining existing tracks and fences;

Gathering plants in accordance with Maaori customs and values;
Conservation activities;

Kanuka and manuka for domestic firewood purposes and arts or crafts;
Papakaainga or marae complex;

Kanuka or manuka to maintain productive pasture; or

Building, access, parking and manoeuvring areas.

R A S B <4

Ms Chibnall recommended a discretionary activity rule be included to cover this gap in
the Plan and we agree that it will complete the rule cascade.

Given Policy 11(a) of the NZCPS, Ms Chibnall recommended inclusion of a new
provision in Rule 22.2.7 which effectively trumped all the other rules and made the
clearance of indigenous vegetation from all SNAs in the coastal environment a
discretionary activity. We consider that clearance of indigenous vegetation for the
reasons listed in P1, P2 and P4 should remain as permitted activities in the coastal
environment, but clearance of indigenous vegetation for any other reason in the coastal
environment should be discretionary. We consider this approach gives effect to the
NZCPS.

Urban Allotment SNA

WRC sought to retain Schedule 30.5 Urban Allotment which relates SNAs containing
groups of trees which are located on urban environment allotments. We agree with Ms
Chibnall’'s assessment that the SNA spatial data has too many inaccuracies to safely
include these on the planning maps (including those listed in Schedule 30.5). On this
basis we have deleted Schedule 30.5 (and any reference to it in the rules) and have
deleted this layer from the planning maps.%®

6 Conclusion

6.1

6.2

We accept and/or reject the section 42A report and the evidence filed by the submitters,
collectively forming the section 32AA assessment informing this Decision.

Overall, we are satisfied that the natural environment provisions (including SNAs) as
amended will provide a suitable framework for protecting the indigenous biodiversity
while providing enabling activities that have negligible adverse effects.

For the Hearings Panel

55 Section 42A report Hearing 28: Other Matters, Susan Chibnall, Paragraphs 153-160, dated June

2021.
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Chapter 3: Natural Environment

Introduction

Biological diversity, or biodiversity, describes the variety and diversity of all life forms and the
ecosystems they inhabit. Indigenous biodiversity is biodiversity that is native to New Zealand and
relates to individual birds, plants, insects and other species and also includes the ecosystems where
these species live.

The largest tracts of indigenous vegetation in the Waikato District are in the General Rural Zone.

The Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) requires the Council to manage indigenous biodiversity
in two particular ways. Firstly, the Council has the ability to control any actual or potential effects of
the use, development, or protection of land for the purpose of maintaining indigenous biodiversity.
Secondly, the Council is required to recognise and provide for the protection of areas of significant
indigenous vegetation and significant habitats of indigenous fauna.

The District Plan achieves this by identifying and mapping Significant Natural Areas and applying rules
which control the clearance of indigenous vegetation in these areas. There are rules that apply to
the clearance of indigenous vegetation outside significant natural areas as well but these are more
permissive. A District Plan user should refer to the planning maps for the location of Significant
Natural Areas.

Significant Natural Areas are also protected by mechanisms outside the District Plan such as
indigenous vegetation that is protected by private covenants or public ownership. Of these, the
Queen Elizabeth Il National Trust protects approximately 10,000ha and the Department of
Conservation manages approximately 23,000ha. Approximately 37,000 hectares is, however, held in
private hands, such that the District Plan plays a pivotal role in its management.

3.2 Significant Natural Areas
3.2.1 Objective — Significant Natural Areas

(2) Indigenous biodiversity in Significant Natural Areas is protected ard or enhanced.

3.2.2 Policy - Identify and-Recognise

(2) Identify and map areas of significant indigenous vegetation and habitats of indigenous fauna where
it meets one or more criteria in Appendix 2: Criteria for Determining Significance of Indigenous

Biodiversitx_' accordance r-the-Waikate-RegionalPeo atementand-identify-o shean

3.2.3 Policy - Management hierarchy

(a) Recognise and protect the values of indigenous biodiversity within Significant Natural Areas by:
(i) avoiding the significant adverse effects of vegetation clearance and the disturbance of

habitats in the first instance as far as practicable unless-specific-activities-heed-to-be-enabled

(i)  remedying and/or mitigating any effects that cannot be avoided; then

fi—mitigatingany-effects-that-cannotberemedied;and
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(iv)  after remediation or mitigation has been undertaken, offset any significant more than
minor residual adverse effects in accordance with Policy 3.2.4.

(v)  If offsetting of any significant residual adverse effects in accordance with Policy 3.2.4. is not
feasible then environmental compensation may be considered.

3.2.4 Policy - Biodiversity Offsetting
() Allow fer-a biodiversity offsetting te-be-offered-by-areseurce-consentapplieant where an activity

will result in signifieant more than minor residual adverse effects on a Significant Natural Area,
provided that—eren-indigenous—biodiversity-outsidesuch-SignificantNatural-Areas(b} Within—a

SignificantNatural-Ares; a biodiversity offset will only be considered appropriate where adverse
effects have been avoided, to the extent practicable, and then remedied or mitigated in accordance

with the hierarchy established in Policy 3.2.3; and
(i) the biodiversity offset is consistent with the framework detailed in Appendix 6
Biodiversity Offsetting; and
(i)  the biodiversity offset can achieve no net loss, and preferably a net gain, of indigenous
biodiversity:
A. preferably in the affected area of Significant Natural Area; or
B. where that is not practicable, in the ecological district in which the affected area of
Significant Natural Area is located; and

(iii) recognising that there are limits to the appropriate use of biodiversity offsetting,
including because of the irreplaceability or vulnerability of the biodiversity affected.

3.2.5 Policy - Biodiversity in the coastal environment

(2) Avoid the adverse effects of subdivision use and development within Significant-Natural-Areasof
the coastal environment on:
(i)  indigenous species that are listed as threatened or at risk in the New Zealand Threat
Classification System lists;
(i)  habitats of indigenous species where the species are listed as threatened or at risk, are at
the limit of their natural range, or are naturally rare;
(i)  areas containing nationally-significant examples of indigenous community types;
(iv)  indigenous ecosystems and vegetation types that are threatened in the coastal
environment, or are naturally rare; and
(v)  areas set aside for full or partial protection of indigenous biological diversity under
legislation.

3.2.6 Policy-Previding-for Vvegetation clearance in Significant Natural Areas

(2) Previdefor-Allow the clearance of indigenous vegetation in Significant Natural Areas when:
(i)  maintaining tracks, fences and farm drains;
(i)  avoiding loss of life injury or damage to property;
(i)  collecting material to maintain traditional Maaori cultural practices;
(iv)  eollecting removing manuka and kanuka for domestic firewood fer-demestie use (non-
commercial);

(v)  operating, maintaining or upgrading existing infrastructure;

(vi)  providing for the removal of manuka and kanuka for pasture maintenance; and
(b) Provide for the clearance of indigenous vegetation in Significant Natural Areas for the construction
of building platforms, services, access, vehicle parking and on-site manoeuvring and for the
development of Maaori Freehold Land by:
(i)  using any existing cleared areas on a site that are suitable to accommodate new
development in the first instance;
(i)  using any practicable alternative locations that would reduce the need for vegetation
removal; and
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(i)  retaining indigenous vegetation which contributes to the ecological significance of a site,
taking into account any loss that may be unavoidable to create a building platform, services,
access, vehicle parking and manoeuvring on a site.

3.2.7 Policy - Managing Significant Natural Areas
(a) Promete—the—management—of-Manage Significant Natural Areas in a way that protects their

long-term ecological functioning and indigenous biodiversity values, through such means as:
(i)  permanently excluding stock through voluntary covenants and-censervation-subdivisions;
(i)  undertaking plant and animal pest control;
(i)  retaining and enhancing indigenous vegetation cover;
(iv)  maintaining and restoring natural wetland hydrology;
(v)  avoiding physical and legal fragmentation;
(vi)  legal protection of Significant Natural Areas through conservation covenants or similar
mechanisms; and
(vii)  providing for the role of Mana Whenua as kaitiaki and for the practical exercise of
kaitiakitanga in restoring, protecting and enhancing areas.

Policy 3.2.9 Operational and Functional Requirement

(@) Recognise that infrastructure and quarrying activities may have a functional or operational
requirement to traverse or locate within a Significant Natural Area where no reasonably
practicable alternative location exists.

3.1 Indigenous Vegetation and Habitats
3.1.1 Objective - Biodiversity and ecosystems

(2) Indigenous biodiversity valses and the life-supporting capacity of indigenous ecosystems are
maintained or enhanced-

3.1.2 Policies — Maintaining and enhancing biodiversity

(2) Identify and protect indigenous vegetation and fauna in Significant Natural Areas as the principle
means of achieving Objective 3.1.1.
(b) €&} Enable activities that maintain or enhance indigenous biodiversity including:
(i)  Planting using indigenous species suitable to the habitat_and eco-sourcing these where
practical;
(i)  the removal or management of pest plant and animal species; and
(i)  biosecurity works.
(c) {b)Consider—thefollowing—when aveiding-Avoid, remedying or mitigateing adverse effects on
indigenous biodiversity, including by considering:
(i)  the required range of natural food sources required to sustain indigenous fauna;
(i)  habitats of threatened and at risk species;

y

(i)  ecological sequences;
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(iv)  migratory pathways;
(v)  pest plants and pest animals;

vi——the-Waikatoriverand-ts—eatchment;

(vi)  natural waterway habitats and hydrology;
(vii)  ecological corridors, natural processes and buffer areas;
(viii)  legal and physical protection of existing habitat;_and
(ix)  the risk of earthworks exacerbating Kauri dieback disease.
(d) €€} Provide for the removal of manuka or kanuka on a sustainable basis.

3.1.2A Policy -Management hierarchy

(a) Recognise and protect indigenous biodiversity outside Significant Natural Areas using the following
hierarchy by:

(i) avoiding the significant adverse effects of vegetation clearance and the disturbance of
habitats in the first instance;

(ii) remedying any effects that cannot be avoided; then

(iii)  mitigating any effects that cannot be remedied; and

(iv)  after remediation or mitigation has been undertaken, offset any significant residual
adverse effects in accordance with Policy 3.1.2B.

3.1.2B Policies-Biodiversity Offsetting

(a) Allow for a biodiversity offset to be offered by a resource consent applicant where:

(i) an activity will result in significant residual adverse effects to indigenous vegetation or
habitat outside a Significant Natural Area; and

(ii) the biodiversity offset is consistent with the framework detailed in Appendix é Biodiversity
Offsetting.

3.1.2C Non- Regulatory Policy

The Council will work with landowners to promote the use of non-regulatory methods, including
assistance with the establishment of protective covenants, service delivery, education, and other
incentives in protecting and enhancing ecological sites.

3.1.2D Policy Significant Natural Area Assessment Funding

Council in joint responsibility with Waikato Regional Council will meet the costs of an ecological

assessment that shows the area which meets one or more of the criteria in Appendix 2: Criteria for

Determining the Significance of Indigenous Biodiversity

3.1.2E Policy - Non-regulatory

(a) The Council will incorporate the following information in their Conservation Strategy:

(i) Kauri Dieback, including reference to the Kauri Dieback Programme; and

(ii) Long-Tailed Bats.
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(b) Guidance on Kauri Die Back can be found in the Protecting Kauri: A Rural Landowner’s Guide
produced by Waikato Regional Council and endorsed by Ministry for Primary Industries.

Policy 3.1.3 Clearance of vegetation outside Significant Natural Areas

Provide for clearance of indigenous vegetation outside Significant Natural Areas where it will have
minor adverse effects in relation to the maintenance or protection of indigenous biodiversity.

Chapter | 3: Definitions

Significant Natural Area

Means an area efsignificantindigenous-biediversity that is identified as a Significant

Natural Area on the planning maps.

Biodiversity offsetting

Biodiversity offsets are measurable conservation outcomes resulting from actions designed

to compensate for significant residual adverse biodiversity effects arising from project

development after appropriate prevention and mitigation measures have been taken.

Environmental Compensation

Environmental compensation comprises actions offered as a means to address residual adverse
effects on the environment arising from a project development.

Conservation activity

Means activities associated with_managing or restoring indigenous habitat, including wetlands,
and-wildlife-management-and-restoration that fundamentally-benefit maintains or enhances
indigenous biodiversity or raises public awareness of indigenous biodiversity values. This includes
stock exclusion (inclusive of fencing), research and monitoring, the establishment; maintenance
or upgrading of public walking or cycle tracks, interpretive and directional signs, accessory
buildings including those for tourism, interpretation or education purposes and the provision of
access for plant or animal pest management.
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Kauri root zone

Means the area within three times the maximum radius of the drip line of the New Zealand kauri
tree.

Rules

Note: These amendments to rules for Significant Natural Areas will apply to Chapters 16, 18, 20, 21, 22, 23,
24, 25 and 28, as well as any new zones or overlays.

Advice Note

The Waikato Regional Council has a Waikato Pest Management Plan that provides suidance
when undertaking activities such as earthworks.

22 General Rural Zone

22.2.3.1 Earthworks — General

Pl () Earthworks-fer:
(i) Defined as Aancillary rural earthworks;

(ii) For a fFarm quarry where the volume of aggregate does not exceed 1000m3 per single
consecutive 12 month period;

(i) For €construction and/or maintenance of tracks, fences or drains;
(iv) For Aa building platform for a residential activity, including accessory buildings,
provided they are not within a kauri root zone.

P2 (a) Earthworks within a site must meet all of the following eenditiens standards:

(i) Do not exceed a volume of more than 1000m? and an area of more than 2000m?2
over any single consecutive |2 month period;

(i) The total depth of any excavation or filling does not exceed 3m above or below
ground level with a maximum slope of |:2 (I vertical to 2 horizontal);

(iii) Earthworks are setback |.5m from all boundaries;

(iv) Areas exposed by earthworks are re-vegetated to achieve 80% ground cover within
6 months of the commencement of the earthworks;

(v) Sediment resulting from the earthworks is retained on the site through
implementation and maintenance of erosion and sediment controls; and

(vi) Do not divert or change the nature of natural water flows, water bodies or
established drainage paths

provided they are not within a kauri root zone.

P3 (a) Earthworks fer-thepurpese-of-to createing a building platform for residential purposes

within a site, using imported fill material must meet the following eenditien standard:

(i) Be carried out in accordance with NZS 4431:1989 Code of Practice for Earth Fill
for Residential Development

provided they are not within a kauri root zone.
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P4 (2) Except where permitted by Rule 22.2.3.1(P3), Eearthworks fer-purpeses-other-than
ereating-a-building platformforresidential- purpeses-within-a-site; using imported fill
material or cleanfill mustthat meets all of the following eenditiens standards:

(i) not exceed a total volume of 200m3;

(i) not exceed a depth of Im;

(i) the slope of the resulting filled area in stable ground must not exceed a maximum
slope of 1:2 (I vertical to 2 horizontal);

(iv) fill material is setback 1.5m from all boundaries;

(v) areas exposed by filling are revegetated to achieve 80% ground cover within 6
months of the commencement of the earthworks;

(vi) sediment resulting from the filling is retained on the site through implementation
and maintenance of erosion and sediment controls; and

(vii) does not divert or change the nature of natural water flows, water bodies or
established drainage paths

provided they are not within a kauri root zone.

P5 (2) Earthworks for conservation activities, water reticulation for farming purposes or the
maintenance of existing tracks, fences or drains within a Significant Natural Area
provided they are not within a kauri root zone.

P6 (2) On Maaori Freehold Land or Maaori Customary land within a Significant Natural Area ,

o earthworks for a Marae Complex or Papakaainga housing where:

(i) there is no alternative development area on the site outside of the
significant natural area; and
(i) The earthworks do not exceed a volume of 500m3 in a single consecutive 12
month period; and
i The earthworks do not exceed an area of 1500m? in a single consecutive 2
month period;
(iv) Sediment resulting from the earthworks is retained on the site through
implementation and maintenance of erosion and sediment controls; and
(v) Do not divert or change the nature of natural water flows, water bodies or
established drainage paths
provided they are not within a kauri root zone.
RDI | (a) Earthworks that do not comply with Rule 22.2.3.1 PI, P2, P3 P4 or P5,
(b) Council's discretion shall be limited to the following matters:
n . | | land ffocts:
() volume, extent and depth of earthworks;
(i) nature of fill material;
(iii) contamination of fill material or cleanfill;
(iv) location of the earthworks to waterways, significant indigenous vegetation and habitat;
(v) compaction of the fill material;
(vi) volume and depth of fill material;
(vii) protection of the Hauraki Gulf Catchment Area;
(viii)geotechnical stability;
(ix) land instability, erosion and sedimentation; and
(x) the risk of earthworks exacerbating Kauri dieback disease.
RD2 | Earthworks in a Significant Natural Area for purposes other than the maintenance of existing

tracks, fences or drains.

Council’s discretion is restricted to the following matters:
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(i) The effects on indigenous vegetation and fauna;

(ii) Land instability, erosion and sedimentation; and

(i) Volume, extent and depth of earthworks.

RD3

Earthworks on Maaori Freehold Land or Maaori Customary land that does not comply with

Rule 22.2.3.1 P6.

Council’s discretion is restricted to the following matters:

(i) The effects on the indigenous vegetation and fauna;

(ii) Land instability, erosion and sedimentation; and

(iii) Volume, extent and depth of earthworks.

B8

22.2.7 Indigenous ¥Vegetation clearance inside within a Significant Natural Area

Pl

(@) Indigenous vegetation clearance, trimming or pruning of indigenous vegetation in-a-Significant

Natural-Area in a Significant Natural Area identified-on-the planning-maps-or in-Schedule 305
{Urban-Alletment Significant Natural-Areas) for the following purposes:

(i) Removing vegetation that endangers human life or existing buildings or structures;
(ii) Conservation fencing to exclude stock or pests;
(iii) Maintaining existing farm drains;

(iv) Maintaining existing tracks and fences; or
(v) Gathering plants in accordance with Maaori customs and values; or
(vi) Conservation activities.

P2

Remeval Clearance of up to 5m?® manuka and/or kanuka outside of-the Coastal-Environment a
wetland per single consecutive |12 month period per property for domestic firewood purposes and
arts or crafts provided the removal will not directly result in the death, destruction or irreparable
damage of any other tree, bush or plant.
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P4

(a) On Maaori Freehold Land or Maaori Customary Land, indigenous vegetation clearance in a

Significant Natural Area for the purposes of development identified-on-the-planning-maps—er
in-Sechedule 30.5-(Urban-Allotment Significant Natural-Areas) where:

(i) There is no other practicable alternative development area on the site outside the
Significant Natural Area; and
(ii) The following total areas are not exceeded:

A. 1500m? for a Marae complex, including areas associated with access, parking and
manoeuvring;

B. 500m’per dwelling, including areas associated with access, parking and
manoeuvring; and

C. 500m? for a papakaainga building including areas associated with access, parking
and manoeuvring.

Vegetation clearance of non-indigenous species in a Significant Natural Area.

(@) Indigenous vegetation clearance for building, access, parking and manoeuvring areas in a

Significant Natural Area identified on the planning maps must comply with all of the following
standards:

(i) There is no practicable alternative development area on the site outside the Significant
Natural Area;-and

(i) The total indigenous vegetation clearance does not exceed 250m? and

(iii) The vegetation clearance is at least |0m from a natural waterbody.

Indigenous vegetation clearance in a Significant Natural Area identified-on-the-planning-maps—orin

Sehedule-5-(Urban-Allotment-Significant-Natural-Areas) that does not comply with one or more
conditions standards in Rule 22.2.7 PI, P2, P3, P4, P5-P7 or Pé—or CI.

Indigenous vegetation clearance in a Significant Natural Area other than for purposes listed in PI-
P4.

Indigenous vegetation clearance inside a Significant Natural Area other than listed in PI-P4 where
this is inside the coastal environment

22.2.8 Indigenous ¥Vegetation clearance - outside a Significant Natural Area

Pl

() Indlgenous vegetation clearance outside a Slgnlfcant Natural Area Menﬂﬁed—en—t—h&plranmng
be for the

foIIownng purposes:
0] Removing vegetation that endangers human life or existing buildings or structures;
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(ii) Maintaining existing tracks and fences;

(iii) Maintaining existing farm drains;

(iv) Conservation fencing to exclude stock or pests;

(v) Gathering of plants in accordance with Maaori custom and values; o

(vi) A building platform and associated access, parking and manoeuvring up to a total of

500m? clearance of indigenous vegetation and there is no practicable alternative
development area on the site outside of the area of indigenous vegetation clearance;

(vii) In the Aggregate Extraction Areas, a maximum of 2000m? in a single consecutive [2
month period per record of title; or

(viii)  Conservation activities.

2
P3 (@) On Maaori Freehold Land or Maaori Customary Land, the clearance of indigenous vegetation
clearance outside a Significant Natural Area identified-on-the-planning-maps-or-in-Schedule 305
{Urban-Alletment Significant Natural-Areas} must not exceed:
(i) 1500m? for a Marae complex including associated access, parking and manoeuvring;
(i) 500m? per dwelling including associated access, parking and manoeuvring; and
(i) 500m? for a papakaainga building including associated access, parking and manoeuvring; and
(iv) And there is no practicable alternative development area on the site outside of the area of
indigenous vegetation clearance.
P4 Outside a Significant Natural Area, indigenous vegetation clearance associated with gardening.
P5 Vegetation clearance of non-indigenous species outside a Significant Natural Area.
Pé Removal of manuka and/or kanuka to maintain productive pasture or for domestic firewood purposes
complying with the following:
up to 3000m” per single consecutive 12 month period per site; and
(ii) plants are less than 4m in height; and
(iii) outside a wetland; and
(iv) more than 10m from a waterbody.
RDI | (a) Out5|de a Slgnlflcant Natural Area, Indlgenous Vegetatlon clearance eufsrde—aélgnmean{—N-aeuFal

AFeas) that does not comply wnth one or more eendmeﬂs standards of Rule 22 2. 8 PI, P—2—or P3
or Pé.
(b) Council’s discretion is restricted to the following matters:

(i) the extent to which the clearance will result in the fragmentation and isolation of indigenous

ecosystems and habltats—mdﬁdmﬁhe495+e#eepmm&%eemaeeaens—ek%hnlemd+genaﬁ
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(ii) the extent to which the clearance will result in loss, damage or disruption to ecological
processes, functions and ecological integrity, including ecosystem services;

{iiiy the extent-to-whiech cumulative effects of the vegetation clearance;-have-been-considered-and
addressed;

(iv) the extent to which the clearance affects Tangata Whenua relationships with indigenous
biodiversity on the site;

(v) the extent to which the indigenous biodiversity contributes to natural character and landscape
values, including in areas of outstanding natural character, outstanding natural features,
outstanding natural landscapes and significant amenity landscapes; and

(vi) The extent to which adverse effects have been avoided, remedied, mitigated or if this is unable
to be achieved, the extent of offsetting on significant residual adverse effects.

(a) Indigenous vegetation clearance outside a Significant Natural Area for any reason not
specified in P|-P5.

b
o

(b) Council's discretion is restricted to the following matters:
(i) the extent to which the clearance will result in the fragmentation and isolation of
indigenous ecosystems and habitats;
(i) the extent to which the clearance will result in loss, damage or disruption to ecological

processes, functions and ecological integrity, including ecosystem services;
(iii) the cumulative effects of the vegetation clearance;

(iv) the extent to which the clearance affects Tangata Whenua relationships with indigenous
biodiversity on the site;

(v) the extent to which the indigenous biodiversity contributes to natural character and
landscape values, including in areas of outstanding natural character, outstanding natural
features, outstanding natural landscapes and significant amenity landscapes; and

(vi) The extent to which adverse effects have been avoided, remedied, mitigated or if this is

unable to be achieved, the extent of offsetting on significant residual adverse effects.
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Appendix 2 Criteria for Determining Significance of

Indigenous Biodiversity
Add the following:

The Appendix does not apply to plantation forestry.

Appendix 6: Biodiversity Offsetting

Introduction

The following sets out a framework for the use of biodiversity offsets. Any biodiversity offset is to
be consistent with this framework.

Biodiversity offsetting framework

Restoration, enhancement and protection actions offered by an applicant will only be
considered a biodiversity offset where they are used to offset the anticipated reasonably
measureable residual effects of activities that are likely to remain after appropriate
avoidance, remediation and mitigation measures aetions have been applied eceurred in
accordance with Policy 3.2.3 (i.e., not in situations where they are used to mitigate the
adverse effects of activities).

A proposed biodiversity offset will contain ar qualitative assessment of losses and gains
commensurate to the scale of effects the activity, and should demonstrate the manner in
which no net loss can be achieved.

A biodiversity offset will recognise the limits to offsets due to irreplaceable and vulnerable
biodiversity (including effects that must be avoided in accordance with Policy | 1(a) of the
New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 2010), and its design and implementation will include
provisions for addressing sources of uncertainty and risk of failure of the delivery of no net
loss.

Restoration, enhancement and protection actions undertaken as a biodiversity offset are
demonstrably additional to what otherwise would occur, including that they are additional to
any remediation or mitigation undertaken in relation to the adverse effects of the activity.

In relation to an SNA, offset actions will be undertaken within the SNA as a first priority, or
where this is not practicable, as close as possible to the location of development within the
same ecological district as a second priority.

Offset actions will prioritise protection and enhancement of existing areas of biodiversity

where those actions produce additional biodiversity gains commensurate with the
biodiversity values lost.
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7. The values to be lost through the activity to which the offset applies are counterbalanced by
the proposed offsetting activity which is at least commensurate with the residual adverse
effects on indigenous biodiversity, so that the overall result is no net loss.

8. The offset will be applied so that the ecological values being achieved through the offset are
the same or similar to those being lost, unless an alternative ecosystem or habitat will
provide a net gain for indigenous biodiversity, and the values lost are not irreplaceable or
highly vulnerable.

9. There is a strong likelihood that the positive ecological outcomes of the offset last at least as
long as the impact of the activity, and preferably in perpetuity. Adaptive management
responses should be incorporated into the design of the biodiversity offset, as required to
ensure that the positive ecological outcomes are maintained over time.

10. The biodiversity offset will be designed and implemented in a landscape context — i.e., with
an understanding of both the donor and recipient sites’ roles, or potential roles, in the
ecological context of the area.

I'l. Any application that intends to utilise a biodiversity offset will include a biodiversity offset
management plan that:

a. sets out baseline information on indigenous biodiversity that is potentially impacted
by the proposal at both the donor and recipient sites;

b. demonstrates how the requirements of the framework set out in this appendix will
be addressed; and

c. identifies the monitoring approach that will be used to demonstrate how the
matters set out in this framework have been addressed, over an appropriate
timeframe.
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List of Submitters to Serve

No. | Name Address or Email

1. Brett Wilkinson brett@wilkinsonwhite.co.nz

2. Gulab Bilimoria gulab.bilimoria@gmail.com

3. Peter Humphreys 1peterhumphreys@gmail.com
4, Jan Maree Vodanovich jan@janmaree.com

5. Rodney Ranstead rodney.ranstead@wedderburn.co.nz
6. Jason Howarth jason@howarthconsulting.co.nz
7. Geoscience Society of NZ b.hayward@geomarine.org.nz
8. Elvin Priest elvin_priest@xtra.co.nz

9. Chris Yu chris@bizinvest.co.nz

10. | Jihong Chen uniquecl7@gmail.com

11. | Carl Ammon carlammon@me.com

12. | Jason Nadin Jason.beckyO07 @gmail.com

13. | Steve Cochrane scochrane@pggwrightson.co.nz
14. | Te Wananga o Aotearoa Lou@feathersplanning.co.nz
15. | Brett Beamsley b.beamsley@metocean.co.nz
16. | Leigh Thompson althompson28@xtra.co.nz

17. | Kevin Hutchinson info@waikatorivercare.co.nz
18. | John Wright john@acmeelectric.co.nz

19. | Glenn Morse glennmor@aol.com

20. | Anthony Hutt farmtechnologies@outlook.com
21. | Bill McDonald rautara@icloud.com

22. | Alarn Young alarn@kawasaki.co.nz

23. | Lewis Heels lewisheels@gmail.com

24. | Maurice Hayman mdhayman@xtra.co.nz

25. | Brian Leathem brian@mrmotorcycles.co.nz
26. | Josh Charlwood josh@hc.co.nz

27. | Roko Urlich roko1940@outlook.com

28. | Wayne Reilly waynereilly1804@gmail.com
29. | Henk Ensing ensing.25@gmail.com

30. | Ting-Jung Lu timlu1981@hotmail.com

31. | Rupert Copping rupert@licensedreclads.co.nz
32. | Tim Shepherd parts@cyclespoteuro.co.nz




33. | Brett Titchmarsh titch99@xtra.co.nz

34. | Malcolm Titchmarsh jtitch@icloud.com

35. | Corey Belfield corey.belfield@gmail.com

36. | Graeme Ward g.d.ward@outlook.com

37. | Merged to # 33 Brett Titchmarsh 11 Coles Road Tuakau 2121

38. | Douglas & Jane Rickit doug@rosesarered.co.nz

39. | Mark De Lautour Markid2r@gmail.com

40. | Perry Hughes perryhughes@gmail.com

41. | Merged to # 19 Glenn Morse 63 Parker Lane Buckland 2677

42. | Amelia Lategan amelia.lategan@gmail.com

43. | William Ormsby ogannin@gmail.com

44. | Kewwa Low klow@xtra.co.nz, martin@energyadvisor.co.nz
45. | Marc ter Beek marcterbeek@hotmail.com

46. | Merged to # 45 Marc ter Beek 49 Swallow Lane Tamahere Hamilton 3283
47. | Beverley Bell bfbell@xtra.co.nz

48. | Lindsay Graham Schick tekowhaisands@xtra.co.nz

49. | Gary McMahon mahoon@xtra.co.nz

50. | Anthony Van Lieshout :7;2:;?&2:55?3:2:22?’2

51. | Roelof Lategan roelof.lategan@gmail.com

52. | Ollie Kesing no_insurance_69@hotmail.com

53. | Thorntree Orchards Ltd sirwilliam@bslnz.com

54. | Shelley Munro shelleyandfamilymunro@gmail.com

55. | Riaan Jonker Riaan.Ericka.Jonker@GMail.com

56. | Kiwi Green NZ Limited sirwilliam@bslnz.com

57. | Juliet Sunde ijsunde@xtra.co.nz

58. Merged to # 57 Juliet Sunde 126 Travers Road RD 2 Te Kauwhata 3782
59. | Anthony Viner a.viner@outlook.com

60. | Tara Wrigley tswrigley@gmail.com

61. | Colin John Orr colinorrl128@gmail.com

62. | Gulab Bilimoria gulab.bilimoria@gmail.com

63. | Brent Greig brent@greiggroup.co.nz

64. | Andrew Loader ajloader@xtra.co.nz

65. | Pirie & Lynne Brown pirie@piriebrown.com, vanessa@subdivision.co.nz
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66. | William Smeed bsmeed@xtra.co.nz

67. | Lucy Stallworthy lucys@iconz.co.nz

68. | Ben Stallworthy ben@benstallworthy.com

69. | Diewke Butler justduke@xtra.co.nz

70. | Lynne Collins lynnecollinsO5@gmail.com

71. | Anna Wilkes anna.wilkes@ravensdown.co.nz

72. | Graham Hunkin hunkin-garden@farmside.co.nz

73. | Mark Emms mark.townsend.emms@gmail.com

74. | Gulab Bilimoria gulab.bilimoria@gmail.com

75. | Colette Hanrahan philandletty@gmail.com

76. | David Lawrie lawrie@ps.gen.nz

77. | Amy Pitcher aimdax@gmail.com

78. | Dean Van Ingen deandotmax@gmail.com

79. | Waikato Regional Council Lisette.balsom@waikatoregion.govt.nz

80. | Don and Angela Needham 320ltd@gmail.com

81. Merged to # 80 Don and Angela 1109 Oliphant Road Camberley Hastings 4120
Needham

82. Merged to # 63 Brent Greig brent@greiggroup.co.nz

83. Merged to # 63 Brent Greig brent@greiggroup.co.nz

84. | David Grigor counties@goldenhomes.co.nz

85. | Dianne O'Hara diane.ohara@xtra.co.nz

86. | John Kinghorn johnandjennyk@gmail.com

87. | CSLTrust and Top End Properties sirwilliam@bsInz.com

88. | Kevin Vickers kj.vm@live.com

89. | Warren Jonson jonsonfamily@xtra.co.nz

90. | Martin Fleetwood martin.fleetwood@xtra.co.nz

91. | Carol Fleetwood carol.fleetwood@xtra.co.nz

92. | Warren Allen treepower@xtra.co.nz

93. | Carmen Allen cwallen@xtra.co.nz

94. | Annie Chen Shiu sirwilliam@bslnz.com

95. | Andrew and lo Payne rancssa@abdsiontons

96. | Peter Roberts peterroberts@actrix.gen.nz

97. | Medihah Bardsley medihah@hotmail.co.nz

98. | Martin Bloxam martinjanbloxam@gmail.com




99. | Lawrence and Audrey Cummings cummings1450@gmail.com
100. | David Hall dhall@totalspan.co.nz
101. | Tim Newton tim@greenfootprint.co.nz
102. | William & Paulette Screen myworkshop@xtra.co.nz, vanessa@subdivision.co.nz
103. | Bruce and Dorothy Chipman todd@subdivision.co.nz
104. | Dirk-Jan & Family Oostdam sandemanb@hotmail.com, vanessa@subdivision.co.nz
105. | Kevin and Barbara Brown kev.kiwinz@gmail.com
106. | Gareth Wigmore wigmoregareth@hotmail.com
107.| GD Jones gdjones86@gmail.com
108. | Peter Donald Johnson bryndannic@xtra.co.nz, vanessa@subdivision.co.nz
109. | Graham Reaks Lois.Reaks@gmail.com, vanessa@subdivision.co.nz
110. | Dianne Murdoch kiddrdnoodle@gmail.com
111. S'te\./en Mundy -2 & Z Developments steve@auctus.co.nz, angina@bslnz.com
Limited Partnership
112. | Robina Ross info@waynerossgallery.com
113. | Ross & Margery Weir weir2ross@gmail.com
114. | Navin Makan 2346A Buckland Road Tuakau 2694
115. | Neil & Suzanne Cummings 1474 Kaiaua Rd Mangatangi RD3 Pokeno 2473
116. | Dheru Makan dmakan@xtra.co.nz
117. | Amanda Shaw amanda.brown@windowslive.com
118. | Mark Fendall mdfendall@gmail.com
119. | Mark Fendall mdfendall@gmail.com
120. | Libby Gosling libby.gosling@classic-group.co.nz
121. | Tony Welch tony.bec@actrix.co.nz
122. | Guy Rathbone doug.rathbone@hotmail.co.nz
123. | Bonita Dean bmdeanz@hotmail.com
124. | Gary & Jill Morris gjmorris@xtra.co.nz, vanessa@subdivision.co.nz
125. | Trevor Reid trevkathyreid@xtra.co.nz
126. | Geoffrey Long geoff.suzy.long@gmail.com
127. | Kathleen Reid trevkathyreid @xtra.co.nz
128. | Vanessa Gibson gibsonvanessal0@gmail.com
129. | Brett Harvey a.b.harvey@xtra.co.nz
130. | Simon Gibson 6257 Great South Road Horotiu Hamilton 3288
131. | Barbara Baker brianbarb.bb@gmail.com
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132. | John & Roselei Holland jandrholland@hotmail.com

133. | Evelyn Ward evelyn@wardquarry.co.nz

134. | Michele Gamble michele.gamble@xtra.co.nz

135. | Kim Crook kimcrookl@hotmail.com

136. | Merged to # 127 Kathleen Reid PO Box 58 Horotiu 3262

137. | Richard Wright riw@xtra.co.nz, vanessa@subdivision.co.nz
138. | Susan & Maurice McKendry howong@xtra.co.nz, vanessa@subdivision.co.nz
139. | Daniel Miles dee_miles@hotmail.com

140. | James Edward Greenhough jim@execam.co.nz, vanessa@subdivision.co.nz
141. | Kirsten Seamer kirstseamer@hotmail.com, vanessa@subdivision.co.nz
142. | Peter & Lee Walter anevsa@subdnisionton

143. | Bruce & Raelyn Wallbank \tj;:cei\sh;a(tl_ﬂlzzElzjgi)g;ar{.cc%.r;mzz’

144. | Haley Bicknell-McMahon haley@punnet.co.nz, vanessa@subdivision.co.nz
145. | Stephen John & Megan Lesley Ronke mike@eth.co.nz

146. | Peter Thomson 2182 SH2 Maramarua RD1 Pokeno

147.| Nigel & Lee Tiley nwt@xtra.co.nz, vanessa@subdivision.co.nz
148. | Todd Bawden nicol@mgsl.co.nz, nicol@mgsl.co.nz

149. | Rolande Paekau rolandepaekau@gmail.com

150. | Michael Shen aaron@ocivilplan.co.nz

151. | Karl Crook shortchick1964@hotmail.com

152. | David Rawiri ngerul23rroad@gmail.com

153. | John Baillie dodgynoj@gmail.com

154. | Peter Thomson 2182 SH2 Maramarua RD1 Pokeno

155. | Jefferis and Susan Bodley jeff.bodley@xtra.co.nz

156. | Anthony Armstrong 567 Karakariki Road RD9 Hamilton

157.| Martin Lynch mslynch@xtra.co.nz

158. | Tim Searle tim.searle@nzsb.co.nz

159. | Kevin Mitchell sparcnz@gmail.com

160. | Hiini Kepa kepa.erekana@gmail.com

161. | Janice Boot janice.boot@xtra.co.nz

162. | Reginald Briggs 41 Parkhaven Drive Rosehill Papakura 2113
163. | Roger Heaslip toymotorracer@gmail.com

164. | Paula Brown wayne_paula@xtra.co.nz
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165. | Tom Seddon tandaseddon@gmail.com

166. | Anita Seddon anitaoneten@gmail.com

167. | Louis (Luke) Faesenkloet leonoorfk@gmail.com

168. | Shaun Jackson shaun@jpgroup.co.nz

169. | Cameron & Alicia De'Arth cad@compassnet.co.nz, vanessa@subdivision.co.nz

170. | David Shorter ypack.access@xtra.co.nz, vanessa@subdivision.co.nz

171. | Yvonne Pack ypack.access@xtra.co.nz, vanessa@subdivision.co.nz

172. | Isobel Waitere isobelanddavewaitere@gmail.com

173.| Nick Hill Hill@xnet.co.nz

175. | Jennifer Buchanan jenbuchanan@‘hgt'mail.co.nz,
vanessa@subdivision.co.nz

176. | Roger Peart rcpeart247@gmail.com

177. | Robert Smith robstantrace@outlook.com

178. | Kirriemuir Trustee Limited I;ﬂg:g:gf;?:ﬁglrzacﬂocgr’

179. | Tracey Smith robstantrace@outlook.com

180. | Vera Wennekers verawennekers@gmail.com

181. | Grant & Merelina Burnett sgascoigne@bbo.co.nz

183. | Heather Parker h-parker@xtra.co.nz

184. | Sheryl Tukiri 673 Wainui Rd Raglan

185. | Kane Ongley kane.ongley@gmail.com

186. | John Brannan johnbrannan01@gmail.com

187. | Neil Fredricson ngfredricson@xtra.co.nz

188. | Ngarita Goode n.goode@xtra.co.nz

189. | Neil Goode n.goode@xtra.co.nz

190. | Neil Barker mail@thebarkers.co.nz

191. | Chris Ryan caryan@waikato.ac.nz

192. | Derek and Colleen Hartley derekhartley@xtra.co.nz

193. | Jeska McHugh jeska.mchugh@pork.co.nz

194. | Katherine Wilson rona@propertynz.co.nz

195. | Noeleen Darby tomslane@xtra.co.nz

196. | John Wiltshire jwiltshire@brlegal.co.nz



mailto:cad@compassnet.co.nz
mailto:vanessa@subdivision.co.nz
mailto:ypack.access@xtra.co.nz
mailto:vanessa@subdivision.co.nz
mailto:ypack.access@xtra.co.nz
mailto:stevenshue232@gmail.com
mailto:kiwicleaningrags@gmail.com
mailto:taikseokhwang@gmail.com

197. | Philip & Jan Hillmer janhillmer@xtra.co.nz, vanessa@subdivision.co.nz
198. | Tom Hockley trhockley@gmail.com

199. | Marisa Ibanez mhwennekers@gmail.com

200. | Roger & Bronwyn Crawford nick@bslnz.com

201. | Ray Bowater fairhaven.nz@gmail.com

202. | David Horton horton.ind@xtra.co.nz

203. | John and Gail Cameron EZTeesrsc;n@gi:ﬁE;?;iL?:;’

204. | Bruce Belfield brucenik@xtra.co.nz

205. | Brian Neil Harris bricarlb5@gmail.com

206. | Carol Anne Harris bricarlb5@gmail.com

207. | Tony Knowling tony_knowling@xtra.co.nz

208. | Ron Pollock 180 Collingwood Street Hamilton 3240
209. | Anita Torres myamoeba@yahoo.com

210. | Cody Hata sales@tomove.co.nz

211. | Joanna Clark 730 Highway 22 RD1 Tuakau 2696
212. | Scott Montagu scott.montagu@pbanz.com

213. | Alex Kirby alexkirbyinc@gmail.com

214. | Keith Gutry keith_gutry@xtra.co.nz

215. | Bruce Cooke bmcooke@waikato.ac.nz

216. | Peter Jackson peter@jpgroup.co.nz

217. | Sally Readman sally@sportflying.co.nz

218. | Barry Readman sally@sportflying.co.nz

219. | Rochelle Crane stonefixa@xtra.co.nz

220. | Peter Armstrong peter@reivernet.com

221. | Steve Gunn stevegun@eim.ae

222. | Mike Griffiths totalmal@xtra.co.nz

223. | Geoffrey Gatenby 621 Te Kowhai Road RD8 Hamilton 3288
224. | Richard Gard'ner rwest.rgardner@gmail.com

225. | Stuart Parker stuart@sparxfly.co.nz

226. | Patricia Gutry coastcom@xtra.co.nz

227. | Michael Francis Wells aei2@xtra.co.nz

228. | Mark Mathers info.raglanseafoods@gmail.com
229. | Trena Marshall trenamarshall@hotmail.com



mailto:camerongail@hotmail.com
mailto:myamoeba@yahoo.com
mailto:sales@tomove.co.nz

230. | Gaynor & Colm Tierney gaynortierney@hotmail.com
231.| Phyllis Luders 758 Mangapiko Valley Rd RD4 Ohinewai 3784
232.| Colin Willats willats@kinect.co.nz
233. | Stuart Parker admin@raanz.org.nz
234.| Christine Willats willats@kinect.co.nz
235. | Les and Leonie Higgins 16B Merlot Place Te Kauwhata 3710
236. | Steve Kirkbride thekirkys@xtra.co.nz
237. | Richard Goode rlpacal@hotmail.com
238. | John Evered everedz53@gmail.com
239. | Shaun McGuire smcg737@outlook.com
240. | Garth and Sandra Ellmers sellmers@xtra.co.nz
241. | Aaron Mooar raglanjuniorsoccer@outlook.com
242. | Tony Oosten tony.oosten@gmail.com
243. | Kylie Escott kylie.escott@waidc.govt.nz
244. | Sharon Leigh sjns525@gmail.com
245. | Anton Marais anton_regina@hotmail.com
246. | John Cunningham john@ignitionpartner.com
247. | John Cunningham john@ignitionpartner.com
248. | Heather Andrews candhandrews@gmail.com
249. | Jasmine Hunter jazzhunter@hotmail.com
250. | Michelle Levy michellelevy007 @gmail.com
551, Merged to # 240 Garth & Sandra

Ellmers
252. | Liz Shaw jk.liz@xtra.co.nz
253. | Stuart Chisnall stuart@atsource.co.nz
254. | Georgina Roy g f roy@hotmail.com
255. | Wendy Rowell wpostles@hotmail.co.nz
256. | Vaughan Rowsell vaughan@vendhg.com
257. | Rita Carey ritarachel4d@gmail.com
258. | Brian Curle brcurle@xtra.co.nz
259. | Rosemary Curle brcurle@xtra.co.nz
260. | Cathy Miller cathymiller@xtra.co.nz
261. | James Whetu james@whetugroup.co.nz
262. | Etai Gilad contact.lovinglife@gmail.com



mailto:willats@kinect.co.nz
mailto:admin@raanz.org.nz
mailto:willats@kinect.co.nz

263. | Elaine Hyland elainetrye@gmail.com
264. | Warwick Cheyne diggitydude@gmail.com
265. | Catherine Wright epping@ps.gen.nz
266. | Denise Overend-Clarke deniseocl@xtra.co.nz
267. | Dave and Fransiska Falconer davefransiska.falconer@xtra.co.nz
268. | Mark Smith surveymarknz@gmail.com
269. | Russell Luders russellluders@gmail.com
270. | Charlie Young cmy58@hotmail.com
271. | Tim Foy waikaregolf@xtra.co.nz
272.| Ted and Kathryn Letford tedletford@gmail.com
273. | Anthony Gurr admin@dna-it.co.nz
274. | Simpson Trevor PO Box 26 Te Kauwhata 3741
275. | Robbie Bennett bennettchibnall@gmail.com
276. | Peter Nation peter.nation@nznfs.co.nz
277. | Zeala Ltd john@planmanconsultants.co.nz
278. | Diane Emms emms2003@xtra.co.nz
279. | Andrew Standley andystandley@zoho.com
280. | Chris Aitchison caitchison@medipak.co.nz
281. | Anatoly Chernyshev achernyshev@gmail.com
282. | Lorraine Dixon Lorraine.Dixon@tainui.co.nz
283. | Tony Rissetto catherinel@xtra.co.nz
584, | Brendan Wood %ﬁzk\gljizrgr;arama—Onewhero Rd Onewhero RD2
285. | Sarah and Dean Hewitt and McGill ceview@yahoo.co.nz
286. | Zikang (James) Lin nick@bslnz.com
287. | David Yzendoorn dave.y@xtra.co.nz
288. Merged to # 287 David Yzendoorn 189 Fox Street Hamilton East Hamilton 3216
289. Merged to # 287 David Yzendoorn 189 Fox Street Hamilton East Hamilton 3216
290. | Merged to # 287 David Yzendoorn 189 Fox Street Hamilton 3216
291. | Richard Falconer richard.falconer@terragroup.co.nz
292. | Dave Glossop david.glossop@police.govt.nz
293. Merged to # 287 David Yzendoorn 189 Fox Street Hamilton east Hamilton 3216
294, 2§EN Limited and Tuakau Estates csen@paFificprojec.ts.co.nz,
Limited cath@eclipseplanning.co.nz
295. | Rolande Paekau rolandepaekau@gmail.com



mailto:richard.falconer@terragroup.co.nz
mailto:david.glossop@police.govt.nz

296. | Lizbeth Hughes hughes@raglansurf.com

297.| Jeremy Talbot jeremyt@barker.co.nz

298. | Dave Campbell dave@thevillagechurch.nz

299. | Graham Taylor tekowhai.taylors@xtra.co.nz

300. | John Joensen johnjoensen6@gmail.com

301. | Peter Fitzpatrick 484 Tauwhare Road RD4 Hamilton 3284
302. | Julie Caddigan julie.caddigan@gmail.com

303. | Merged to # 302 Julie Caddigan 161 Exelby Road RD 9 Burbush Hamilton 3289
304. | Merged to # 287 David Yzendoorn 189 Fox Street Hamilton East Hamilton 3216
305. | Fiona McNabb fiona@solotec.co.nz

306. | Harpal Singh-Sandhu singh-sandhu_farmsltd@hotmail.com
307. | Brian Putt brian@metroplanning.co.nz

308. Merged to # 305 Fiona McNabb 13 Rakaunui Street Raglan 3297

309. Merged to # 305 Fiona McNabb 13 Rakaunui Street Raglan 3297

310. | Merged to # 305 Fiona McNabb 13 Rakaunui Street Raglan 3297

311. Merged to # 305 Fiona McNabb 13 Rakaunui Street Raglan 3297

312. Merged to # 305 Fiona McNabb 13 Rakaunui Street Raglan 3297

313. Merged to # 287 David Yzendoorn 189 Fox Street Hamilton East Hamilton 3216
314. | Merged to # 305 Fiona McNabb fiona@solotec.co.nz

315. Merged to # 305 Fiona McNabb 13 Rakaunui Street Raglan 3297

316. | Merged to # 305 Fiona McNabb 13 Rakaunui Street Raglan 3297

317. Merged to # 86 John Kinghorn 214 Bell Road RD 5 Hamilton 3285

318. | Dorothy Chipman bdchippies@xtra.co.nz

319. | Jason Dawson info@hamiltonwaikato.com

320. | Noelene Searle noelenesearle@xtra.co.nz

321. | Charlie Young cmy58@hotmail.com

322. | Jon Harris jonh3426@gmail.com

323. | Paula Dudley katie.wynyard@taiatea.school.nz

324. | Richard Sun richardsun1976@hotmail.com

325. | Andrew and Christine Gore aandcgore@gmail.com

326. | Roderick MacRae rdfmnz@gmail.com

327.| Gwyneth & Barrie Smith neil@subdivision.co.nz

328. | Russell Grey russell@greenlandvaluers.co.nz




329. | Merged to # 328 Russell Grey russel@greenlandvaluers.co.nz
330. | Willemien Wennekers willemienwennekers@gmail.com
331.| Merged to # 328 Russell Grey 50 Woolrich Road Te Kowhai 3288
332. | Michelle Byers michelle.byers@xtra.co.nz

333.| John Van der Star fivestargardens@xtra.co.nz

334. | Leah Forbes-Oakes leahandcody@xtra.co.nz

335. | Stuart Jefferis stuandrach@hotmail.co.nz

336. | Brian Croad brian.croad@tgh.co.nz

337.| Merged to # 287 David Yzendoorn dave.y@xtra.co.nz

338. | Michael Briggs m.briggs@harrisongrierson.com
339. | Burton Trust m.briggs@harrisongrierson.com
340. | Brent Trail btrail@surveyingservices.co.nz
341. | Robert Morton-Jones Robmj68@gmail.com

342. | Wallace & AnnMaree Bremner \\:\;ar:f:;’g:;ggi:gg:jgﬁ:m’
345. | Tony Perkins tony.perkins@xtra.co.nz

346. | TKDM Farms Limited john@subdivision.co.nz

347.| Terence Denton psirec@gmail.com

348. | Michael Anderson mikeando49@gmail.com

349. | Peter & Janette Middlemiss midlan@xtra.co.nz

350. | Scott & Tina Ferguson glenn@subdivision.co.nz

351. | Robert & Colleen Endicott robcolleen.endicott@xtra.co.nz
352.| Colin John Wood 8C Hart Road RD1 Pukekohe
353. | Caroline Swann ruapukeswannys@gmail.com
354. | Phillip Swann ruapukeswannys@gmail.com
355. | Kwanghoon Yang crusoe@hanmail.net

356. | CYK Limited glenn@subdivision.co.nz

357. | Divina Libre debbielibre@yahoo.com

358. | Michael Innes glenn@subdivision.co.nz

359. | Delta Property Group grant@mgsl.co.nz

360. smcg737@outlook.com

Merged to # 239 Shaun McGuire



mailto:perryclan3@hotmail.com
mailto:kim@lochielfarmlands.co.nz

361. | Liam McGrath mercer.committeel123@gmail.com
362. | lan McAlley ian.mcalley@mcalleygroup.co.nz
363. | Linnet Watson natalie_watson@icloud.com

364. | Catherine Shaw cathysl@xtra.co.nz

365. | Kitty Burton matangicommunityc@gmail.com
366. | Steve van Kampen unitaryplan@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
367. | Andrew Hutchison andrewghutchison@gmail.com
368. | Judy Garrick garrixontour@gmail.com

369. | Paul Ivory paul.ivory@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
370. | Jolene Francis jolenefrancis@waikatoregion.govt.nz
371. | Rangimonehu Kereopa rangik1948@gmail.com

372. | Fire and Emergency alec.duncan@beca.com

373. | Lisa Gardiner lisa@ngatihauaiwitrust.co.nz

374. | Norman Hill hillynorm@gmail.com

375. | Rawiri Bidois rawiribidois@gmail.com

376. | Brent Trail btrail@surveyingservices.co.nz

377.| Paul Arnesen pa@planningfocus.co.nz

378. | Te Kauwhata Community Committee tonz@actrix.co.nz

379. | Peter Ward magdalena@ward-demolition.co.nz
380. | Pokeno Village Holdings Limited kate@berrysimons.co.nz

381. | Farm Limited Diamond Creek szanders@surveyingservices.co.nz
382. | Sonny Karena norm.hill@boffamiskell.co.nz

383. | Jonathan Quigley jonathan@precisionbuilt.co.nz

384. | C.H.S. Enterprises Limited nick@bslnz.com

385. | Lachie Cameron and Donna Watts sirwilliam@bslnz.com

386. | Hugh Green Limited aaron@civilplan.co.nz

387. | Bowrock Properties Limited 2}22';%‘;12?:!;:itsaccttss'.ccc;.r:]zz’

388. | Gwenith Sophie Francis andrew@berrysimons.co.nz

389. lg/lni]npils(';;\r/nc:nliusiness Innovation and Sarah.Stevenson@mbie.govt.nz
390. | Alan Bekhuis alan@casedimage.com

391. | Horotiu Properties Limited andrew.wood@ckl.co.nz

392.| lan Thomas redsta55@hotmail.com

393. | Delys Tansley delys.tansley@gmail.com



mailto:mark@pauaarchitects.co.nz

394. | Andrew Kerr andrew@threepeaksnz.com

395. | Robert Hugh Maclennan tarewa26@gmail.com

396. | Tuakau Proteins Limited stephen.daysh@mitchelldaysh.co.nz
397. | Doug Nicholson dnicholson@ecservices.co.nz
398. | Harry Mowbray paperlines@gmail.com

399. | Counties Power Limited bmurdoch@align.net.nz

400. | Barry Green boota@xtra.co.nz

401. | Mel Libre melblibre@gmail.com

402. | Godfrey Bridger godfrey@bridgerbeavis.com

403. | Riki Manarangi jaguaretypenz@hotmail.co.nz
404. | Trevor Weaver tskb@xtra.co.nz

405. | Kelvin Norgrove kelvin.norgrove@win.co.nz

406. | David Saxton dcsaxton@slingshot.co.nz

407. | Danielle Hart hart.danielle@gmail.com

408. | Chris Rayner urgent.chris@gmail.com

409. | Barry Green boota@xtra.co.nz

410. | Glenys McConnell cantab@xtra.co.nz

411.| Ethan Findlay ethan@findlay.net.nz

412. | Lucy Deverall lucy.deverall@hortnz.co.nz

413.| Ben Young ben@madsen-lawrie.co.nz

414. | Tracy Hayson tracy@wasleyknell.co.nz

415. | Malcolm MacDonald andrew.wood@ckl.co.nz

416. | Lindsay Wilson lindsay.wilson@water.co.nz

417.| Grant Ryan grant.allium@xtra.co.nz

418. | Envirofert Limited jessicap@barker.co.nz, nickr@barker.co.nz
419. | Kim Angelo Libre kimangeloclibre2002@gmail.com
420. | Monica de la Cruz Carballo costritamonika@yahoo.es

421. | David Peacocke taupiriholdings@gmail.com

422.| Olivia Henwood olivia.henwood@outlook.co.nz
423. | Yannis Petzold oceyan@gmail.com

424. Merged to # 417 Grant Ryan 82 Pook Road RD 2 Pukekohe 2677
425. | Mischa Davis mdavis@fishandgame.org.nz
426. | Ben Young ben@madsen-lawrie.co.nz



mailto:jessicap@barker.co.nz

427. | Jade Hyslop jade.r.hyslop@gmail.com
428. | Gerard Willis gerard.willis@enfocus.co.nz
429. | KCH Trust bianca.tree@minterellison.co.nz
430. | Wendy Oliver wendyl3@hotmail.co.nz
431. I\(Ier'ged with # 839 Havelock Village sirwilliam@bslnz.com
Limited
432.| Ben Young ben@madsen-lawrie.co.nz
433.| Ben Young ben@madsen-lawrie.co.nz
434. | Merged to # 406 David Saxton 280 Hall Road RD 2 Te Kauwhata 3782
435. | Graham Wallace Ray grahampropdev@xtra.co.nz
436. | Ben Young ben@madsen-lawrie.co.nz
437. | Heather Perring info@btw.nz
438. | Ben Young ben@madsen-lawrie.co.nz
439. | Ben Young ben@madsen-lawrie.co.nz
440. | Ben Young ben@madsen-lawrie.co.nz
441. | Alison Green boota@xtra.co.nz
442. | Steven & Teresa Hopkins sirwilliam@bsInz.com
443, | R Mitchell rim2003@orcon.net.nz
444. | Ben Young ben@madsen-lawrie.co.nz
445, | Troy Fell troycamash@gmail.com
446. | Ben Young ben@madsen-lawrie.co.nz
447.| Ben Young ben@madsen-lawrie.co.nz
448. | Anna Cunningham annacl23@gmail.com
449. | David Lawrie david@madsen-lawrie.co.nz
450. | Ben Young ben@madsen-lawrie.co.nz
451. | Ben Young ben@madsen-lawrie.co.nz
452. | Donna-Maria Lincoln pitbull1973nz@gmail.com, ilt19nz@gmail.com
453. Merged to # 406 David Saxton 280 Hall Road RD 2 Te Kauwhata 3782
454, Eir:r\]/ii;c:gmental Management Solutions kelly@environmentalmanagement.co.nz
455. | Perry Group Limited aaron.collier@aurecongroup.com
456. | Buckland Marine Limited bucklandmarine@xtra.co.nz
458. | Ben Young ben@madsen-lawrie.co.nz



mailto:brendan.balle@ballebros.co.nz

459.| Merged to # 432 Ben Young ben@madsen-lawrie.co.nz

460. | Andrew Wood andrew.wood@ckl.co.nz

461. | Grant Clune grantclune@gmail.com

462. | James Walker Jim@actiongaming.co.nz

463. | Charlotte Brown emily@key2.co.nz

464. | David Reid granpadave@gmail.com

465. | Kenneth Mitchell KennethLoganMitchell@gmail.com
466. | Ben Meyer benfieke@outlook.com

467. | Mike Tubbs miket@originwindows.co.nz
468. | Olivia Dean-Chambers oliviapoppystella@hotmail.co.nz
469. | Susan Carter suzcarter@gmail.com

470. | Bruce and Kirstie Hill hillfamily@hillgroup.co.nz

471. | Kirstie Hill hillfamily@hillgroup.co.nz

472. | Frederick April freddyapril@yahoo.com

473. | Rudy Van Spreeuwel r.vanspreeuwel@enzazaden.co.nz
474.| Ella Stewart ellaedwards73@hotmail.co.nz
475. | Louise Whyte louisewhyyte@gmail.com

476. | Charlotte Simsar charlotte.simsar@gmail.com
477. | Jocelyn Stewart zaeidar3@gmail.com

478.| Ann-Maree Gladding annmaree@trippandrews.co.nz
479. | Jack Mounsey kiwiflyer@live.com

480. | Dwayne Martin dwayne@altusuas.com

481. | Ryan Cadwallader ryan@altusuas.com

482. | Jackie Colliar jackie.colliar@gmail.com

483. | Derek Tate derektate60@gmail.com

484. | Norris Peart norrisp@xtra.co.nz

485. | Andrea Millar rmalm@-corrections.govt.nz
486. | Shane Smart shane@civtec.co.nz

487. | Kent Baigent kent@kentbaigent.com

488. | Adrian Morton fluid_concepts@hotmail.com
489. | Andrea Cadwallader anjules@gmail.com

490. | John Swann ruapukeswannys@gmail.com
491. | Se Gi Noh seoulmotors24@gmail.com




492. | Kenneth Rowe quigleysbridges@outlook.co.nz
493. | Michael Edmonds michael-edmonds@live.com.au
494. | Keren Paekau keren.paekau@gmail.com

495. | Dean Hansen hukaroad@farmside.co.nz

496. | Whitford Farms Limited glenn@subdivision.co.nz

497. | Robert Brown tuiridgefarm@xtra.co.nz

498. | Denise and Harold Williams glenn@subdivision.co.nz

499. | Bob Carter info@tasmanlands.co.nz

500. | Victoria Kemp hrra828@gmail.com

501. | Enton Farms Limited glenn@subdivision.co.nz

502.| Vanoo Limited glenn@subdivision.co.nz

503. | DP & LJ Ramsey Limited glenn@subdivision.co.nz

504. | Anthony and Maureen Vazey neil@subdivision.co.nz

505. | Amanda and Brian Billington neil@subdivision.co.nz

506. | Neville Ritchie nritchie@doc.govt.nz, ibtrees@wc.net.nz
507.| B and N Balle Limited neil@subdivision.co.nz

508. | Finlayson Farms Limited neil@subdivision.co.nz

509. | Max and Denise Irwin neil@subdivision.co.nz

510. | Joy & Wayne Chapman neil@subdivision.co.nz

511. | R & B Litchfield Limited neil@subdivision.co.nz

512. | Anna Noakes noakesa@gmail.com, john@planmanconsultants.co.nz
513. | Gillian Marie mariegillian@hotmail.com

514. | Roy & Lesley Wright neil@subdivision.co.nz

515. | Mark Scobie neil@subdivision.co.nz

516. | Amanda Schaake amandaschaake@gmail.com
517. | Wilcox Properties Limited craig@subdivision.co.nz

518. | John Van Lieshout john@subdivision.co.nz

519. | Joanne & Kevin Sands neil@subdivision.co.nz

520. | Colin & Rae Hedley glenn@subdivision.co.nz

521. | Sven Seddon seddon438@gmail.com

522.| Lance Vervoort laura.galt@hcc.govt.nz

523.| U & TM McWatt Limited glenn@subdivision.co.nz

524. | Kelvin & Joy Smith kjsm2@actrix.co.nz



mailto:nritchie@doc.govt.nz
mailto:noakesa@gmail.com

525. | Paul Brydon paulbrydon@gmail.com

526. | Garyowen Properties (2008) Limited glenn@subdivision.co.nz

527.| Glen Alvon Farms Limited glenn@subdivision.co.nz

528. | Jack Schaake J.Schaake@vcp.co.nz

529. | Mark Sillence funnyfarmlet@xtra.co.nz
530. _T_T_l;rs:;dzal::_?rirﬁsgts Limited and john@subdivision.co.nz

531.| KR & BC Summerville todd@subdivision.co.nz

532. | Bryce Mounsey bryceandcarla@xtra.co.nz
533. | Lynne Adrienne lynneadrienne@yahoo.co.nz
534.| Murray Farrand dargavilleac@gmail.com

535. | Murray & Cathy McWatt john@subdivision.co.nz

536. | Shanon Eyre P.O. Box 296 Matamata 3440
537.| Tipa Mahuta Unknown

538. | Dinah Robcke leighrobcke @xtra.co.nz

539. | Stephanie Henderson corivale8@gmail.com

540. | Malibu Hamilton malibuoutwest@outlook.com
541. | Gaylene Himona gahimona@gmail.com

542. | Colleen Earby philcol@xtra.co.nz

543.| Alan Kosoof a.b.kosoof@xtra.co.nz

544. | Bronwyn Kosoof a.b.kosoof @xtra.co.nz

545. | Linda Rowe quigleysbridges@outlook.co.nz
546. | Sherry Reynolds cmcalley@heritage.org.nz
547.| Jon Farmer jk.farmer@xtra.co.nz

548. | Tracey Lolesi nellslolesi@xtra.co.nz

549. | Gladys Button ;/izlga381 621 Cambridge Road Tamahere Hamilton
550. | Andrew Mowbray akmowbray@hotmail.com
551. | Mark Chrisp mark.chrisp@mitchelldaysh.co.nz
552. | Rochelle Hulme dave.roche@xtra.co.nz

553. | Dave Etchells dave.e@cube.co.nz

554. | Ngati Tamaoho Trust info@tamaoho.maori.nz

555. | JoonYoung Moon moonsmotors@gmail.com
556. | Andrew George Reeves george.reeves@bayer.com,

vanessa@subdivision.co.nz



mailto:george.reeves@bayer.com

557.| Raymond & Cheryl Higgins higgs2@farmside.co.nz

558. | Michael James Honiss mike@honissconsulting.co.nz

559. | Litania Liava'a niadance@hotmail.com

560. | Peter Gilbert peter@lpga.org.nz

561. | TaTa Valley Limited chris.scrafton@beca.com

562. | Fulton Hogan Limited eloise@kineticenvironmental.co.nz

563. | Transpower Ltd pauline.whitney@boffamiskell.co.nz

564. | Dilworth Trust Board ablomfield@bentley.co.nz

565. | Ports of Auckland Limited marbuthnot@bentley.co.nz

566. | Simon Ash simon.ash@wintonpartners.co.nz

567 | Andrew Feierabend anc!re'w.feierabend@meridianenergy.co.nz;
christine@cfconsulting.co.nz

568. | Penny Gallagher penny.gallagher@synlait.com

569. | Sarah Clark kittyhawk7 @hotmail.com

570. | Katrina Langlands katrina.langlands@gmail.com

571.| Murray & Jennifer Allen lou@Iouisefeathers.co.nz

572.| Lucy Roberts mburns@doc.govt.nz

573.| Simon Lockie simon@WestAucklandAirport.co.nz

574. | Bruce Cameron glenullen@gmail.com

575. | Peter Buchan kay@formeplanning.co.nz

576.| ZEnergy Ltd jmccall@burtonconsultants.co.nz

577.| Jenny Kelly jennyelk24@yahoo.co.nz

578. | Stevenson Waikato Ltd greg@osbornehay.co.nz

579. | Christine Montagna c.montagna@xtra.co.nz

580. | Christine Montagna montagna@xtra.co.nz

581. | Douglas Birt kdbirt@gisborne.net.nz

582. | Philip Parkes 214 / 262 Fairway Drive Kamo Whangarei 0112

583. | Raewyn Detmar raewynwells@msn.com

584. | Jackie Rogers jackie.rogers@xtra.co.nz

585. | Withers Family Trust john@planmanconsultants.co.nz

586. | Martin Hastings 29B Kent Terrace Raglan 3225

587. | Susanne Giessen-Prinz lebensfreude@xtra.co.nz

588. | Robert Limmer 209 Whangamarino Road RD2 Te Kauwhata

589. | Greig Metcalfe bevan.houlbrooke@ckl co.nz




590. | Helen Clotworthy helen@pokenobacon.co.nz
591. | Lee Slomp nzslompies@outlook.com

592. | Wendy Harlock harlock.huntly@xtra.co.nz
593. | Bill Wasley bill@wasleyknell.co.nz

594. | Stephanie Hooper steph2190@hotmail.com

595. | Michael Draper ms.draper@xtra.co.nz

597.| Ken Barry kgbee@xtra.co.nz

598. | David Gibberd daveandsue@slingshot.co.nz
599. | CDL Land Ltd jason.adams@cdli.co.nz, bevan.houlbrooke@ckl.co.nz
600. | Dave Norris nenya@sirron.nz

601. | Neil & Margaret Dudley dn.dudley@xtra.co.nz

602. | David & Jill Messent dmessent@gmail.com

603. | Kim Bredenbeck bredenbeck.k@gmail.com
604. | Nicole Falkner nicolefalkner@hotmail.co.nz
605. | William James Walker 25 Dudley Avenue Huntly 3700
606. | Dawn Walker unadawn@gmail.com

607. | Waikato District Heritage Forum jennyelk24@yahoo.co.nz

608. | Peter Varga pete@smartliving.co.nz

609. | Ken Williamson ken.williamson@crombielockwood.co.nz
610. | Paul Hoogeveen hoogeveenfarms@farmside.co.nz
611. | Glenn Soroka & Louise Meredith julian@rmalawyer.co.nz

612. | Sharon Burman theburmans@hotmail.com
613. | Vineyard Road Properties Limited julian@rmalawyer.co.nz

614. | Gloria Jean Beverland wribev4567 @gmail.com

615. | Maris O'Rourke morourke@hotmail.co.nz

616. | Sharon Burman theburmans@hotmail.com
617. | John Loe ranchodando@hotmail.co.nz
618. | Allan Dennis allandennis@xtra.co.nz

619. | Amanda Church mangz8@hotmail.com

620. | Alan Henderson Alan@vandenbrinkgroup.co.nz
621. | Kathryn Gold S.K.gold@farmside.co.nz

622. | Neroli Henwood neroli@supercub.co.nz



mailto:helen.montgomerie@xtra.co.nz
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623. | Anna Noakes noakesa@gmail.com

624. | Livestock Improvement Corporation graeme.mathieson@mitchlldaysh.co.nz
625. | Nora van der Voorden 209 Ohautira Road RD1 Raglan 3295
626. | Dairy NZ Incorporated graeme.mathieson@mitchelldaysh.co.nz
627.| Timothy Bodle whakanui.stud@xtra.co.nz

628. | Gary Hooper gcrjhooper@hotmail.com, vanessa@subdivision.co.nz
629. | Waikato River Authority julian@waikatoriver.org.nz

630. | Peter & Dianne Bullock pukekohe@storagebox.co.nz

631. | Spark Trading Limited chris@incite.co.nz

632. | Robert Clear rob@clearcivil.nz

633. | Vodafone Limited chris@incite.co.nz

634. | Karen Miles milo.miles@xtra.co.nz

635. | Chorus Limited chris@incite.co.nz

636. | Mike Visser m.visser@xtra.co.nz

637. | Jacob Stead Jacob.stead.ltd@gmail.com

638. | Jon Muller PO Box 13402 Johnsonville Wellington
639. | Kenneth Whyte kiwicleaningrags@gmail.com

640. | Eliza Lawton eliza.kearvell@gmail.com

641. | Ngaakau Tapatahi Trust amcfarlane@bbo.co.nz

642. | Robyn Harris robyn_mark@xtra.co.nz

643. | Dianne & John Messent 9 Hartis Avenue Kimihia Huntly 3700
644. | Hampton Downs Motorsport Park cate@feathersplanning.co.nz

645. | Koning Family Trust and Martin Koning | sfoster@bbo.co.nz

646. | Helen Mahon helenmahon92@gmail.com

647.| Owen Mounsey owenmounsey@hotmail.com

648. | Greg & Janice Allen greg@allenmara.co.nz

649. | Blue Wallace Surveyors Ltd tim.lester@bluewallace.co.nz

650. | Graham Halsey r.a.t.s@xtra.co.nz

651. | Mark Morgan mark@hamiltonairport.co.nz

652. | Paul Liddle 26 King Street Ngaruawahia 3720
653. | William Henwood bill@supercub.co.nz

655. | Clem & Alison Reeve reevefamily@xtra.co.nz



mailto:gcrjhooper@hotmail.com
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656. | Bernard Brown bernardbrownassociates@gmail.com
658. | Jeremy Buxton buxton.jeremy@gmail.com
659. | lan and Darienne Voyle ilv@xtra.co.nz, anastasia.blignaut@ckl.co.nz
660. | Maree Williams kgcl44@xtra.co.nz
661. | Bruce Stirling 20 Starr Road Ngaruawahia 3791
662. | T&G Global Limited Elizabethm@barker.co.nz, burnetteo@barker.co.nz
663. | Arthur Raymond Wright sindywright@gmail.com
664. | Christine Madsen madsen@ps.gen.nz
665. | Greenways Orchards Limited leigh@subdivision.co.nz
666. | Federated Farmers of plemiere@fedfarm.org.nz
667. | Lavalla Farms Limited chanel@subdivision.co.nz
668. The Buckland Country Living Zone vanessa@subdivision
Landowners Group
669. | Carolyn Watson glenn@subdivision.govt.nz
670. | Janet Elaine McRobbie leigh@subdivision.co.nz
671. | Greig Holdings Limited leigh@subdivision.co.nz
672. | Reid Crawford Farms Limited neil@subdivision.co.nz
673. | Campbell Tyson leigh@subdivision.co.nz
674. | Gerardus & Yvonne Gemma Aarts leigh@subdivision.co.nz
675. | Greig Developments No 2 Limited leigh@subdivision.co.nz
676. | Paramjit & Taranpal Singh leigh@subdivision.co.nz
677.| McPherson Resources Limited eloise@kineticenvironmental.co.nz
678. | WEL Networks Limited karleen.broughton@wel.co.nz
679. | Alstra (2012) Limited christian@kineticenvironmental.co.nz
680. | Brendhan Greaney brendhan.greaney@tatua.com
681. | Sharp Planning Solutions Ltd sharp.k19@gmail.com
682. | Brenda and Gavin Butcher south.fork@xtra.co.nz
683. | Waikato District Council will.gauntlett@waidc.govt.nz
684. | Simon Dromgool 14A Tupelo Place Ohauti Tauranga
685. | Eastside Heights Ltd jade.shepherd@ckl.co.nz
686. | Girish Kale girkal73@yahoo.co.nz
687. | Steven & Theresa Stark pukemorestation@xtra.co.nz
688. | Anton Meier anton@aerosport.co.nz



mailto:ilv@xtra.co.nz
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689. | Sara Brown 538 Te Papatapu Road RD1 Te Mata 3894
690. | Margaret Millard millard@farmside.co.nz

691. | Jean Hamilton milkabit@farmside.co.nz

692. | Francis and Susan Turton fiturton@xtra.co.nz

693. | Soil & Health Association of (S&H) melissap@4sight.co.nz

694. | Neil McHugh neil.mchugh@avalonltd.co.nz

695. | Vicki Lee Wihongi vickileewihongi@gmail.com

696. | Strantz lan Wihongi strantz.wihongi@gmail.com

697. | Romana Graham romanagraham2000@gmail.com

698. | Bettley-Stamef Partnership lou@Iouisefeathers.co.nz

699. | Matangi Farms Land Ltd jade.shepherd@ckl.co

700. | Samuel Frew sfrew88@gmail.com

701. | Khushwin Limited david@madsen-lawrie.co.nz

702. | Sarah Whyte sareyalexandra@gmail.com

703. | Kim Willetts 92 Horotiu Bridge Road RD8 Hamilton 3288
704. | Helen Gray taylorgrayl066@gmail.com

705.| Rob Waddel narkehrisp@mitehelldayshioan

706. | Spencer and Isabelle Wheeler spence.issie@xtra.co.nz

707. | Jennifer Berczely jenny.berczely@gmail.com

708. | Will Phelps willyphelps@gmail.com

709. | Tyler Sharratt Tyler.sharratt@winstoneaggregates.co.nz
710. | Sue Robertson tamaherecommunitycommitteel6@gmail.com
711. | Laurence Harris harryharris@kinect.co.nz

712. | Waikato Aggregates Ltd kdrew@bbo.co.nz

713. | James Schmidt jschmidt@xtra.co.nz

714.| Seumas MacDonald s.e.mac@xtra.co.nz

715. | Naomi and Glen Syred naomisyred@gmail.com

716. | Fraser Graafhuis fraser.graafhuis@mercury.co.nz

717.| Jean Tregidga jean@gin.co.nz

718. | Lucy Smith lucy@terrafirma.kiwi.nz

719. | Dave Currie timingiseverything@xtra.co.nz

720. | Richard Neave and Sue Campbell suecam@xtra.co.nz

721.| Cindy and Tony Young tony@lifestyleservices.org
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722.| lan Chapman irchapman@gmail.com

723. | Ronald Rumbal nzwandering@gmail.com

724. | Shand Properties Limited geccles@tonkintaylor.co.nz
725. | Karen Smith katsmith.jsr@gmail.com

726. | Colin Dixon jackyandcolin@farmside.co.nz
727. | Waikato Regional Airport Ltd olliver@bbo.co.nz

728. | Kim Harris-Cottle kim.harriscottle@nzta.govt.nz
729. | The Village Church Trust amcfarlane@bbo.co.nz

730. | Peter McCallum tauposwim@gmail.com

731. | Brian Butt and Sheryl Kruger - Sheryl.kruger@gmail.com
732. | The Surveying Company leigh@subdivision.co.nz

733. | Ryburn Lagoon Trust Limited peter.hall@boffamiskell.co.nz
734. | Peter Reynolds peter@reynoldsproduce.co.nz
735. | Housing Corporation ckirman@ellisgould.co.nz
736. | Matthew Dean silverdene51@gmail.com

737.| Chanel Hargrave and Travis Miller chanel@subdivision.co.nz
738. | Jeff Weake flyingkiwifqu@gmail.com

739. | Gavin Brown gavinandmaree@gmail.com
740. | Pieter Van Leeuwen pietsonja@xtra.co.nz

741. | Jade Penn wildwhanau@gmail.com

742. | Simon Upton uptonsd@gmail.com

743. | Karen White herbal_planet@hotmail.com
744. | Clifford & Maureen Bayliss cliffbaylissO0O@gmail.com

745. | Tracey Bayliss tracey@grandadsbeef.nz

746. | Patrick Day patrickadamday@gmail.com
747. | Lyndendale Farms Limited Zgi:e@”;‘celaetreerstss) ;:;‘;CCZT]’Z
748. | Simon Thomson si.matawha@gmail.com

749. | Fiona Jones jonesfiona@yahoo.com.au
750. | Ambury Properties Limited jolliver@bbo.co.nz

751. | Tamahere Eventide Home Trust ceo@tamahere.co.nz, cate@feathersplanning.co.nz
752. | Nicky Hogarth nicky.hogarth@holcim.com
753. | Simon Clark surfysimon@hotmail.com
754. | Don Jacobs tim.lester@bluewallace.co.nz



mailto:russell.clements@zoho.com
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755. | Tamahere Eventide Trust ceo@tamahere.co.nz, cate@feathersplanning.co.nz

756. | Gordon Sanders gsandersnz@gmail.com
alison.brown@bathurst.co.nz;

757. | Alison Brown joshua.leckie@laneneave.co.nz;
Kelsey.barry@laneneave.co.nz

758. | The House Movers stuart@stuartryan.co.nz

759. | Michael Hayman mikehmail@mac.com

760. | Stuart Cummings cummings@surreychambers.co.nz

761. | Sanderson Group Limited jolliver@bbo.co.nz

762. GE Ifree Northland (in food & organics@value.net.nz

environment)

763. | Radio Limited gary.fowles@rnz.co.nz

764. | Shand Properties Limited sfoster@bbo.co.nz

765. :E(::\]/?rcl;?l\:lnsez)nrlc;ml?enr?ca; (I):corpora johnragla@gmail.com

766. | Ministry of Education andrew.hill@beca.com

767. | Jack Macdonald jack@trippandrews.co.nz

768. | Reid Investment Trust ms@planningfocus.co.nz

769. | Bryan Morris bryanmorris@xtra.co.nz

770. i/lil?lrgll-li\lnzﬂt?nfifepdo” NZ Limited and jmccall@burtonconsultants.co.nz

771. :_Lliztlgoli:;ieoci Outdoor Trust bryanmorris@xtra.co.nz

772. | Steve Doyle skdoyl@gmail.com

773. | Susan Hall raglansuz@hotmail.com

774.| Graham Shepherd gshepherd@BioAgriNomics.com

775.| Northgate Industril parktd kdrew@bbo.co.nz

776. | Andrew Michael Basford Green green@brookfields.co.nz

777. | Lisa Kerrisk rumal@sxtra.co.nz

778. | Ohinewai Area Committee oacommittee@hotmail.co.nz

779. | Middlemiss Farm Holdings Limited peter.fuller@quaychambers.co.nz

780. | Hinemaria Ward-Holmes hinemania@gmail.com

781.| Defence Force rebecca.davies@nzdf.mil.nz

783. | Ngati Te Ata c/- Karl Flavell PO Box 437 Pukekohe 2340

784. | Leo Koppens leok@xtra.co.nz
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Environmental Management Solutions

785. Limited kelly@environmentalmanagement.co.nz
786. m:s:; to #456 Buckland Marine bucklandmarine@xtra.co.nz
787.| Vera van der Voorden vera.raglan@xtra.co.nz
788. | Kristel Lendfield kgpeet@gmail.com
789. | PLB Construction tim.lester@bluewallace.co.nz
790. | Howard Lovell and Rudi Van Dam tim.lester@bluewallace.co.nz
791. | Pukekohe Motorcycle Club markb@mhg.co.nz
792. | Tony Unwin gyfly@aol.com
793.| Gordon H L Swan gordonandcarrol@xnet.co.nz
794. | Phil North phil.north@north-ridge.co.nz
795. | Martyn Seay martyn.seay@gmail.com
796. | Ruruhira Cila Henry cillahenry1047 @gmail.com
797. | Hamish Noakes milkabitl@gmail.com
798. | Jenny Goodwright jenny.goodwright@gmail.com
799. | Louise Milne 442 Waikare Road RD4 Ohinewai 3784
800. | Merged to # 798 Jenny Goodwright jenny.goodwright@gmail.com
801, GW & PJ Thomson and The Thomson kdrew@bbo.co.nz
Family Trust
802. | Valerie Lubrick vallub2@yahoo.com
803. | Dominic O'Rourke dominicanywhere@yahoo.co.nz
804. | Leo Koppens leok@xtra.co.nz
The Poultry Industry Association of ; |
805. | Brinks NZ Chicken; The Egg Producers | joan.forret@harkness.co.nz
Federation of
806. | Bob MacLeod bobmacleod@gmail.com
807. | NZTE Operations Limited shutchings@greenwoodroche.com
808. | Bob MacLeod bobmacleod@gmail.com
809. | John Lawson johnragla@gmail.com
810. | Kym Holland ptkym@hotmail.com
811.| Steel Holdings Ltd Margaret.gracie@bluescopesteel.com
812. | Linda Young j-lyoung@xtra.co.nz
813. | Whenua Holdings Waikato Limited johnnykenny8246@gmail.com
814. | Linda Silvester Igsilvester@gmail.com
815. | Gabrielle Parson raglannaturally@gmail.com




816. | Niksha Farac niksha@zelkogroup.co.nz

817. | Phil Page phil.page@gallawaycookallan.co.nz

818. | Marshall & Kristine Stead jacowils@gmail.com

819. | Pam Butler pam.butler@kiwirail.co.nz

820. | Simon Roche simon.roche@powerco.co.nz

821. | Stuart Seath sasanack@xtra.co.nz

822. | Madsen Lawrie Consultants ben@madsen-lawrie.co.nz

823. | Mark Woodham mark_woodham@hotmail.com

824. | Colette Brown colettebrown1972@gmail.com

825.| Henry Gao ancssa@subision O

826. | Patricia Honoria Rogers mattandphrogg@@gmail.com,
vanessa@subdivision.co.nz

827. | Brett McDougall bmcdougall@greenz.co.nz

828. | Grace M Wilcock rogmag@xtra.co.nz

829. | Family Jepma thetademaszoe@gmail.com

830. | Ellmers Development Ltd davem@mccrackensurveys.co.nz

831.| M & J Balchin glenn@subdivision.co.nz

832. | Windover Downs Ltd glenn@subdivision.co.nz

833. | Paul Manuell glenn@subdivision.co.nz

834. | Carleys Transport Limited todd@subdivision.co.nz

835. | Peter Buckley pbuckley1036@gmail.com

836. | Black Sands Trust david@madson-lawrie.co.nz

837. | Stephen Roberts steveroberts@xtra.co.nz

838. '(AAgg,rA(-})g:er 2:r(1$l:farry Association jeremy@straterra.co.nz

839. | Havelock Village Limited sirwilliam@bsInz.com

840. | John Kirton john.kirtond8@gmail.com

841. | Strantz Tukiri Kendall kendallja@ldschurch.org

842. | lan and Helen Gavin marcus@bluewallace.co.nz

843. | Lisa Graham lisagraham131@gmail.com

844. | Steven Kearvell stevekearvell@xtra.co.nz

845. | Huib Volker mail@huib.online

846. l;/il:drlg:yd to #411 Ethan and Rachael ethan@findlay.net.nz

847. bianca.tree@minterellison.co.nz

Merged to # 429 KCH Trust
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848. | Brendon John & Denise Louise Strong | leigh@subdivision.co.nz

849. | Tarati Farms Limited glenn@subdivision.co.nz

850. | Anita Moleta & Penny Gooding glenn@subdivision.co.nz

851. | Louise & Tony Cole glenn@subdivision.co.nz

852. | DPI 2014 Limited leigh@subdivision.co.nz

853. | Turtle Nut Farm Limited leigh@subdivision.co.nz

854. heaiﬁh Michael Shaw & Bradley John leigh@subdivision.co.nz

855. | David Wilson wilsonnz@xtra.co.nz

856. | Don Wilkinson bdwilkinson@xtra.co.nz

857. | Dave Falconer davefransiska.falconer@xtra.co.nz
858. | Hannabh Fisi'ihoi hannah.fisiihoi@outlook.com

859. | Kenneth Kauluwehi kennykauluwehil23@gmail.com
860. | Jayde Smiler jaydesmiler@hotmail.com

861. | Reuben Smiler 5 McKay Drive Temple View Hamilton 3218
862. | David Smiler DS12057@gmail.com

863. | Jeneah Smiler jeneahsmiler@hotmail.com

864. | Jared Smiler jaredpsmiler@live.com

865. | Murray Bassett m_bassett@hotmail.co.nz

866. | Pirihira Bassett pirihira7@gmail.com

867. | Summer Ata Brown summerkendall96@gmail.com
868. | John Angus Kendall kendallja@ldschurch.org

869. | Rebekah Hemi rebekah.hemi@gmail.com

870. | Irene Hemi irene.hemi@hotmail.com

871. | Pene Wahanui (Benjamin) Hemi benjamin.hemi@icloud.com

872. | Rachel Leutele rachel.hemi@hotmail.com

873. | Dean Leutele leuteledean13@gmail.com

874. | Manu-ofa-tupufo'ou Fisi'ihoi manu.fisiihoi@outlook.com

875. | Tania Enoka tania.enoka2@gmail.com

876. | Tapsell Enoka enokat74@gmail.com

877.| Arnelle Hemi arnelletep@gmail.com

878. | Tiwini Hemi 1589 Kakaramea Road Ngahinepouri Hamilton 3290
879. | William Elkington manu.elkington@hotmail.com
880. | Sharon Elkington 20B Foster Rd Temple View Hamilton 3218




881. | Anthony Elkington Rhys.Elkington@hotmail.com

882. | Arthur Elkington art_elkington@hotmail.com

883. | Nephi Marangai Elkington nephi_elks@outlook.com

884. | Mona Elkington mlelkington@gmail.com

885. | Ria Harrison 20A Foster Rd Temple View Hamilton

886. | Samuel Harrison 20A Foster Rd Temple View Hamilton 3218
887. | May-Grace Elkington 9 Serenity St Pakenham Victoria 3810 Australia
888. | Tahana Elkington 9 Serenity St Pakenham Melbourne Australia 3810
889. | Tyler Morris (Elkington) tyler.morris@outlook.com

890. | Noel Morris 3/54 Norton Road Frankton Hamilton 3204
891. | Rei Elkington-Kendall 1 McKay Drive Temple View Hamilton 3218
892. | Aaran Elkington 5 Priscilla Crescent Melville Hamilton 3206
893. | Mele Elkington melealamoni@gmail.com

894. | Jonelle Modlik jonellem13@gmail.com

895. | Dalton Wihongi daltonwihongi@gmail.com

896. | Kaui Wihongi hokuliilii88@gmail.com

897. | Sydina Curtis 58 Valley Road Hikurangi Whangarei 0114
898. | Mercer Airport cdawson@bbo.co.nz

899. | John Rowe john@trippandrews.co.nz

900. | Waikato District Health Board Richard.Wall@waikatodhb.health.nz

901. | Alice Barnett alice.barnett@genesisenergy.co.nz

902. | Karen Hoki Parker hoki_parker@hotmail.com

903. | Jevan Kaka 22B Deseret Road Temple View Hamilton 3218
904. | Alesha Ramari Kaka (Parker) ramarikakal6@gmail.com

905. | Ben Knapp BenKnapp6@outlook.com

906. | Chantelle White chonygurl@hotmail.com

907. | Natasha Osborne tashiel67@hotmail.com

908. | Graham Kendall klouisegraham@gmail.com

909. | Ashton Frew ashrfrew@gmail.com

910. | Megan Tuhoro megan.smiler@live.com

911. | Baylee Modlik bayleemodlikl2@gmail.com

912. | Kimberley Modlik mimbolee@hotmail.com

913. | Arnesen Paul pa@planningfocus.co.nz




914. | Neil and Linda Porritt pukeroro@xtra.co.nz, p.lang@xtra.co.nz

915. | David Totman david.totman@waipadc.govt.nz

916. | Dennis Ngataki PO Box 132 Ngaruawahia 3742

917.| Graham McBride smartdr@xtra.co.nz

918. | Angeline Greenisill tainuihapu.environmental@gmail.com

919. | McCracken Surveys Limited davem@mccrackensurveys.co.nz

920. | Janet Evans johnjanet@xtra.co.nz

921. | First Gas Limited teina.malone@beca.com

922. | Dee Bond dee@deebond.co.nz

923. | Stuart Quigley quigleysbridges@outlook.co.nz

924. | Christopher James Nicholson c.j.nicholson55@gmail.com

925. | Ashley Boyd Zz?gblzzgggc(j@giz;loﬁ?l:(;k.co.nz

926. | Astra Patmore adém.astr:?\@windowslive.com,
quigleysbridges@outlook.co.nz

927.| Ella Newman quigleysbridges@outlook.co.nz

928. | Michael Steward quigleysbridges@outlook.co.nz

929. | Precision Built Limited Jonathan@precisionbuilt.co.nz,
quigleysbridges@outlook.co.nz

931 | Katrina Quigley cigleysbridges@outooknz

933. | Andrew Paterson quigleysbridges@outlook.co.nz

934. | Paul McGuire quigleysbridges@outlook.co.nz

935. | Adri Grobler quigleysbridges@outlook.co.nz

936. | Carlo Gorissen carlo@teltherm.co.nz, quigleysbridges@outlook.co.nz

937.| Yeungjun Yoo yooye841@gmail.com

938. | Kimai & I-Jay Huirama kimhuirama@gmail.com

939. | June Penn junepennl118@gmail.com

940. | Marcus Ralph marcusralph@outlook.com

941. | Sandra Ellmers sellmers@xtra.co.nz

942. | Reginald Briggs regbev0l@gmail.com

943. | Peter Pavich peter.pavich@xtra.co.nz

944. | Carol & Gordon Corke karenflack@xtra.co.nz
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945. | Debbie McPherson debbiemcpherson123@hotmail.com
946. | Margaret O'Brien horiana60@outlook.com

947. | Stonehill Trustee Limited p.comer@harrisongrierson.com
948. | Mark Scobie neil@subdivision.co.nz

949. | Tim Lester tim.lester@bluewallace.co.nz
950. | Glenvale Stage 2 Limited nick@bslnz.com

951. | Amy and Andrew De Langen adponystud@hotmail.com

952. | Brian Nabbs and Margaret Forsyth brian@briannabbs.co.nz

953. | Christine Madsen madsen@ps.gen.nz

954. | Andrew Wilson anaru.wilson@me.com

955. | Joanne & Kevin Sands neil@subdivision.co.nz

956. | Bill Loutit bill.loutit@simpsongrierson.com
957.| Glenda Raumati tt.board@xtra.co.nz
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	1 Introduction
	1.1 Hearing 21A related to all the submissions received by the Waikato District Council (Council) on the provisions within the Waikato Proposed District Plan (PDP) relating to indigenous vegetation and habitats. In particular, the hearing related to o...
	1.2 Council is required to control any actual or potential effects of the use, development, or protection of land, including for the purpose of the maintenance of indigenous biological diversity by section 31(1)(b)(iii) of the Resource Management Act ...
	1.3 The largest tracts of indigenous vegetation in Waikato District are in the Rural Zone. SNAs are protected by mechanisms outside the PDP such as indigenous vegetation that is protected by private covenants or public ownership. Of these, the Queen E...
	1.4 The main threats to indigenous biodiversity are vegetation clearance, the effects of browsing stock in unfenced areas and degradation from pest animal and plant species.

	2 Hearing Arrangement
	2.1 Hearing 21A was held on Friday 20 November 2020 and Tuesday 24 November 2020 via Zoom. All of the relevant information pertaining to this hearing (i.e., section 42A report, legal submissions and evidence) is contained on Council’s website.
	2.2 The Panel heard from the following parties on the SNAs provisions of the PDP:
	2.3 Although these parties did not attend the hearing, evidence was also filed by:

	3 Overview of issues raised in Submissions
	3.1 In the section 42A report, Ms Susan Chibnall set out the full list of submissions received pertaining to the protection and management of indigenous biodiversity. In summary, the key matters addressed by submitters included:
	3.2 The issue that received the most submissions and evidence was the question of whether to map SNAs or not, given the inaccuracies of the data provided to Council from Waikato Regional Council (WRC). In response to these concerns, Ms Chibnall origin...
	3.3 Ms Chibnall and Mr Turner (ecologist) undertook a large number of site visits (where submitters allowed access to their site) to verify the extent and adherence to the criteria contained in Appendix 2 Criteria for Determining Significant Indigenou...

	4 Overview of evidence
	4.1 Ms Miffy Foley presented evidence on behalf of WRC and focused on the following matters:
	4.2 Ms Foley did not support Ms Chibnall’s recommendation to remove the majority of the SNA mapping and rely on the criteria in Appendix 2. While she accepted that this was maintaining the status quo approach of the Operative District Plan, she did no...
	4.3 Ms Foley considered there is an opportunity to include additional matters of control and matters of discretion to ensure that habitat which meets criterion 3 of Appendix 2 are considered when activities are proposed to be undertaken, especially in...
	4.4 Dr Yanbin Deng presented ecological evidence on behalf of WRC. She expressed concerns that the SNA assessments undertaken by Mr Turner were conducted as a property-level approach and should have been at the scale of an SNA-ecological unit. Dr Deng...
	4.5 Mr Richard Matthews gave planning evidence on behalf of Genesis Energy Ltd (Genesis), generally supporting Ms Chibnall’s recommendation to remove mapping of SNAs that had not been verified, but not the replacement approach to rely on Appendix 2: C...
	4.6 Mr Matthews also expressed concern that when applying the criteria, any species in an area of vegetation that are classified as ‘at risk’ (one of the criteria) would mean that the area is automatically an SNA. He considered the most appropriate wa...
	4.7 Mr Matthews sought a management hierarchy in Policy 3.2.3 to protect SNAs by using the effects management methods. He considered that environmental compensation (not just economic compensation) should be recognised in a meaningful way that enables...
	4.8 He considered that Policy 3.1.2A should seek to maintain indigenous biodiversity outside of SNAs by considering the effects management methods. He saw the key difference between Policies 3.1.2A and 3.2.3 is that offsetting and compensation are con...
	4.9 Mr Matthews did not agree with Ms Foley in terms of the indicative nature of mapping of SNAs and believed she overstated the contribution that consultation has made in identifying and mapping SNAs. Ms Foley considered that a comprehensive consulta...
	4.10 Mr Matthews also considered that Ms Foley understated the effect of an inaccurate map and the value of a site assessment before confirming an area is significant. He considered that the effect of incorrectly mapping an area as SNA means that befo...
	4.11 Mr Matthews disagreed with Mr Riddell and Ms Corkery (representing the Director-General of Conservation) with the suggestion that the SNA mapping is retained as an information layer, especially where 75 per cent of the mapping is inaccurate. Mr M...
	4.12 Mr Matthews disagreed with Ms Foley’s position that an activity which cannot avoid, remedy or mitigate its effects, and offsetting is not feasible, should not be consented. Mr Matthews considered there will be situations where it is not always po...
	4.13 Mr Derek Tate attended the hearing and discussed the flaws in the methodology of the mapping. He disagreed with Mr Turner’s assessment of 72 James Road, Huntly and considered that none of the section 11A criteria of the RPS are applicable. He als...
	4.14 Ms Troy Urlich filed legal submissions on behalf of the Director-General of Conservation covering kauri dieback, long-tailed bat protection and offsetting. She acknowledged the complexities of establishing and implementing comprehensive kauri die...
	4.15 Mr John Riddell presented planning evidence on behalf the Director-General of Conservation. His evidence addressed the following provisions:
	4.16 Mr Riddell generally supported the recommended approach in respect of the SNA mapping as recommended in the section 42A report. He sought to amend Policy 3.2.2 to acknowledge Appendix 2, recognise that SNAs include sites identified in the Plannin...
	4.17 Mr Riddell sought more stringent controls on earthwork to manage Kauri Dieback through restrictions on earthworks in the vicinity of kauri. In this regard, he considered that earthworks near kauri should not be permitted and that the recommended ...
	4.18 Mr Riddell sought additional mapping, objectives, policies, and rules which recognise bat zones and tree protection. Mr Riddell considered that long-tailed bat habitat meets the criteria in Appendix 2 and therefore the plan needs to recognise and...
	4.19 Mr Riddell sought the following amendments to the policies:
	4.20 Ms Tertia Thurley presented technical evidence on bats and explained that long-tailed bats have the highest threat classification, being Nationally Critical. She stated that Waikato District holds several known long-tailed bat populations and are...
	4.21 Dr Tony Beauchamp provided technical evidence on kauri dieback and explained why kauri dieback is such a significant threat to kauri. While he acknowledged there are no known positive sites within Council’s district boundary, he observed that con...
	4.22 Ms Ilse Corkery provided evidence on offsetting and compensation and considered it is important that the PDP acknowledges there are limits to offsetting and environmental compensation. She sought inclusion of a new definition for “Biodiversity of...
	4.23 Ms Hilary Walker presented evidence on behalf of Federated Farmers of New Zealand (Federated Farmers) and addressed a number of matters associated with SNAs. She did not support the recommended inclusion of 3.1.2A Policy-Management hierarchy or 3...
	4.24 Ms Walker’s evidence sought to amend the overarching Objective to refer to regulatory and non-regulatory methods and supported the inclusion of non-regulatory Policy 3.1.2C in which Council will work with landowners. Ms Walker also considered tha...
	4.25 Ms Walker supported the removal of SNA mapping and raised concerns regarding the transition period between notification of the proposed plan and the decision. She expressed concern that landowners may end up in a ‘no-mans-land,’ as Ms Chibnall’s ...
	4.26 In terms of kauri dieback, Ms Walker did not support the inclusion of provisions and considered that the issue should be dealt with at a national and regional level.20F  She supported the use of voluntary methods until both an appropriate risk as...
	4.27 Ms Walker then addressed the provisions relating to earthworks in an SNA. She supported amendments to Rule 22.2.3.3 P1 to decouple earthworks for existing farm infrastructure from the standards and to also extend the rule so it applied to new far...
	4.28 Ms Walker addressed the rules regarding clearance of indigenous vegetation and made the following comments:
	4.29 Ms Walker sought amendments to Rule 22.2.8 relating to clearance outside an SNA. She considered the relief sought was practical, would provide more certainty, avoid duplication and ensure Council continues to meet its obligations under the RMA. M...
	4.30 Mr Bruce Cameron presented from a farming perspective and considered that the stewardship by the landowners of indigenous bush has been good, especially illustrated by the maps shared by WRC of indigenous bush lines from 1974 to 2017. Mr Cameron ...
	4.31 Ms Grace Wilcock attended the hearing and outlined her concerns that a large farm cannot be managed in the same way as a lifestyle block in terms of indigenous vegetation. She expressed concern about the imposition of more stringent rules that pr...
	4.32 Mr Dharmesh Chhima presented planning evidence on behalf of Hynds Pipes Systems and Hynds Foundation (collectively, Hynds). Mr Chhima questioned Ms Chibnall’s recommendation to amend the definition of an SNA. Mr Chhima considered the recommended ...
	4.33 Dr Mark Bellington presented ecological evidence also on behalf of Hynds, which assessed the SNA identified on Hynds’ site. He advised that the area is not a natural ecosystem nor a wetland under the RMA, the National Policy Statement for Freshwa...
	4.34 Ms Collette Hanrahan presented at the hearing and expressed her opposition to the mapping of SNAs. Ms Hanrahan stated her support for WRC’s submission to amend the definition of ‘Conservation activity’ to exclude establishment of walkways, cyclew...
	4.35 Mr Marc ter Beek provided evidence that expressed concern at the incorrect mapping of the SNA boundary on his property at 49 Swallow Lane, Tamahere, particularly since the species are exotic she-oaks.
	4.36 Mr Warwick Cheyne provided evidence and appeared at the hearing. His evidence sought to defer implementing SNAs for three years and if this was not an option, then requested removal of the SNA from the property at 648 Waipuna Road and from all pr...
	4.37 Bruce and Kirstie Hill presented evidence on behalf of the Hill Countries Farming Group and supported the removal of SNA mapping, particularly given the inaccuracy. They explained that SNAs exist in a stable equilibrium with current land use and ...
	4.38 The evidence explained that the nature of fencing and tracking projects may be large yet happen infrequently. They considered that volume and area limits for earthworks for the purpose of constructing or maintaining tracks, fences or drains over ...
	4.39 Mr Phil Swann supported the removal of SNA mapping from 1384/12665 Whaanga Coast Road. He expressed concern that the PDP does not allow the harvesting of kanuka or manuka for firewood, and if they cannot manage these species the farm will revert ...
	4.40 Ms Sarah Nairn presented evidence on behalf of The Surveying Company and while she supported Ms Chibnall’s recommendation to remove SNAs that have not been ground-truthed, she did not support the recommended amendment to the definition of an SNA ...
	4.41 Mr Mark Mathers described the property at 536 Wainui Road, Raglan and expressed concern at being restricted as a result of their own plantings. He also was concerned that the identification of SNA affects his ability to develop the site for housi...
	4.42 Mr Steven and Mrs Theresa Stark described their steep hill country farm and sought the ability to maintain productive pasture by removing invasive regenerating manuka, kanuka and totara. They explained that they have a kauri tree located right ne...
	4.43 Mr Craig Pilcher presented evidence on behalf of Bathurst Resources Limited and BT Mining Limited. The evidence from Mr Pilcher covered the following aspects:30F
	4.44 Mr Joshua Leckie and Ms Kelsey Barry presented legal submissions on behalf of  Bathurst Resources Limited and BT Mining Limited generally supporting the SNA framework. They sought minor amendments: to ensure that the functional need of some activ...
	4.45 Ms Angeline Greensill presented evidence on behalf of Tainui o Tainui and echoed many of the other submitters that kanuka, manuka and totara are not valued because they are growing in the wrong place on pasture. She observed that Tainui o Tainui ...
	4.46 Ms Pauline Whitney presented evidence on behalf of Transpower New Zealand Ltd (Transpower) addressing the relationship between Chapter 3 Natural Environment and Chapter 6 Infrastructure. She addressed Ms Chibnall’s recommended amendment to the de...
	4.46 Ms Pauline Whitney presented evidence on behalf of Transpower New Zealand Ltd (Transpower) addressing the relationship between Chapter 3 Natural Environment and Chapter 6 Infrastructure. She addressed Ms Chibnall’s recommended amendment to the de...
	4.47 Mr Andy Loader appeared on behalf of First Rock Consultancy and considered that the SNAs should be able to be contested by landowners and only mapped as an SNA after the vegetation has been verified by an ecologist.
	4.48 Mr David Serjeant presented evidence on behalf of KHC Trust and expressed support for the general approach of ground-truthing prior to mapping. He clarified that deletion of the SNA from the property at 170 Port Waikato-Waikaretu Road was not sou...
	4.49 Mr Terence Denton provided evidence addressing the SNA on the property at 40 Cameron Town Road, Pukekohe. His evidence showed how the SNA mapping had captured the garden area on the property which includes vegetation that is not indigenous. He ex...
	4.50 Mr Norris Peart sought that the SNA be reduced on his property at 274 Okete Road and flexibility to be able to use the land. He explained that some of the vegetation that has been mapped as SNA has pasture underneath, and areas of open grass that...
	4.51 Mr Michael Wood appeared on behalf of Waka Kotahi New Zealand Transport Agency (Waka Kotahi). Mr Wood largely expressed support for the section 42A report recommendations in terms of Waka Kotahi’s designations and the recommended addition to Poli...
	4.52 Mr Kim Robinson filed a statement of evidence on behalf of Lochiel Farms; however Ms Pervinder Kaur attended the hearing. Mr Robinson’s evidence addressed Rule 22.2.7 Indigenous vegetation clearance inside an SNA where he sought to include “repai...
	4.53 Mr Christopher Scrafton presented evidence on behalf of TaTa Valley Ltd (TaTa Valley) and expressed concerns over Ms Chibnall’s recommended amendment to the definition for an SNA to include reference to meeting the criteria of Appendix 2: Criteri...
	4.54 Mr Scrafton considered that the protection of indigenous biodiversity within SNAs should be focused on protection of values as opposed to SNA area. Mr Scrafton did not agree with the evidence of Ms Foley on behalf of WRC, who contended that plan ...
	4.55 Mr Tim Newton spoke about the property at 1665 Whaanga Road and the rules regarding activities in an SNA. He considered that SNAs need to be properly (and accurately) defined, and the rules need to enable the existing farming operation.
	4.56 Ms Jean Tregidga attended the hearing and sought removal of the three SNA blocks from her property. She expressed concern regarding the restriction of activities in the SNAs.
	4.57 Mr Mark Arbuthnot presented evidence while Mr Anthony Blomfield filed evidence on behalf of Dilworth Trust Board. Both sought to amend indigenous vegetation clearance rules outside of an SNA for the purpose of remediation and stabilisation of the...
	4.58 Mr William Murphy presented evidence on behalf of Dermot Murphy and addressed 82 hectares of SNA and Significant Amenity Landscape on the site at 243 Frost Road. He explained that the soil makeup of the land makes it very valuable for a wide rang...
	4.59 Mr Brian Butt presented evidence on behalf of his family trust Kiana Lace with regards to the property at 399 Bedford Road, Te Kowhai. He explained that while he initially sought removal of the SNA from the rear portion of the property, he expres...
	4.60 Mr Sam Shears filed evidence on behalf of Delta Property Group that generally supported Council’s introduction of the ability to restore and enhance existing areas of SNAs that may not currently meet the minimum area for conservation lot subdivis...
	4.61 Ms Pam Butler filed evidence on behalf of KiwiRail Holdings Limited in respect of Chapter 3 and the Planning Maps. The letter generally accepted the recommendations in the section 42A report in response to the KiwiRail’s submission points.
	4.62 Ms Christine Foster filed evidence on behalf of Meridian Energy Limited (Meridian) and concurred with Ms Whitney on behalf of Transpower by opposing the use of the term “enhancement” in Objective 3.2.1. Ms Foster also addressed Policy 3.2.3 Manag...
	4.63 Ms Lynette Wharfe tabled evidence on behalf of Horticulture New Zealand. She did not agree with the section 42A report and considered that adding various exclusions as sought in the submission of Horticulture New Zealand would be appropriate (reg...

	5 Panel Decisions
	5.1 We note that 623 primary submission points were received on the Natural Environments provisions and these were considered in a comprehensive section 42A report, rebuttal and closing statement prepared by Ms Chibnall who recommended a number of cha...
	5.2 Central to this topic is the definition of a “Significant Natural Area” and whether it is limited to those areas identified as an SNA on the district plan maps, or whether it should include any indigenous vegetation that meets the criteria in Appe...
	5.3 We support the identification of SNAs on planning maps and that the rules for SNAs should relate explicitly to those mapped sites. While we understand the challenges faced by Council in having to: rely on region-wide data provided by WRC (some of ...
	5.4 It was apparent to us that the data that informed the mapping of SNAs in the PDP was inaccurate. For this reason, we have deleted all the SNAs from the planning maps, except for the following:
	5.5 We accept the proposition advanced by farmers at the hearing that on the whole, farmers are excellent stewards of the land generally, and indigenous vegetation specifically. We also accept that the existence of SNAs on privately-owned farmland tod...
	5.6 Based on our consideration of the issues, we have grouped submissions into the following four categories:
	5.7 While we have amended the planning maps accordingly, we have only inserted the maps in this decision where we have amended the geographical extent of the SNA.
	5.8 The evidence of Ms Thurley on behalf of Director-General of Conservation in relation to long-tailed bats stated that much of Waikato District has not been surveyed for the presence of this species of bats. While we understand that the Department o...
	5.9 We consider that in the absence of thorough and robust information, the rules managing indigenous vegetation clearance both inside and outside an SNA are appropriate to assist in protecting habitats of long-tailed bats. Where clearance of indigeno...
	5.10 Ms Chibnall recommended including a non-regulatory policy regarding bats which had two parts to it:
	5.11 While we understand that kauri dieback is a significant issue for this iconic New Zealand species, we consider the suite of provisions proposed by Mr Riddell to be impossible to implement in practice. While we are aware that the Thames-Coromandel...
	5.12 We agree with Ms Chibnall’s recommendations to explicitly include reference to kauri dieback disease in Policy 3.1.2; its acknowledgement in Council’s Conservation Strategy; and highlighting where guidance on kauri dieback can be found as set out...
	5.13 We have also added a matter of discretion requiring the risk of earthworks exacerbating Kauri dieback disease where earthworks requires a resource consent (which applies to earthworks either within or outside an SNA).
	5.14 We understand the complexity of managing kanuka and manuka in Waikato District, especially given their inclusion in the Conservation Status of New Zealand Indigenous Vascular Plants 2017 as being either a threatened or at-risk species. The conseq...
	5.15 The notified PDP included rules enabling removal of up to 5 cubic metres of manuka and/or kanuka in an SNA outside of the Coastal Environment per single consecutive 12-month period per property for specific purposes. Outside of an SNA, this limit...
	5.16 We are well aware of Policy 11(a)(i) of the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement (NZCPS) and its directive to avoid adverse effects on indigenous taxa that are listed as threatened or at risk in the New Zealand Threat Classification System lists....
	5.17 We considered whether kanuka and manuka clearance was appropriate in an SNA, but given that it is within an SNA, we consider that the notified limits and reasons for clearance is appropriate. That is, clearance of up to 5 cubic metres of manuka a...
	5.18 We considered whether there should be a limit on clearance of kanuka and manuka outside of an SNA. We have sympathy for the farming community who need to keep clearing the species to maintain pasture, but as the species is currently classified as...
	5.19 We therefore have included the following limits on clearance of kanuka and manuka as a permitted activity:
	5.20 Ms Chibnall also recommended a corresponding recognition in Policy 3.2.6 of the need to remove kanuka and manuka for pasture maintenance and we agree that this complements Policy 3.1.2(c) which provides for the removal of manuka or kanuka on a su...
	5.21 A number of submitters sought inclusion of more lenient rules for routine farming activities and explained why they considered it necessary to enable clearance of indigenous vegetation to create new tracks, as well as maintain existing and reloca...
	5.22 With regards to the disturbance of indigenous vegetation for new tracks and relocation of an existing track within an SNA, we consider that these should be assessed through a resource consent process. This activity would require resource consent ...
	5.23 In accordance with the evaluation required by section 32AA of the RMA, we consider this to be an effective and efficient way to achieve Objectives 3.1.1 and 3.2.1, as well as Objective 5.1.1 which supports productive rural activities.
	5.24 From paragraphs 5.24 to 5.40 we have set out our decisions on the objectives and policies which relate to biodiversity in general, and the rules for the disturbance of indigenous vegetation outside an SNA.
	5.25 Objective 3.1.1 is the overarching objective which applies to all biodiversity and ecosystems. There was considerable support in the submissions for Objective 3.1.1 and the only change we have made is to delete the word “values”, as the RPS provi...
	5.26 Also, we do not agree with the inclusion of “in order to work towards achieving a no net loss of biodiversity” as requested by WRC. We consider that if the indigenous ecosystems are maintained or enhanced as sought by Objective 3.1.1, then by vir...
	5.27 Policy 3.1.2 is the key policy to achieve Objective 3.1.1 and relates generally to indigenous biodiversity, rather than SNAs. Of the submissions seeking changes to Policy 3.1.2: three sought to add incentivising subdivision or planting of indigen...
	5.28 Turning to eco-sourcing, we agree with Ms Chibnall’s assessment that eco-sourced species are likely to have the best chance of survival but may not always be readily available.46F  For this reason we have included “eco-sourcing where practical” i...
	5.29 We have made other amendments to ensure the policy reads clearly, avoids duplication and effectively and efficiently achieves Objective 3.1.1. We have also included a new Policy 3.1.2(a) to clarify that the identification of SNAs is the principle...
	5.30 Federated Farmers sought inclusion of additional clauses to recognise a landowner’s stewardship and that Council will work with landowners. We agree with Ms Walker that the best biodiversity outcomes are achieved when councils have a good underst...
	5.31 WRC sought inclusion of a mitigation hierarchy for indigenous biodiversity where it is located outside of an SNA. While there is already such a policy for vegetation within SNAs, we agree with Ms Chibnall that there is value in establishing a sim...
	5.32 Following on from this, WRC also sought inclusion of a policy to provide for biodiversity offsetting where the indigenous vegetation or habitat is not an SNA. Given our inclusion of a policy setting out a management hierarchy for areas outside an...
	5.33 In our consideration of the rules allowing clearance of indigenous vegetation outside SNA, we became aware that there is no policy basis in the PDP for allowing a certain level of clearance outside a SNA. We are aware that RPS Method 11.4.1 provi...
	5.34 While we have determined that the basis for rules inside an SNA will apply to areas mapped in the district plan maps, we are aware that there may be areas of indigenous vegetation that are valuable but have not been identified through this distri...
	5.35 We agree with WRC’s request for Rule 22.2.28 P1(a)(vii) to only enable clearance for a building platform where there is no practicable alternative on the site. We have added this requirement to Rule 22.2.8 P3 also. We considered what is the most ...
	5.36 In response to the submissions and evidence of the aggregate extraction companies, we agree with Ms Chibnall that 2000 square metres is an appropriate limit per year. In reaching this finding we are particularly aware that there is no choice as t...
	5.37 We have included conservation activities, as due to their definition they are likely to result in increases in biodiversity and therefore will be effective in achieving Objective 3.1.1.
	5.38 We have deleted Rule 22.2.8 P2 as it duplicates P1.
	5.39 When Ms Chibnall was considering this rule, she recommended a new rule for indigenous vegetation clearance that was associated with gardening. The PDP takes the approach that activities not otherwise listed in the plan are non-complying activitie...
	5.40 We agree with Ms Chibnall’s recommended amendments to the matters of discretion in Rule 22.2.8 RD1 and consider that they will more fully enable the effects to be considered and better achieve Objective 3.1.1. For similar reasons we have included...
	5.41 From paragraphs 5.41 to 5.73 we have set out our decisions on the objectives, policies and rules relating to the disturbance of indigenous vegetation inside SNAs, as well as the disturbance of vegetation in the Coastal Environment (either within ...
	5.42 Objective 3.2.1 is the key objective specifically relating to SNAs. We note that RPS Policy 11.1 seeks to maintain or enhance indigenous biodiversity and we agree with Mr Scrafton that changing from “and” to “or” better reflects the RPS. We agree...
	5.43 Policy 3.2.2 relates to the SNA definition and identifies the mapping of SNA as a method for achieving Objective 3.2.1. We consider that Policy 3.2.2 is important given that the basis for the SNA rules is the identification of them on the plannin...
	5.44 Meridian Energy Limited and Genesis Energy Limited sought inclusion of environmental compensation as the last step in the management hierarchy. Despite it not being included in the RPS, we agree that compensation is a well-established mitigation ...
	5.45 Submissions from Fulton Hogan Limited and McPherson Resources Limited sought to exclude mineral and aggregate extraction activities from the policy. While we accept that the locations of mineral resources are fixed by the underlying geology, we d...
	5.46 We agree with Mr Scrafton that the policy should be focused on the “values” present rather than the SNA as a whole. Policy 11.2 of the RPS is clear that it is the characteristics (values and attributes) that make an area “significant” that are no...
	5.47 We considered whether the offsetting should be applied to “significant” adverse effects, which would align with the Guidance on Good Practice Biodiversity Offsetting in New Zealand,48F  or “more than minor” adverse effects, which would align with...
	5.48 We have also included new definitions for “biodiversity offsetting” and “environmental compensation” to assist with interpretation of this policy.
	5.49 Having considered all the options available to us and the costs and benefits as required by section 32AA, we consider that the amended policy will more appropriately achieve Objective 3.2.1 than the various other alternatives raised with us.
	5.50 A number of submitters sought inclusion of compensation into Policy 3.2.4. We consider it is more appropriate that this policy focuses upon biodiversity offsetting, while Policy 3.2.3 contains the complete management hierarchy, including compensa...
	5.51 The submission received from McPherson Resources Limited sought to exclude mineral or aggregate extraction from Policy 3.2.4. While RPS Policy 6.8 addresses access to minerals, we do not consider it appropriate to provide exemptions in this polic...
	5.52 The Director-General of Conservation sought additional wording in Policy 3.2.4(b) to ensure that biodiversity offsetting will only be considered appropriate if effects are preferentially avoided in the first place, then remedied or mitigated. We ...
	5.53 We have amended the wording from “significant residual adverse effects” to “more than minor adverse effects” to give effect to RPS Policy 11.2.2(d) and agree with Mr Scrafton in this respect.
	5.54 Mr Riddell sought changes to clause (b) to reflect that ‘avoidance’ is to be attained to the fullest extent practicable. This was also to clarify that it is not just relate to no net loss, but preferably to a net gain. We agree that this amendmen...
	5.55 We consider that our amendments to Policy 3.2.4 gives effect to RPS and are more appropriate in achieving Objective 3.1.1 than the notified version.
	5.56 Overall, there was a high level of support by submitters for Policy 3.2.5 which largely replicates NZCPS Policy 11(a). The only change we have made is to not confine it to SNAs in the coastal environment as it is possible that there are areas whi...
	5.57 A consistent theme in the submissions and evidence was a need to enable clearance of SNAs for the operation, maintenance or upgrading of existing infrastructure.50F  Method 11.1.4 a) of the RPS recognises the maintenance, operation and upgrading ...
	5.58 Submissions sought to exclude mineral or aggregate extraction from the policy. As we have outlined previously in this decision, we do not consider it appropriate to provide exemptions for mineral or aggregate extraction in this policy, and instea...
	5.59 Having considered all the submissions on this policy, we somewhat agree with the assessment of Ms Chibnall51F  but have made minor amendments to give effect to the RPS. In response to the submission from Federated Farmers and the evidence of Ms W...
	5.60 In terms of incentivising subdivision, we have deleted the mechanism from the Rural Zone rules on the basis that there is a clear obligation on landowners to appropriately manage areas of high ecological value through the NPS-FM in terms of water...
	5.61 A common issue raised by submitters and in evidence was the need to enable the disturbance of indigenous vegetation where there was a functional or operational need for an activity to be sited in that particular location. Mr Scrafton in his evide...
	5.62 We consider that the new policy will give effect to section 11 of the RPS. The amendment will assist in achieving Objective 3.1.1 and provide suitable guidance to plan users for the assessment of activities that affect indigenous biodiversity. In...
	5.63 As outlined earlier in this decision, we have deleted the standards in the notified PDP which applied to the maintenance of existing tracks, fences or drains. In response to the concerns raised by Ms Walker and Mr and Mrs Hill, we have also enabl...
	5.64 We have also enabled earthworks in an SNA on Maaori Freehold Land or Maaori Customary land for a Marae Complex or Papakaainga but have inserted standards limiting the volume per year and the requirement that there are no alternative development a...
	5.65 Rule 22.2.7 is the principal rule in the Rural Zone for managing indigenous vegetation clearance inside an SNA and we received a large number of submissions on it.  We have made a number of amendments to this rule, although our findings on it wil...
	5.66 Firstly, we have allowed vegetation clearance for the purposes of conservation activities as a permitted activity. The definition of “conservation activities” is quite limited and will not result in wholescale disturbance of indigenous vegetation...
	5.67 As notified, clearance of indigenous vegetation for building, access, parking and manoeuvring areas was a permitted activity. Given the direction of RPS Policy 11.1 to maintain or enhance indigenous biodiversity, we agree with Ms Chibnall that pe...
	5.68 The submission from the Director-General of Conservation sought amendments to the rule for indigenous vegetation clearance to include a minimum setback from water bodies. We agree that this would be beneficial for indigenous vegetation adjacent t...
	5.69 We have deleted P5 as it duplicates P1, and P6 as it duplicates P2.
	5.70 The focus of the rules as notified was on clearance of indigenous vegetation, but Ms Chibnall recommended inclusion of a rule to allow trimming or pruning in response to the submission from WRC. We agree that such an addition is appropriate. Mr R...
	5.71 In Ms Chibnall’s consideration of Rule 22.2.7, she noted that there was no clarity on what the activity status is for the clearance of non-indigenous vegetation and recommended including a permitted activity rule to make the activity status expli...
	5.72 Ms Chibnall recommended a discretionary activity rule be included to cover this gap in the Plan and we agree that it will complete the rule cascade.
	5.73 Given Policy 11(a) of the NZCPS, Ms Chibnall recommended inclusion of a new provision in Rule 22.2.7 which effectively trumped all the other rules and made the clearance of indigenous vegetation from all SNAs in the coastal environment a discreti...
	5.74 WRC sought to retain Schedule 30.5 Urban Allotment which relates SNAs containing groups of trees which are located on urban environment allotments. We agree with Ms Chibnall’s assessment that the SNA spatial data has too many inaccuracies to safe...
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