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My submission is: 

(Include details and reasons for your position) 

Make IB-6 the very first policy. This policy is 'positive' not negative. It is 'encouraging' not discouraging. It is 'enabling' 
not punitive. It is the best possible way to start the suite of policies. It sets out what the Council can do for and with 
the landowner, not what the landowner must do. Make it even more positive and definitive by providing certainty -
Council won't just 'consider' non regulatory methods, they will provide for.

Relegate IB-1 to follow IB-6. This policy should refer to SUB-R6 (Environmental Benefit Subdivision) as another 
time/method to assess the significance of indigenous vegetation, potentially also SUB-R7 (Management Plan). 

Comment: Part of what is currently IB-1 clearly places the onus (and cost) on the person seeking to carry out 
indigenous vegetation clearance to identify any SNA. This is a complete reversal from the methodology promoted in 
the Draft District Plan which was that the Council bore the initial cost, and had in fact already paid for that work, using 
ratepayer funds, in mapping SNAs throughout the district. This mapping got dropped through public pressure and 
landowners were led to believe that SNAs were being dropped altogether. Now they will find that SNAs have not been 
dropped at all, only their mapping and listing in a Schedule. The Council intends to build up its Schedule and Maps 
through the methods listed in Policy IB-Pl. There is no doubt or argument that habitat of ecological significance need 
to be identified and protected, it is the methodology that is in question. Is the cost going to fall entirely on a land 
owner? Or is there scope for shared costs between landowner and community/Council? Is all the work to map SNAs 
done to date (funded by ratepayers) going to be discarded? Or can that information be retained and be a readily 
accessible resource available to assist landowner and Council? 
The Council must cease and desist in its use of negative, restrictive and punitive language around protecting valuable 
ecological resources and instead emphasise the positive, and incentivise, to achieve the same outcome. 

I seek the following decision from the Council: 

{Give precise details. If seeking amendments, how would you like to see the provision amended?) 

Amend IB-Pl by relegating it to follow what is currently IB-P6. Amend by adding an (f) written along similar lines to (e) 
but referring to the Environmental Benefit Subdivision rule: 
"requiring an assessment of the ecological significance of indigenous vegetation when subdividing pursuant to Rules 
SUB-R6 or SUB-R7''; 

Amend IB-P6 by making it IB-Pl and by deleting the word "consideration of" from the preamble and simply saying:" ... 
through the following non-regulatory methods:" 

Include the 'proposed SNA map layer' as a non statutory map layer, available to landowners and professionals to use 
as a guide to identifying SNA's when preparing applications. 

121 I wish to be heard in support of my submission 
DI do not wish to be heard in support of my submission 

{Please tick relevant box) 

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing 
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