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501/05/10 APOLOGIES
AGENDA ITEM NO. 1

There were no apologies.

502/05/10 A NOTIFIED RESOURCE CONSENT APPLICATION UNDER SECTION
88 OF THE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991

AN APPLICATION FOR CONSENT TO UNDERTAKE A SUBDIVISION
WITH THE EXISTING SITE LOT 9 D.P 92986, TO CREATE A BALANCE
SITE OF 19.9879HA (PROPOSED LOT 2) AND ONE NEW RURAL
RESIDENTIAL SITE (PROPOSED LOT 1) OF 1.10HA, BY
UNDERTAKING THE FOLLOWING:

1. PROTECTING 2.53HA OF YOUNG SHRUBLAND (SHOWN AS
AREAS A, B AND C ON THE SCHEME PLAN) WHICH INCLUDES
THE PROTECTION OF A COLONY OF PLANT (POMADERRIS
HAMILTONII) LISTED AS ‘SPARSE’ BY THE AUCKLAND
BOTANICAL SOCIETY AND THE HABITAT OF A NATIVE
CENTIPEDE.

2. RETIRING 1,300M* AREA OF THE SITE (SHOWN AS AREA D ON
THE SCHEME PLAN).

Address: 271 Takatu Road, Omaha Flats
APPLICANT: JUTLAND TRUST
FILE REF RMA 54547

WARD Northern
AGENDA ITEM NO. 2

The applicant seeks consent to subdivide a 21.0879ha property at 217 Takatu Road, in the Omaha
Flats area, into two residential lots. The applicant is seeking to create a new 1.10ha rural-residential
property (Proposed Lot 1) in the eastern corner of the site on the Takatu Road frontage. Proposed Lot
2 will contain the balance area which includes the existing house and other existing development that
has already taken place on the site such as accessory buildings and driveways. This balance lot will
be 19.9879ha in size. The applicant offers the following mitigation for the entitlement to an additional
rural residential lot:

e Protecting 2.53ha of young shrubland, (shown as Areas A, B and C on the scheme plan)
which includes the protection of a colony of plant (Pomaderris hamiltonii) listed as ‘sparse’ by
the Auckland Botanical Society, and the habitat of a native centipede.

e Retiring a 1,300m? area of the site (shown as Area D on the scheme plan).

The applicant, Jutland Trust (Stephen and Claire Smythe), and the applicant’s representatives, Kitt
Littlejohn (Counsel), Karen Pegrume (Planner), Sarah Flynn (Ecologist), and lan Smith (Surveyor),
present.

9.02 a.m. The Chairperson opened the hearing and outlined the meeting procedure.

A copy of the Environment Court decision Rodney District Council v C & K Batten (ENV-2008-AKL-
000083) was tabled.

Kitt Littlejohn opened proceedings for the applicant. Mr Littlejohn distributed and read a written
submission.
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Mr Littlejohn said that the basis of the application was the protection of a significant stand of native
bush, assessed as such under the relevant District Plan assessment guidelines, of 2.53 hectares in
area. The applicant had also offered to retire a further 3900m? of the site from active rural production
activities.

Mr Littlejohn said that one particular feature of the application had caused Council staff considerable
angst, and was the reason the reporting planner, on their collective behalf, considered the application
should be declined. That particular feature was the fact that the bush offered for protection was
planted by the applicant in 2004. Council officers maintained that the age of the bush and its
existence as a result of planting (as opposed to natural regeneration) disqualified it from being eligible
for protection under the “bush block” subdivision rule. They claimed that it was actually an
enhancement planting proposal of insufficient area and therefore non complying.

Mr Littlejohn outlined the basis of the application and statutory scheme. He said that the main issues
in contention were:

What was the status of the application?

Does the bush achieve the necessary score to be eligible for protection?

What are the environmental effects of the subdivision?

How does the proposal relate to relevant objectives and policies?

Does the application meet the purpose of the Resource Management Act 1991?

Mr Littlejohn was requested to provide copies of the case law decisions he had referred to in his
submission.

In response to questions from the Panel, Mr Littlejohn said that:

e The rule under which embarking on assessment was clear as to what constituted native bush
for the purpose of the rule; there were very specific provisions regarding evaluating bush that
was growing, and a more general proposition of what the plan thought about the bush.

e When faced with inconsistent specific rules one did not yield to general ones.

e The absence of submissions was not the same as any positive evidence; all it meant was
there was a lack of submissions.

Referring to the Batten decision, Mr Littlejohn said that Plan Change 55 did not have a catch all rule
for subdivision; section 77c was the default position.

Stephen Smythe distributed and read written evidence. The following was noted:

Mr Smythe spoke of the advice he had been given by a Council staff member in regard to
enhancement planting in the early stages of considering subdivision. He said that he had obtained
similar advice from surveyors, planners and engineers and had been surprised when it came to
lodgement of the application that the advice was not consistent. Mr Smythe said that the steepest
slopes of the property had been cleared of their cover of pines and gums and the area replanted in
native bush. He said that the vigorous stands of Pomaderris hamiltonii that were present amongst the
pines had been retained. Mr Smythe said that he and his wife had actively pursued retirement of other
unsuitable areas of the farm. To date around 50% - some 10ha — had been retired into the bush block,
a wetland and the house garden. Over 50,000 native plants had been planted on the property in the
time they had lived there.

Mr Smythe said that the site chosen for subdivision was largely comprised of a part of the bush with a
complying house site and sufficient flat land for entry and on-site turning. The land which didn’t
contain bush that had been taken for the new lot was of class 3 to 6 soils and as such there was an
insignificant impact on the productive capability of the parent farm, long term. Mr Smythe said that it
was highly probable that the purchaser of the new property would value not only the views but the
benefit of the bush, bird life and lack of land to let go to rack and ruin, as seemed to occur with many
lifestyle blocks.
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Sarah Flynn distributed and read written evidence. The following was noted:

Ms Flynn described the vegetation and flora present within the proposed bush protection area on the
subject property. She provided an overview of the Rodney District Plan guidelines for the assessment
of bush quality, and presented an assessment of the area proposed for covenanting in accordance
with those guidelines. She also gave her opinion on the viability and conservation significance of the
colony of Pomaderris hamiltonii (a regionally endemic threatened plant) that was present within the
proposed covenant area.

Ms Flynn said that the proposed area of bush encompassed 2.3ha of native bush, established as
restoration planting in 2004. Vegetation comprised manuka and kanuka scrub between 3 to 4m tall. A
dense shrubland of Pomaderris hamiltonii, a regionally endemic threatened plant, covered
approximately 0.2ha of exposed upper hillside. Rule 11.1 in the Council’s Operative District Plan
allowed for the subdivision of sites in return for the protection of significant stands of native bush. The
assessment methodology set out in the District Plan provided a dual-scale system as an objective
means of determining whether an area of indigenous vegetation was of sufficient quality to qualify for
‘conservation lot’ subdivision. Ms Flynn said that these guidelines were explicitly intended for
implementation by lay people with a limited knowledge of bush quality or indigenous bush species. As
such, in her view, this system envisaged no additional evaluation to determine whether a subject site
met the definition of “native bush”.

Ms Flynn discussed the scores she had given to the bush in both Scale 1 and 2 and said that the total
score of 36 exceeded the score required to qualify for a bush subdivision. She believed that under the
District Plan criteria the proposed bush protection area was considered to be of sufficient quality and
size to warrant the addition of one extra rural residential site to the land parcel at 271 Takatu Road.

Ms Flynn said that the presence of the large colony of Pomaderris hamiltonii was the fundamental
attribute that rendered the proposed bush protection area ecologically significant. Most of the other
colonies of this plant within the Warkworth area that she was aware of were small, sparse and
vulnerable to disturbance due to their size and location. Ms Flynn said that while she acknowledged
that revegetation of the proposed bush protection area may have curtailed regeneration of Pomaderris
hamiltonii across the hill slope, she considered the buffering effect of the revegetation planting to be
beneficial as it would suppress the establishment of weeds which in her view would be more
detrimental than the planted vegetation. She considered that a few straightforward management
provisions would provide reasonable certainty of long-term viability for the Pomaderris hamiltonii
colony in the proposed bush protection area. These included:

e Gorse control

e Removal of manuka and kanuka from amongst the Pomaderris hamiltonii colony

e Monitor any bare patches/slips of the property for Pomaderris hamiltonii seedlings, and keep
new colonised sites free of weeds and scrub.

Mr Smythe confirmed that he accepted Ms Flynn’s recommendations.
In response to questions from the Panel, Ms Flynn said:

e She imagined gorse control would be by way of consent conditions; a management plan
could be readily provided and could be monitored and referred to.

e The criteria in the District Plan only require that a threatened species is present; the covenant
site would provide for protection of the population. There was a requirement that the species
must remain viable. It had to be demonstrated that the Pomaderris hamiltonii was a viable
and self perpetuating population; this was the largest known colony of this species on the
mainland.

e P hamiltonii grows to 3 - 4m and its presence was the unusual feature of the proposal; its
presence tipped the balance for her and hence the way she had scored it in accordance with
the plan.

e Pomaderris hamiltonii was an early successional species which tended to colonise bare sites
and naturally moved around the landscape. The skerrricks of it along the road side did not
provide for protection of the species; the plant needed to find places to bulk up and dominate
a site for a while in order to disperse seed into the landscape; it moved around the landscape.
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e Essentially the disturbance needed to be maintained, this would be done by removing the
competing species.

e In the very long term the site would regenerate to forest. When the plant population of
Pomaderris hamiltonii loses dominance she believed it would remain around the margins; it
would stay on the site but not in the same abundance (an estimated timeframe of 50 - 100
years).

e Protection of this site did not ensure protection of the species and regional councils needed to
be more proactive in its protection; this was a necessary step toward facilitating protection.

e She thought that in 10 years, with active management, the Pomaderris hamiltonii would be
there in a reasonably large quantity.

e Interms of the bush itself without the presence of the Pomaderris hamiltonii, the bush was not
significant.

e The population of Pomaderris hamiltonii was present at the site because of the poor soil
quality and exposed nature of the site; it had done better than the native planting because the
site was poor.

Ms Flynn said that if the Pomaderris hamiltonii had not been present the bush would need a greater
diversity of species and a better understorey to score above 20; the understorey was sparse. Over
time that would develop but with the process of succession could take 60 years or longer; it was
entirely appropriate for it to take that long. Given the composition of the bush and the absence of
weed species, and the maintenance of the site, the trajectory of the site was going that way. She
thought that the ‘bar’ for bush quality assessment in the Council’s District Plan was set quite low
however it indicated a desire to move towards restoration.

10.50 a.m. - 11.12 a.m. Morning tea adjournment.

Council’s Consultant Ecologist Amy Bazeley addressed the Panel.

Ms Bazeley said that Ms Flynn had rightly identified her main concerns; however Ms Bazeley said that
she had concerns that the application would open the floodgates for revegetation projects to be
considered as significant. Ms Bazeley said that she had concern with the maintenance of the
Pomaderris hamiltonii as well as concerns as to whether it would be present in time to come. She said
that she agreed that the criteria in the District Plan in reference to Appendix 7 weren’t particularly
rigorous when compared to other criteria used in other district plans. She and Ms Flynn both agreed
the Pomaderris hamiltonii was significant but the main issue from the outset was whether the criteria
for scoring should be applied to forest rather than shrubland. Ms Bazeley said that she agreed the
presence of the species was of ecological note but how that fitted into a planning context in terms of
subdivision was questionable. Ms Bazeley said she thought maintenance of the Pomaderris hamiltonii
would be important if it was used for subdivision rights. The presence of plants was different to the
presence of bush however it was desirable to have the Pomaderris hamiltonii protected.

Mr Littlejohn tabled a copy of Variation 63.
Karen Pegrume distributed and read written evidence.

Ms Pegrume discussed the application site and surrounding area as well as detailing amendments to
the application which included a slight adjustment to the proposed building platform and additional
information in regard to hydrological neutrality and the presence of a native centipede.

Ms Pegrume discussed in detail the status of the application as lodged. She said that in her opinion
the plan provisions with the most weight were those in the Operative District Plan and she considered
there was no need to refer to the General Rural provisions in the Proposed District Plan as the zoning
of the site had changed. All other Proposed District Plan provisions (e.g. Chapter 23) however,
remained relevant. Ms Pegrume said that regard still must be had to the provisions of Variation 63,
although relatively little weight could be placed on them.

Ms Pegrume addressed the Assessment of Effects which included matters in regard to ecology, water
quality and quantity, site stability, rural character and amenity, and reverse sensitivity with surrounding
land uses. She also referred to earthworks, traffic, and financial contributions. Ms Pegrume discussed
the relevant planning and policy provisions and identified the key objectives and policies she
considered to be of relevance.
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Ms Pegrume discussed the officer’s report and the peer review by Ms Bazeley. Ms Pegrume noted
that the report by the Council’s reporting officer concluded that as this site did not have bush growing
on it then it was a non-complying activity under the Operative District Plan. Ms Pegrume said that in
her opinion that conclusion was wrong.

In conclusion, Ms Pegrume said that in her opinion if was beyond doubt that this stand of bush with a
significant colony of rare plant in it was worthy for protection under the District Plan subdivision
provisions as a Restricted Discretionary activity under the Operative District Plan. The adverse effects
on ecology would be less than minor in terms of water quality and habitat disturbance that an
additional lot may create. There would be no adverse effects on character and amenity values in the
area. A safe building platform could be created and there were no traffic effects.

In response to questions from the Panel, Ms Pegrume said that Variation 63 could be given very little
weight, but the proposal was not contrary to what Variation 63 sought to achieve; Variation 63 would
allow for a site with no mitigation. She said that the land was a large block and not productive.

e The presence of the Pomaderris hamiltonii very much tipped the balance - there weren’t
usually very large populations of it; there were extreme fluctuations.

e The colony on the site had produced a carpet of seedlings over the summer; it was quite an
important site for its viability.

e In nursery conditions it was not a plant that readily germinated.

e The native centipede was not very common because of the high disturbance of the habitat.

e The applicant would accept a ‘no cats’ covenant.

The Chairperson requested that the Panel be provided with a cadastral map of the site.
Ms Flynn said that the scoring system was much more inclusive than exclusive.

12.30 p.m. - 1.19 p.m. Luncheon adjournment.

Council Officers:

Amy Bazeley addressed the Panel.

Ms Bazeley said that she had concerns over the maturity of the feature rather than the vegetation per
se. In assessing the criteria themselves she didn’t think the area of vegetation met the definition of
‘bush’. The presence of the Pomaderris hamiltonii was important, as was its environmental protection.
She said that for her, the biggest difficulty was that the rule was for protecting significant bush.

Anne Hessell addressed the Panel. The following was noted:

Ms Hessell said that the application had been lodged in September 2008 and there was now a new
variation for the area (Variation 63). She said that under section 88A of the RMA the application had
to be considered, determined and processed for the type of activity that it was for, or treated as being
for at the time the application was lodged, i.e. Plan Change 55 and Chapter 7 of the Proposed District
Plan. However, the Panel could have regard to Variation 63. Ms Hessell said that she considered she
would need legal direction on point 16 of Mr Littlejohn’s submission.

Ms Hessell said that there had been ongoing debate about the definition of native bush between
Council officers and the applicant and the applicant’s representatives; the definition applied across
land use and subdivision activities. With regard to non compliance and environmental effects, Ms
Hessell said that if subdivision was not offset by significant native bush the issue then related back to
the effects on the environment. Referring to comments from Mr Smythe with regard to the advice
given to him by Council staff in the early stages of considering subdivision, Ms Hessell said that would
not have been the type of advice she would have given out.

With regard to points raised in statements of evidence that the Council were prejudiced because the
bush was planted rather than occurring naturally, Ms Hessell said that if someone planted 2 - 3ha of
bush and came in 20 - 30 years down the track the situation would be viewed differently. With regard
to the rare plant (Pomaderris hamiltonii) she believed that should only be considered once the
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definition of native bush had been met, and then the scoring was applied. Ms Hessell said that there
was a real question about how the first two steps were satisfied.

Ms Hessell said that the Panel should be wary about putting too much weight on Variation 63 as a
decision had not been reached and there were some submitters against what the variation proposed
for subdivision. In conclusion Ms Hessell noted that there were two other subdivision applications
currently lodged on the subject property. Ms Hessell said that she stood by her recommendation to
refuse consent.

In response to questions from the Panel, both Ms Hessell and Ms Flynn said that in terms of Part Il
(purpose and principles, matters of national importance) of the RMA the presence of the Pomaderris
hamiltonii was significant.

Mr Littlejohn presented the right of reply. The following was noted:

Mr Littlejohn referred the Panel to Map 8 in the Proposed District Plan.

Mr Littlejohn said that the key aspect in regard to Amy Bazeley’s report was that the proposal was
going to open the floodgates for other revegetation applications. Mr Littlejohn referred the Panel to
11.1 and 11.3 of the Operative District Plan; he considered it to be a simple interpretative exercise
with regard to the definition of native bush. Mr Littlejohn said that the guidelines made reference to
manuka and kanuka qualifying. With regard to comments about the vegetation not being mature
enough and not forest, there were lots of rules in the District Plan and in society in general which were
open to interpretation. The issue came down to what score was achieved and there was confident
agreement between the people who had looked at the bush. The presence of the Pomaderris
hamiltonii was a feature that made up for the lack of maturity of the understorey. But for that plant the
vegetation would be just another patch of scrub and would need another 5 or 10 years hefore it
qualified; it was a question of timing.

The application presented an opportunity to put in place protection for bush which would become
forest in due course, and it would also allow the protection and management of Pomaderris hamiltonii.
Mr Littlejohn noted that when Variation 63 came into effect there would be no obligation for the
applicant to do that. He also noted that one of the objectives in the District Plan was natural features
in the rural landscape.

Mr Littlejohn said he would provide a copy of the Environment Court decision between the Minister of
Conservation and the Royal Forest and Bird Protection Society and Western Bay of Plenty Council.

1.55 p.m. The Chairperson adjourned the hearing.
Following the adjournment of the hearing the Chairperson issued a memorandum to all parties
requesting information on the types of methodologies which could be used to sustain the colony of
Pomaderris hamiltonii in the long term. Following receipt of this information the Chairperson
considered it necessary to reconvene the hearing.

The hearing reconvened on Friday, 25 June 2010 at 9.15 a.m.

PRESENT: Commissioners John Childs (Chair)
Alan Watson
IN ATTENDANCE: Reporting Planner Anne Hessell
Team Leader Erick Oosthuizen
Consultant Ecologist Amy Bazeley
Ecology Advisor Rue Statham

Democracy Services Officer Raewyn Morrison
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9.15 a.m. The hearing was reconvened at the request of the Panel in order for the applicant’'s
Ecologist and the Council’s Consultant Ecologist and Ecology Advisor to address the issue of the
sustainability (long term) of the Pomaderris hamiltonii and the methodologies which could be used to
sustain it. Correspondence had been exchanged between the applicant’s representatives and the
Council’s representatives in regard to the question posed by the Panel.

The applicant, Jutland Trust (Stephen and Claire Smythe), and the applicant’s representatives, Kitt
Littlejohn (Counsel), Karen Pegrume (Planner), and Sarah Flynn (Ecologist), present.

Amy Bazeley tabled a copy of her qualifications.
Kitt Littlejohn was invited to address the Panel.

Mr Littlejohn said that he proposed to allow Ms Flynn to speak in regard to the methodology she
proposed and she would then speak to the information that had been provided during the exchange of
documents by Ms Bazeley and the Council’'s Ecology Advisor. Mr Littlejohn considered there was an
issue in regard to the meaning of the word ‘perpetuity’ in the District Plan; the issue being that any
natural problem would not remove the legal protection as the land would still remain retired.

Ms Flynn addressed the Panel.

Ms Flynn spoke with regard to the physical scrub and weed control and monitoring of the site both in
terms of actual monitoring, the presence and abundance of the Pomaderris hamiltonii, and measuring
the rate of establishment and rate of growth of scrub and weeds. She suggested that at 5 yearly
intervals an expert should undertake a monitoring report taking into consideration the time it might
take for the scrub to develop and mature, noting that on low nutrient sites this would take longer.

Ms Flynn considered that either an ecologist (or similar) or the landowner should be responsible for
monitoring the site annually in addition to the review process very 5 years. She believed that in the
longer term the soil conditions would change with an increase in organic material and as a result of
the site becoming more sheltered, which in turn might affect the Pomaderris hamiltonii. She said that
the Pomaderris hamiltonii didn’t require low nutrient soils and it could survive in a variety of conditions,
the issue was how it reacted with other species; generally it competed better in poor conditions.

In response to questions from the Panel, Ms Flynn said that:

e With regard to annual monitoring she thought the applicant could do that themselves and a
template for that purpose had been provided.

e With regard to the determination of the size of the patch of Pomaderris hamiltonii, it would be
well documented and there was a process of audit by the Council, who could come and look
at the site at any time.

e With regard as to who would benefit from protection of the species, people with botanical
interest would find it very interesting; it was of intrinsic value; it was a biodiversity that
occurred nowhere else in the world. From a scientific point of view, taxonomists required plant
material, and samples could be obtained from this site. The Botanical Society has known
about the site for some time and had a great interest in it.

e She did not think the site needed fencing off, instead it could be delineated by GPS and the
boundaries measured as well as plotted on an aerial photograph identifying the margins.

e With regard to trying to maintain a viable population on site, the species didn’t need to be in
the same place and be the same size - it was not a static population but it was a viable one;
she would hate to see the landowner penalised.

e Monitoring was not an onerous task; there would be weed control once a year. No signposting
would be necessary as the botanical community were aware of the presence of the plant.

Mr Smythe said that the bush area would be covenanted and there were options as to who would be
the beneficiary, for example it could be Queen Elizabeth Il Trust (QEIIl Trust); livestock would not be
able to enter the area and he would encourage people to come and view the plant.
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Mr Littlejohn said that he had been involved in cases of a heritage nature and there was sometimes a
condition imposed as to groups viewing a site on invitation no more than once every 12 months.
Mr Littlejohn offered to provide a draft condition in this respect. He said the land would be subject to a
covenant and the successor might like to specify the size of the group able to have access to the
area.

Referring to the comments circulated by the Council officers, Ms Flynn said that:

e With regard to the question about the minimum size of the Pomaderris hamiltonii and keeping
it in its current state, the aim should be to maintain a viable population.

e The species would remain on site very probably without much management although it might
retreat to the margins.

e Shading of the population or sheltering or encroaching from the margins was not going to
cause catastrophic collapse and she didn’t think there needed to be a 15m buffer.

e The disposal fields should not be in the area of the Pomaderris hamiltonii.

e With regard to perpetuity, she saw merit in active management but in the long term ultimate
maturity usually resulted in a catastrophic event. In the very long term the population may not
be there but the intent of the rule was that bush would be there.

e The Pomaderris hamiltonii was part of a dynamic ecosystem.

In response to questions from the Panel, Ms Flynn said that:

e She imagined the population would be there in 20 - 50 years time although it would be
surrounded by denser bush.

e Pest control - she didn’t think anything was necessary beyond possum and rat control.

e Bonding was usually done for maintenance and monitoring but not used as a surety for a
significant feature.

The Chairperson noted that a consent notice on the title could contain an approved management plan
(on an ongoing basis).

Amy Bazeley addressed the Panel. The following was noted:

Ms Bazeley said that the colony of Pomaderris hamiltonii was considered to be of national
importance. It met some of section 6(c) of the Act but there was a question as to its long term viability;
that needed to be ensured. She said that natural fluctuation of the colony would always occur and she
felt it would be ideal to keep the significance value, i.e. its size (as in numbers) because of the genetic
population. In terms of maintaining plants there should be some management of the rest of the
vegetation around the colony in order to maintain the size of the population. Ms Bazeley said that the
vegetation planted around the Pomaderris hamiltonii was of high density and she noted that the
species generally preferred to be in the open; she envisaged it would be necessary to do some
clearance to deal with shading. She said that leaf litter would eventually create better soil conditions
which would need some maintenance. Ms Bazeley considered that more specialist monitoring would
be required and that the site should be looked at firstly by a specialist so as to give some basis over
time. She said that there should be a GIS plan of the patches of Pomaderris hamiltonii, total counts of
the plants, a height size survey and also the development of trigger points would be important to
manage the plant colony. The data collected during monitoring rounds would need to give good
answers to monitoring questions.

Rue Statham addressed the Panel.

Mr Statham said that the reason the Pomaderris hamiltonii was sustainable in such good numbers
was because of the removal of the forestry plantation, as demonstrated in the article 34(3): 0-0 of New
Zealand Journal of Ecology (tabled). Mr Statham said that the article tabled had noted that
Pomaderris hamiltonii had colonised the niche habitats created by forestry plantations which were
constantly reworked, with no specific management technique. Mr Statham considered that over time
the plant colony might recede to the periphery of the proposed covenant area and he questioned the
significance of the plant should that occur. With regard to national importance, Mr Statham said that
he concurred with a lot of what the parties said; the plant was on a list of rare and threatened plants
and its range was restricted but he considered that could be based on data 10 years out of date.
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Mr Statham said that in his professional opinion there was false ecology in managing the plant and it
was onerous on both the applicant and the Council to expect someone to maintain a population
artificially. In his opinion more management would result in more work in regard to compliance and
monitoring. He said that he would argue whether ecologically, given the nature of the plant, it was
really justified to manage the plant. Mr Statham also said that there were no specific provisions within
the District Plan providing for the protection of rare or threatened species, and that the District Plan
had already considered section 6¢ of the RMA (the Act) and provided protection mechanisms within
existing objectives, rules and policies to provide for the protection of such plants, animals and
communities.

The Chairperson asked Mr Statham to state his qualifications.
Anne Hessell addressed the Panel.

Ms Hessell said that in terms of section 6(c) of the RMA she had concerns about focusing on that in
isolation and that rather, the Panel should be looking at the level of environmental benefit that the
Plan allowed. Ms Hessell confirmed that she still stood by her recommendation to decline consent.

10.21 a.m. - 10.39 a.m. Morning tea adjournment.
Ms Flynn addressed the Panel.

Ms Flynn said that with regard to comments about significance and size of the Pomaderris hamiltonii,
in her opinion it was more important to maintain a stronghold. The issue of management of the buffer
vegetation and shading could be a matter for the 5 yearly review process. In her opinion the
vegetation would not need to go back any further than the dripline (rather than a large buffer; 15m
was excessive). With regard to the monitoring conditions these should incorporate Ms Bazeley’s
recommendation for a GIS map, but rather than a total count of the amount of plants she considered
that density should be looked at in randomly located plots, this would provide a reliable estimate of the
density.

Ms Flynn said that she did not agree with Mr Statham that the threat assessment was out of date. She
also noted that the matter of the forestry cycle and disturbance was a period of 20-25 years. With
respect to the subdivision proposal, it was marginal bush in regard to the District Plan criteria but the
distinguishing factor was that it contained a threatened plant. In terms of District Plan requirements for
the bush to have grown enough to qualify for subdivision, conservatively she estimated another 10
years. With regard to the issue of pests, Pomaderris hamiltonii was not particularly palatable to
browsing animals.

Kitt Littlejohn presented the right of reply.

Mr Littlejohn said that benefits, access and intrinsic values were section 7 matters; the Act already
recognised nature as valuable in its own right. He said that Mr Smythe would be happy for limited
access to the plant colony and that could be incorporated into the consent notice. With regard to the
issues of compliance, that was a Council matter. Mr Littlejohn said that there were basic techniques
which could be achieved and implemented. He said that Mr Smythe was not prepared to offer a bond.
Mr Littlejohn said that section 6 matters of the Act were not the be all and end all and there was
nothing in section 5 that referred back to s.104; the tests in section 5 were broad and certainly did not
lead back into analysis of what the District Plan said. With regard to placing guarantees on longevity,
Mr Littlejohn said that Ms Flynn estimated the population of Pomaderris hamiltonii could be
maintained for approximately 50 years or more and that it would assist in seed dispersal throughout
the district; in a hundred years there would be a mature bush block.

The Chairperson said that the Panel was of a mind to grant consent and would like to see a set of
draft conditions from the applicant. There would then be the ability for Council staff to comment.
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Such issues to be addressed in conditions were a Management Plan including:

No disposal fields located within the area of Pomaderris hamiltonii
Herbicides

Pest control

Fencing or barriers

Access

Scrub and weed control

Monitoring

Fire

Pest management

Location of species and how is that achieved
Edge maintenance

Retention of the rest of the bush

The way it can be dealt with by way of covenant
Potential for annual report by applicant

5 yearly review.

If the applicant’s representatives and the Council’s officers did not agree with any condition they were
instructed to state their reasons in writing.

A memorandum was circulated with regard to the above.

11.15 a.m. The Chairperson adjourned the hearing.

The Chairperson declared the hearing closed on Monday, 2 August 2010 at 4.00 p.m.
The Panel resolved:

Childs/Watson

THE DECISION:

That pursuant to Section 104 and 104D of the Resource Management Act 1991 the notified
application for resource consent by Jutland Trust to undertake a subdivision to create an
additional rural-residential site of 1.1ha by protecting 2.53 hectares of revegetated area which
includes the protection of a colony of a plant (Pomaderris hamiltonii) that is listed as ‘sparse’
and the habitat of a native centipede and retiring 4,900m2? area on the site at 271 Takatu Road
(Lot 9 DP 92986) is granted consent.

REASONS FOR THE DECISION:

Pursuant to Section 113 of the Resource Management Act 1991, the reasons for this decision
are as follows:

a) Pomaderris hamiltonii (Ph) is a threatened and endangered plant and as such the Panel is
satisfied that the retention of this plant which forms part of the area subject to this application
is a matter of national importance in terms of Section 6(c) of the Act.

b) The Panel is satisfied that subject to conditions the Pomaderris hamiltonii can be effectively
protected in the long term.

c) The retention of the Pomaderris hamiltonii will, coupled with the associated shrub land, have
positive environmental effects as a threatened and endangered plant will be retained in the
long term. The Panel notes that this is a regionally endemic threatened species which is
vulnerable to rapid population decline. Its retention in an area of native shrub land will, subject
to conditions, reduce its vulnerability.
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d)

e)

9)

h)

The retention of the shrub land including the Pomaderris hamiltonii is generally consistent
with District Plan provisions which seek to maintain and enhance rural character by retaining
an area of native shrub land which includes a threatened / rare endangered species.

Given the presence of the Pomaderris hamiltonii the shrub land to be protected meets the
intent of Appendix 7B of the District Plan 2000 (Guidelines for the Field Assessment of Native
Bush Quality in Rodney District) to the extent that an endangered species will be protected
and young shrub land will be retained in the long term.

The proposal is consistent with Regional Policy Statement’s strategic objectives which,
amongst other things, seek to identify areas of significant vegetation and protect them from
inappropriate subdivision and development. (Part 2.5.1.5) This is achieved by the location of
the building site for the proposed future lot being situated adjacent to the road and the
protection of the shrub land including the Pomaderris hamiltonii.

The proposal is consistent with Part Il of the Act as it represents suitable management of
natural resources in a manner which protects an area of significant vegetation and has regard
to the intrinsic values of ecosystems (Section 7d).

The presence and retention of the Pomaderris hamiltonii on the land is a special circumstance
which justifies consent being granted to this non complying activity.

Overall the proposal meets both threshold tests of Section 104D of the Act for a non
complying activity in that subject to conditions the adverse effects on the environment will be
minor and the proposal will not be contrary to the objectives and policies of the District Plan
2000 which indicate that subdivision in rural areas should be undertaken in a manner which
results in the protection and enhancement of young shrub land and rehabilitation of steep,
eroding and unstable land through appropriate replanting.

THE RELEVANT STATUTORY PROVISIONS THAT WERE CONSIDERED:
(Section 113(1) (AA))

Overall this application was considered to be a non complying activity and was considered in terms of
sections 104, 104B, 104D and Part 2 of the Act.

OTHER RELEVANT PROVISIONS THAT WERE CONSIDERED:
(Section 113(1) (ab))

Auckland Regional Policy Statement Provisions

Policy 2.6.4

Plan Change Number 55 Rural Provisions

Issue 4.5

a) Objective 5.1 and polices 5.2(i),(ii) and (iii)
b) Objective 5.3 and policies 5.4(i) and (iv)
c) Objective 5.5 and policies 5.6(i) and (ii)

Appendix 1 — Guidelines for Assessment of Forest Quality

Proposed District Plan 2000

a)
b)

Objective 7.8.1.1.1,7.8.1.1.2,7.8.1.1.4
Policy 7.8.1.2.1,7.8.1.2.2,7.8.1.2.3,7.8.1.2.4,7.8.1.2.6, 7.8.1.2.9, 7.8.1.2.11
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Variation 63
Objective 12.8.22.1.9

Policy

12.8.22.1.10.1
12.8.22.1.10.2
12.8.22.1.10.3

Other Documents

Vision Rodney

PREAMBLE

This application seeks consent to subdivide a rural lot into two lots. Proposed Lot 1 being 1.10
hectares and the balance Proposed Lot 2 being 19.98 hectares. The basis for the subdivision being
the protection of 2.53 hectares of young shrub land which includes a colony of a plant known as
Pomaderris hamiltonii. The application was fully notified. One submission was received from the NZ

Fire Service. The submission sought that if consent was granted conditions be imposed to deal with
fire fighting issues.

THE PRINCIPAL ISSUES THAT WERE IN CONTENTION:
(Section 113(1) (ac))

1. Whether the shrub land to be protected satisfied the relevant District Plan provisions for bush
preservation.

2. Whether the retention of Pomaderris hamiltonii justifies the additional lot being created. In this
respect whether its protection was a matter of national importance.

3. Whether the Pomaderris hamiltonii could be protected in the long term.
4. The status of the application i.e. restricted discretionary or non complying.
5. If it was non complying whether either gateway test for a non complying activity was satisfied.

SUMMARY OF THE EVIDENCE HEARD:
(Section 113(1) (ad))

EVIDENCE ON BEHALF OF THE APPLICANT WAS GIVEN BY:

Mr Kitt Littlejohn - Counsel

Ms Sarah Flynn - Ecologist

Ms Karen Pegrume - Resource Planner
Mr Stephen Smythe - Applicant

Mr Kitt Littlejohn

Mr Littlejohn outlined the proposal in opening legal submissions. The basis for the application being
the protection of a significant stand of native bush involving 2.53 hectares. In addition the applicant
has offered to retire 4900m2 from active rural use. This is shown on the scheme plan of subdivision
that includes a total area of 3.02ha sought to be protected. The staff concern was the recent age of
the vegetation which was planted by the applicant in 2004.

The site was affected by Variation 63 which re-zones the site Point Wells / Omaha Flats Zone. This
change does not provide for subdivision through native bush protection but allows an additional
allotment of 4000 to 5000m? as a restricted discretionary activity on the application site.
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The legal position applies in terms of Section 88A and the status of the application remains as a
restricted discretionary activity. In his submission the Operative Plan provisions had the greatest
weight.

The native bush needs to be assessed as to whether it is eligible for protection and this was based on
whether it scored sufficiently under the relevant guidelines in the District Plan. The guidelines were
the only provisions to determine eligibility of bush for protection. The evidence of Ms Flynn was that
the bush easily met the score required to make it eligible for subdivision.

Ms Pegrume also advised that the bush complied with the District Plan Guidelines.

“The applicant’s case is that there is no shortfall of ecological benefit, the bush is of sufficient
area and sufficient quality to warrant protection and an additional lot.”

Mr Littlejohn noted that no submissions were received from neighbours. Also the proposal easily
achieved the purpose of the Act which included protection of an existing stand of native bush
containing a large colony of a nationally rare species.

Mr Stephen Smythe — Owner / Applicant

Mr Smythe explained the history of his involvement with the land. The site had limited opportunities for
any viable horticulture or other forms of farming. Development for additional living would allow a
programme to retire much of the farm with the sale of the additional lot allowing for fencing, planting
and maintenance of the bush block.

He had been advised by the Council around 2002 that the bush would qualify under the assessment
guidelines and was surprised that this view regarding the bush had changed.

“Vigorous” stands of Pomaderris hamiltonii were retained. He had been advised that it was rare to the
Warkworth area and it was listed on the New Zealand endangered species web site.

Over 50,000 native plants have been planted on the application site.
The new lot will largely contain bush with an adequate house site.
Ms Sarah Flynn — Terrestrial Ecologist

Ms Flynn described:

1. The bush to be protected being 2.53 hectares of native bush including Manuka and Kanuka and a
dense shrub land of Pomaderris hamiltonii;

2. The Rodney District Council Guidelines for the Field Assessment of Native Bush Quality; and
3. The viability and conservation significance of Pomaderris hamiltonii.

Pomaderris hamiltonii was a regionally endemic threatened plant. She considered that if it was not for
this species the bush area would not achieve a qualifying score. Her analysis indicated that the score
for the four sites was an average of 16 under Scale 1 and 20 under Scale 2. This was made up of 10
for rare endangered species, 5 for a lot adjoining protected areas and 5 for potential in the criteria.
This gave a total score of 36 which exceeded the score required to qualify for a bush lot subdivision.

“The presence of a relatively large colony of Pomaderris hamiltonii is the fundamental
attribute that renders the proposed bush protection area ecologically significant. Most other
Pomaderris hamiltonii colonies within the Warkworth area that | am aware of are small,
sparse and vulnerable to disturbance due to size and location.”

She suggested mitigation measures to provide reasonably long term viability of the Pomaderris
hamiltonii colony.
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In answer to questions from the Panel she considered the protection of the species a matter of
national importance.

Karen Pegrume — Environmental Consultant and Planner

Ms Pegrume discussed ecological and planning matters.

She described the site and the surrounding area and the amended application. The Pomaderris
hamiltonii had been identified as a significant natural feature in terms of Scale 2 in the field
assessment guidelines. She indicated that a report had been supplied about a native centipede on the
land.

She discussed the native bush quality assessment guidelines. There were no references in the
District Plans that bush must be measured by age or that it be excluded because it started life as
planted bush.

In relation to Variation 63 limited weight should be accorded to it.

She considered that the effects on ecology were positive.

She saw the regenerating bush to be typical of its type

“and with on-going pest and weed management as proposed will service an ongoing and
important habitat”. ( Para 45)

“The protection of this area of bush will ensure the ongoing viability of the bush as a habitat
for both flora that is rare and fauna that although not rare at this stage is at risk on the
mainland because of habitat depletion and predator attack.” (Para 47)

She then discussed the environmental effects of the proposal and considered the adverse effects to
be less than minor.

She examined the Variation 63 provisions.
She indicated that the subdivision would allow bush protection which includes a rare plant colony.

In summary she considered that consent should be granted on the grounds that the bush was worthy
of protection and that any adverse effects would be less than minor or neutral.

Evidence on behalf of the Council was given by:

Ms Anne Hessell — Reporting Planner

Ms Amy Bazeley — Bush Ecological Review Report

Mr David Mitchell / Grace Survapalli — Traffic Engineering

Ms Rebecca Stanley — Ecologist Auckland Regional Council (tabled)
Mr Rue Statham — Rodney District Council Ecology Adviser

Ms Hessell reviewed the application in terms of District Plan provisions, the effects on the
environment, the Point Wells Omaha Flats Sustainable Development Plan (June 2006), Vision
Rodney, Planning Rodney and Part || Matters.

She indicated that:

1. The proposal failed to meet either gateway test for a non- complying activity.

2. The proposal was contrary to Part I| RMA Matters.

3. Three ecologists had advised that the vegetation requested for protection was not significant
bush.
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4. The protection of the Pomaderris hamiltonii would not provide a benefit or have an ecological
value that would satisfy the relevant rule relating to subdivision based on significant stands of
native bush or significant natural features.

5. The proposal was inconsistent with relevant Operative and Proposed District Plan Objectives and
Policies.

6. It failed to meet relevant ARPS’s provisions regarding rural subdivision.

7. The proposal was not particularly consistent with other relevant documents including Vision
Rodney and the Point Wells / Omaha Flats Sustainable Development Plan.

8. Neither gateway test for a non complying activity is satisfied.
9. Overall the proposal is contrary to Part 2 RMA matters.
She recommended that the application be declined.

Ms Bazeley

Ms Bazeley’s report indicated that it was a matter of interpretation whether the re-vegetation score
could satisfy the District Plan Guidelines.

The Pomaderris hamiltonii “is still healthy and of ecological note”. Its retention would provide
environmental benefit but it would require on-going long term management.

She indicated that she would not classify the re-vegetated area as forest or bush. “It is not developed
natural shrub land”. She considered that the intent of the District Plan guidelines for bush preservation
did not apply to re-vegetated areas of shrub land.

In answer to questions from the Panel she acknowledged that the Protection / Preservation of the
Pomaderris hamiltonii was a matter of national importance.

Mr Rue Statham’s report indicated:

e The area of revegetation does not meet the standards set out in the assessment criteria
for native bush subdivision; being an area of re-vegetation not considered to be
stereotypical bush / forest on which subdivision is based.

e The area currently planted does not fully meet the assessment scoring which is being
considered; the area has not reached a climax vegetation stage and as such the scoring
has incorrectly awarded points for scoring scale 2.

e The rare plant within the property, although correctly identified, is limited in its ability to
survive outside of open shrub land which currently exists and the management of such a
plant would be onerous to a property owner and the Council.

e He considered the rules relating to 6 hectares of rehabilitation planting a more acceptable
alternative to that which is currently tabled for the protection of non-complying 2 hectares
re-vegetation.

EVIDENCE ON BEHALF OF THE SUBMITTERS WAS GIVEN BY:

No submitters were in attendance.

ADJOURNMENT

The hearing was subsequently adjourned to deal with a question raised by the Commissioners.

“If the areas of Pomaderris hamiltonii identified on the aerial photograph are to be protected in
perpetuity what method(s) can achieve this?”
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RESUMED HEARING

Ms Sarah Flynn

Ms Flynn discussed methods of protection. This included annual monitoring, scrub and weed control
and a five year review process.

Ms Flynn tabled a document entitled “Log of Works for Maintenance of the Pomaderris hamiltonii
colonies and weed control within the covenanted area.” This log included an annual survey, scrub
control, weed control and a monitoring survey.

She then discussed methods of retaining the plant.

From the Council

A joint commentary on the question of retaining the Pomaderris hamiltonii in perpetuity was received
from Ms Bazeley and Mr Statham.

This included maintenance of the open conditions, a weed and pest programme, a management plan
and monitoring programme, clearance and removal of all planted vegetation around and within the
Pomaderris hamiltonii population that was casting a shadow, maintenance of current low soil fertility,
no livestock, and wastewater or stormwater disposal systems.

Mr Statham indicated that the plant would survive in perpetuity by way of a specific management plan.
Ms Hessell after hearing all the evidence advised the Panel her opinion had not changed.

Right of Reply

Mr Littlejohn in what were effectively two rights of reply indicated that:

1. The proposal would not open the flood gates for further applications of a similar nature.

2. The issue with the bush preservation was what score was achieved.

3. The application would put in place protection of bush which would become forest in due course. It
would also allow for the protection of the Pomaderris hamiltonii.

4. When Variation 63 came into effect protection of the Pomaderris hamiltonii would not be required.

5. He addressed Part Il RMA Matters indicating that the benefits, access and intrinsic values were
Section 7 matters.

Case law
AO066/2009 C & K Batten v Rodney District Council.

THE MAIN FINDINGS OF FACT:
(Section 113(1) (ae))

The main findings of fact determined by the Hearings Panel that have led to the above decision and
the reasons for that decision are as follows. They have been reached after considering the
application, visiting the site, the evidence and submissions heard at the hearing, the report prepared
by the reporting planner, all the relevant statutory and planning provisions, as well as the principal
issues that were in contention.
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SUMMARY

1. The area to be protected contains young modest native shrub land with areas of Pomaderris
hamiltonii.

2. The Pomaderris hamiltonii is a regionally endemic threatened plant. Its retention coupled with the
surrounding shrub land justifies consent.

3. Subject to conditions including a management plan the Pomaderris hamiltonii can be protected in
the long term.

4. |Its preservation is a matter of national importance.
5. The shrub land does not meet the relevant District Plan guidelines as it is not at this stage
significant bush; however the protection of this shrub land which includes the Pomaderris

hamiltonii is an unusual circumstance which warrants its acceptance as the basis for a further lot.

6. As the District Plan bush protection guidelines are not met the application needs to be considered
as a non complying activity.

The Application

This proposal seeks to obtain an additional lot, a rural residential lot in a rural zone. The application
for the additional lot was based on a relatively young area of native shrub land planted about 2004. It
includes areas of Pomaderris hamiltonii which is a regionally endemic threatened plant.

Environmental effects

There was considerable discussion on these effects with divergent views by the experts on these
effects.

Ecological Mitigation

The proposal involves

1. Protecting 2.53ha of relatively young shrub land dating back to 2004 being predominantly Manuka
and Kanuka scrub varying in height from 2.5 metres to 5 metres tall. It includes a remnant of high
significance which is a regionally endemic threatened plant known as Pomaderris hamiltonii.

2. Retiring 4900m?2 of land.

We accept the advice of Ms Flynn who is an experienced ecologist that:

“The presence of a relatively large colony of Pomaderris hamiltonii is the fundamental
attribute that renders the proposed bush protection ecologically significant”.

Both Ms Flynn and Ms Bazeley in answer to questions from the Panel agreed that the retention of the
Pomaderris hamiltonii was a matter of national importance.

The further information provided by the Council and the applicant indicates that this plant can be
retained over a long period.

The rest of the native shrub land may take years to mature however it contributes to the natural
landscape as retired land and it has been densely planted with natives.
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Rural Character and Amenity Values

The additional lot and the building(s) that may result will affect rural character in a minor way.
However, as indicated in the planning report, there is a density of rural settlement on the northern side
of Takatu Road. Subject to appropriate environmental mitigation, this proposal will have a minor
adverse effect on rural character. The site also abuts to the north a wastewater treatment plant with a
pine plantation adjacent to proposed Lot 1. This will mitigate any effects of an additional building as it
is unlikely that this land will be developed for rural residential purposes.

The new building area will be sufficiently separated from the existing house on proposed Lot 2 to
avoid any clustering effect.

Conditions include controls on the colour of any future building to mitigate these effects. In looking at
physical effects an additional farm building could have similar physical effects to that of an additional
house.

These effects will be further mitigated by the shrub land to be protected.

Overall, subject to conditions the adverse effects on rural character and amenity will be minor.

District Plan Objectives and Policies

In this case the District Plan 2000 which is Operative in Part is the relevant document.

The General Rural Objectives and Policies include

78.1.11

To ensure that natural resources, rather than built forms, dominate the rural character and amenity
values of the General Rural Zone.

7.8.1.1.2

To ensure the protection and enhancement of native biodiversity, natural landscape qualities and
significant natural areas can occur.

7.8.1.2 General Rural Zone Policies

78121

Further subdivision and rural residential lifestyle opportunities should be limited in this zone.
7.8.1.2.2

Rural residential development should not establish within the zone unless undertaken as part of
protecting significant natural areas, enhancement planting or land rehabilitation.

7.8.1.2.3

Subdivision and development should be undertaken in a manner which results in:

a) Riparian margin protection and enhancement;

b) Hydrological neutrality;

c) Protection and enhancement of bush, scrub and wetlands;

d) Rehabilitation of steep, eroding or unstable land through appropriate exotic or native

replanting.
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7.8.1.2.4

The adverse cumulative effects of activities and subdivision upon the character and amenity values in
the rural area should be avoided.

In this case the proposal will
1. Subject to conditions including the retention of 2.5 hectares of land plus retiring 4900m? of land
including areas of Pomaderris hamiltonii will ensure with time that the natural resources will

dominate the rural character of this immediate area.

2. Native biodiversity by virtue of the shrub land and Pomaderris hamiltonii will be protected and
enhanced.

3. Conditions can mitigate adverse effects of the additional residential lot.
4. The land to be retired by its steepness and ecology make it better suited to non productive use.

5. The protection of the shrub land including the retention of Pomaderris hamiltonii justifies the
additional lot.

6. Subject to conditions adverse cumulative effects on rural character and amenity values will be
avoided.

7. The subdivision will protect and enhance the young native vegetation.

The Panel was referred to the Batten decision which involved a rural subdivision at the back of Puhoi.
This case dates back to June 2009 when Plan Change 55 had more relevance. It also related to land
rehabilitation and not protection and enhancement of bush. However the case was also evaluated
under the Proposed District Plan 2000.

The Court amongst other things raised three concerns with the subdivision:

a) Cumulative visual impact of clustering.
b) Time for establishment and certainty of the planting outcome.
c) Interim visual effects.

In this case given the position of the new lot in relation to other buildings in the vicinity and the
plantation next door will avoid any clustering of buildings.

In relation to the planting it exists and has done so for six years. It has from the site inspection
become well established although not yet of a significant height.

Conditions including a colour control on future buildings and landscaping along the road frontage can
avoid adverse visual effects of any new building.

One distinguishing characteristic that sets this proposal apart from the Batten case is the Pomaderris
hamiltonii. Also relevant is that the planting is native and not exotic as in the Batten case. The
Pomaderris hamiltonii brings with it an unusual situation.

Also relevant to the case is the permitted baseline which would allow a farm building on this site,
although all the effects would not be identical, the physical implications would be the same or similar.



21
Resource Consents Hearings Panel
28 May and 25 June 2010 Minutes

The Guidelines for the Field Assessment of Native Bush Quality Rodney District

This sets out the guidelines for assessing the quality of native bush.

It has a dual system. One relates to bush quality and the second to additional features which include
rare and endangered species. This is where the scoring of the experts differed — Ms Bazeley having
concerns that the Pomaderris hamiltonii would require on-going management. Ms Flynn did not share
these concerns. We are satisfied that the Pomaderris hamiltonii is a rare endangered species and that
it can be protected in the long term.

We are satisfied that subject to conditions the proposal can achieve ongoing management required by
Ms Bazeley.

While the shrub land is young it is established and it has resulted in the retiring of land which with time
will enhance rural amenity by retaining the vegetation and preventing its development in the future.

Summary

The District Plan 2000 anticipates subdivision and development to protect and enhance bush, scrub
and wetlands subject to the guidelines being satisfied. In this case a rare endangered species which
can be protected in the long term will be retained. This consent is on balance not contrary to the
District Plan.

Variation 63

As the variation is at an early stage we have had little regard to it.

The Integrity and Consistent Administration of the Plan

We are satisfied that the Pomaderris hamiltonii on the site can be protected in the long term future.
This is a distinguishing characteristic / unusual circumstance. In addition the native shrub land
although relatively young is established and it is achieving the intent of retiring land from development
and protecting it as open space in the long term. It offers the environmental compensation for a further
lot anticipated by the District Plan.

This proposal will therefore not affect the integrity and consistent administration of the District Plan.
Part || Matters

The Act is concerned with sustainable management. In this case the application seeks a rural
residential type lot. This needs to be balanced against the environmental benefit / compensation that
will accrue.

This benefit arises from the protection of shrub land which includes area(s) of Pomaderris hamiltonii.
Both Ms Bazeley and Ms Flynn indicated that its preservation was a matter of national importance in
terms of Section 6(c) Protection of Significant Indigenous Vegetation. Mr Littlejohn also referred us to
Section 7(d) Other Matters - intrinsic values - which should also have regard to in achieving the
purpose of the Act.

It is these Section 6 and 7 matters which have had a major influence on our decision.
The subdivision will retain a threatened plant as well as a significant area of shrub land which with
time will have significant local environmental benefits and set aside the land as open space in the long

term.

This justifies consent being granted.
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Other Documents

We were referred to:
e The Point Wells / Omaha Flats Sustainable Development Plan June 2006
e Vision Rodney
e Planning Rodney.

While the proposed subdivision may not be entirely consistent with these documents the balancing
exercise of the statutory documents in association with Part Il outweighs the issues of enhancement
of rural areas outlined in the documents.

STATUS OF THE APPLICATION

We received evidence from the applicant that supported the proposal meeting the Guidelines and
therefore being approved as a Restricted Discretionary Activity. That evidence also stated the
Pomaderris hamiltonii was of particular significance. The Council officers contested whether the
proposal met the Guidelines. They stated it did not. They did however acknowledge the Pomaderris
hamiltonii had particular significance.

We consider it appropriate that we consider the application as being for a Non Complying Activity.
This is because although there is the support for the proposal meeting the Guidelines, and being a
Restricted Discretionary Activity, the Non Complying Activity approach provides for a more stringent
assessment of the application. We are of the view that the application meets the Non Complying
Activity provisions of the Resource Management Act. This is because it does derive support from the
Guidelines for the Field Assessment of Native Bush Quality in the District Plan. Although there were
different points of view on this matter we see the preservation of the Pomaderris hamiltonii as an
unusual circumstance providing justification to grant of consent to the application as an exception to
the District Plan.

Conclusion
This application is one which is finely balanced. However the protection of the Pomaderris hamiltonii
in the long term, which is dealt with by way of conditions, is the influencing factor in a positive

decision.

Subiject to conditions the proposal satisfies the relevant S104 considerations and can be consented to
with conditions as a non complying activity.

1. In terms of Part Il RMA the proposal represents sustainable management with significant
environmental benefits.

2. The actual and potential effects of the proposal will be minor.
3. The protection of the native shrub land, including the protection of the Pomaderris hamiltonii, will
have positive effects by retaining an endangered plant and retaining 2.6 hectares of land as

retired open space.

4. The proposal is consistent with District Plan 2000 objectives and policies regarding environmental
enhancement.

5. The relevant guidelines are satisfied.
6. Regional Policy Statement rural provisions are not in question.

7. The protection in the long term of the Pomaderris hamiltonii is a special circumstance justifying
consent.
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LAPSING OF CONSENT:

Pursuant to Section 125 of the Resource Management Act 1991, this resource consent will expire five
years after the date of commencement of consent unless, before the consent lapses;

€) the consent is given effect to; or

(b) an application is made to the Council to extend the period of consent, and the Council
decides to grant an extension after taking into account the statutory considerations,
set out in section 125(1) (b) of the Resource Management Act 1991.
CONDITIONS OF CONSENT:

Pursuant to Section 108 of the Resource Management Act 1991, this consent is subject to the
following conditions:

General Conditions

1. (general) Except as amended by conditions below the development/subdivision shall proceed
in general accordance with the application submitted, with further information submitted and
the survey plan drawn by lan Smith Surveying, dated August 2008 (Amended April 2009),
(attached) (“Survey Plan”).

2. (lapsing) Pursuant to Section 125 of the Resource Management Act 1991, this resource
consent will expire 5 years after the date of commencement of consent unless, before the
consent lapses;

a) the consentis given effect to; or

b) an application is made to the Council to extend the period of consent,

and the Council decides to grant an extension after taking into account the statutory
considerations, set out in section 125(1)(b) of the Resource Management Act 1991.

To be completed before Council approval of the Survey Plan

3. (conditions to be shown on survey title plan) Before the Council will approve the Survey Plan
pursuant to s.223 of the Act, the consent holder shall show on the survey plan:

(a) The areas to be protected on Lots 1 and 2 shall be identified as "area to be subject to
land covenant".

To be completed before issue of the s.224(c) certificate
4, (conditions to be carried out by the consent holder) Before the Council will issue a certificate

pursuant to s.224(c) of the Act, the consent holder shall satisfy the following conditions at
his/her/its full cost:

(@) (preliminary Pomaderris Hamiltonii area survey) A GPS survey of the extent of the
Pomaderris Hamiltonii colonies within the covenanted areas on the site shall be
undertaken and a copy of the results of this survey shall be provided to the satisfaction of
Council’s Manager-Resource Management or equivalent position. The GPS survey shall
include showing each patch size delimited by GPS mapping of its perimeter and the
results shall be overlaid on an aerial plan. All these details shall be included in the results
that are submitted to the satisfaction of Council’s Manager-Resource Management or
equivalent position.
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(b)

(©)

(d)

(e)

()

(@

(h)

@

(preliminary Pomaderris Hamiltonii grid count) A quantitative survey in accordance with
Section 2 of the Pomaderris Management Plan (dated 9 August) and signed by the Chair
of the RDC Hearings Panel) (attached), shall be undertaken to provide baseline
information of the Pomaderris Hamiltonii population structure and abundance (and that of
other species present). The quantitative survey shall be submitted to the satisfaction of
Council's Manager-Resource Management or equivalent position. This quantitative
survey shall include but not be limited to the submission of representative photo points
that have been taken through the colonies.

(compliance costs) The consent holder will be required to meet all the costs of the
Council Officer and/or Specialist Consultant time involved in determining if compliance
with conditions 4 (a) & (b) has been achieved.

(fencing) Fencing shall be installed (seven wire post and batten fence with no gates
installed) on the perimeter of the covenant areas marked as A, B, C, D and E on the
Survey Plan.

(weed and pest control management plan) A weed and animal pest control management
plan, that has been prepared by a suitably qualified and experienced person shall be
provided to Council and approved by the Council’'s Ecological Adviser or equivalent
position. This shall address the weed and pest control issues in all areas that will be
subject to a land covenant under this entire consent approval. The consent holder shall
then implement the approved Weed and Pest Control Management Plan to the
satisfaction of the Council’s Ecological Adviser or equivalent position.

(identify building sites) The Consent holder shall provide to the Team Leader-
Development Engineers two copies of a plan certified and dated by a Licensed Cadastral
Surveyor fixing the location and size of the identified building site on Lot 1 by offsets from
surveyed boundary pegs. This condition requires the building sites to be fixed for geo-
technical reasons. It must be complied with in addition to any further conditions which
require the building site is fixed for visual reasons.

(developer's representative) Prior to the commencement of engineering works
(construction of crossing), the consent holder shall nominate in writing to Council its
Developer's Representative in terms of Council’s “Standards for Engineering Design and
Construction” to be the first point of contact for all engineering matters. Any subsequent
change to the nominated Developer's Representative shall be immediately notified in
writing to the Consents Engineer.

(engineering works) The engineering works required by this consent shall comply with
the Council’'s “Standards for Engineering Design and Construction” as may be amended
from time to time.

(pre-construction meeting) The Developer’s Representative shall give the Consents Field
Supervisor at least 5 working days notice of the on-site pre-construction site meeting
(refer section 103.15 of the “Standards for Engineering Design and Construction”).
Construction work shall not commence on the site until such meeting has been held and
all necessary documentation presented.

Note: Structure such as retaining walls, in-ground walls and bridges will require a
separate Building Consent.
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)

(k)

o

(m)

(n)

(0)

P

(@)

Q)

Note: Attention is drawn to the requirements of section 103.15.3 “Standards for
Engineering Design and Construction” for the following documentation to be
presented at the preconstruction meeting:

. Health and Safety Plan;
° The Signed Road Opening Notice;
. The relevant Resource or Subdivision Consent (and all conditions

attached thereto);

(road opening notice) Obtain a Road Opening Notice from the relevant Network Service
Provider prior to the commencement of any works within the legal road.

(site works required) Carry out the installation of the in ground wall to protect the building
site on Lot 1 in accordance with the recommendations of the report from RPH Consulting
Ltd., reference 2935-13, dated 15 July 2009. The wall and earthworks associated shall
be located clear of the covenanted bush.

(works certification) On completion of the in ground wall, an Earthworks Completion
Report and a Certificate in the form of Appendix A of the “Standards for Engineering
Design and Construction” signed by the Chartered Professional Engineer who designed
and supervised the works shall be provided to the Consents Engineer.

(silt retention) Before commencement of any works, adequate silt retention structures as
detailed in the Auckland Regional Council Technical Publication No. 90 "Erosion and
Sediment Control Guidelines for Land Disturbing Activities in the Auckland Region" shall
be installed. These structures shall be maintained and cleaned out as necessary until
such time as complete grass cover, or other non-erodible surfacing, has been re-
established over the site.

(construction of crossing) The vehicle crossing to the boundary of Lot 1 shall be
constructed/reconstructed to the rural sealed/concrete standards of the “Standards for
Engineering Design and Construction”.

(provide for electric power) Written confirmation shall be provided from the electricity
network supplier responsible for the area, that provision of an electric supply has been
made available to all saleable lots created and that all the network supplier's
requirements for making such means of supply available have been met.

(provide for telephone) Written confirmation shall be provided from the
telecommunications network supplier responsible for the area, that provision of telephone
services has been made available by underground means to all saleable lots created and
that all the network supplier’s requirements for making such services available have been
met.

(financial contributions) Pursuant to Operative Plan Change 62 (Chapter 22), the
financial contributions as set out in the “Schedule of Financial Contributions”, RMA
54547, Sequence 001, attached to this consent shall be paid to the Council in full
mitigation of the offsite effects of the activity in respect of infrastructure and community
facilities.

(reassessment of contributions) Any portion of the contributions remaining unpaid on the
anniversary of the date of granting the consent shall be adjusted by applying any change
in the Producer Price Index — Construction between the date of consent and the most
recent anniversary of the date of consent prior to the payment of the contribution.

Any portion of the contributions remaining unpaid five years after the date of granting of
the consent shall be fully reassessed in accordance with Operative Plan Change 62
immediately before the time of payment.
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(s)

(®)

(u)

v)

(timing of payment) Pursuant to Rule 22.8.3.2, all contributions shall be paid in full prior
to the issue of the s.224(c) certificate, unless other arrangements satisfactory to the
Council have been made pursuant to Rule 22.8.5. In the case of staged developments,
the contribution payable on each stage shall be reassessed on the number of sites
created in each stage.

(fixed building sites) In relation to Lot 1 the consent holder shall provide a copy of the
Land Transfer Plan, defining the building site on Lot 1 in relation to the surveyed lot
boundaries as shown on the Scheme Plan prepared by lan Smith Surveying, dated
August 2008, (Amended April 2009) (attached). This condition requires the building sites
to be fixed for visual and reasons. It must be complied with in addition to any further
conditions which require the building site is fixed for geo-technical engineering reasons.

(landscape plan) The consent holder shall prepare and submit a Landscape Plan to the
satisfaction of the Manager-Resource Management or equivalent position. This plan shall
include landscaping on the Takatu road frontage of Lot 1, to provide partial screening
and integration of the building site from Takatu Road. The initial planting required under
the approved landscape plan shall be implemented prior to a certificate pursuant to
section 224 (c) being issued.

(balance of fees) Subject to the exercise of any rights under section 357 of the Act, the
consent holder shall pay any outstanding balance due to the Council for scheme plan
processing or for the officer time involved in ensuring compliance with the section 224 (c)
conditions are met.

Ongoing Conditions/Consent Notices

5. The following conditions of the consent shall be complied with in perpetuity and shall be
registered on the relevant titles by way of consent notices pursuant to s.221 of the Act:

@)

(b)

(©)

(building restrictions) Any buildings erected on the building site identified on the approved
Survey Plan shall be subject to the requirements of the report prepared by RPH
Consulting Ltd., reference 2935-13, dated 15 July 2009, the Earthworks Completion
Report and any subsequent reports. Copies of the said plan and report(s) will be held at
the offices of the Council, Centreway Road, Orewa.

(waste water field) The waste water field for the future household waste water system
shall be installed below/outside of the defined Pomaderris Hamiltonii zones identified in
the Pomaderris Management Plan. At the time building consent for the principal
household unit on Lot 1 is applied for, certification from a suitably qualified and
experienced professional shall be provided to the satisfaction of the Manager-Resource
Management or equivalent position which confirms the location where the waste water
system has been installed will not have a detrimental effect on the Pomaderris Hamiltonii
populations.

Note: Reports and limitations on the land regarding any features or characteristics of the
land or works on the land, whether the subject of specific encumbrances on the
land or not shall be discoverable as part of the Council’s records.

(bush protection and management) The existing bush and retirement areas to be
protected on Lots 1 and 2 shall be protected in perpetuity to the satisfaction of the Team
Leader Resource Consents. In particular the owners, or their successors in title for the
time being, of the above lots:

i. Shall preserve the natural landscape trees, vegetation and areas of bush now
thereon within that part of each lot identified as such on the Survey Plan; and

ii. Shall not (without the prior written consent of the Council and then only in strict
compliance with any conditions imposed by the Council) cut down, damage or
destroy, or permit the cutting down, damaging or destruction of, any of such
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(d)

natural landscape trees, vegetation or areas of bush other than in accordance with
the Pomaderris Management Plan; and

Shall not do anything that would prejudice the health of any of such natural
landscape trees, vegetation and areas of bush; and

Shall control, monitor and provide annual monitoring reports to Council for all
noxious plants and animals within the identified part of each lot in accordance with
the approved Weed Management Plan; and

Shall maintain a stock-proof fence as approved by the Council around the
perimeter of the identified part of each lot.

The owners shall be deemed not to be in breach of this covenant if any of such trees,
vegetation or bush die from fire or natural causes not attributable to any act or default by
or on behalf of the owners and for which the owners are responsible.

Note: Failure to comply with this condition may result in enforcement action being

taken by the Council under the Resource Management Act 1991 to ensure full
compliance and the continuing protection of the bush. The owners shall pay to
the Council the fair and reasonable costs incurred by the Page 15 Council in
monitoring this condition at not less than two-yearly intervals, unless required
otherwise by a legitimate complaint. The owners will be advised of the costs,
assessed under the Council's Schedule of Fees and Charges, as they fall due.

(Pomaderris Hamiltonii) The Pomaderris Hamiltonii shall be managed on an on-going

basis in accordance with the approved Pomaderris Management Plan (PMP) dated 9
August 2010 and signed by the Chair of the RDC Hearings Panel) (attached). This shall
include but not be limited to undertaking the following key elements of work, which shall
be submitted to the Council to the satisfaction of the Council’'s Manager-Resource
Management or equivalent position.

Annual requirements

)

i)

ii)

iv)

Annual P. hamiltonii survey and monitoring work shall be completed and a copy of the
results provided to Council as per Section 1(i) and 3a) of the PMP.

Annual scrub control and monitoring shall be completed within and around the
immediate edges of the P. hamiltonii colonies and a copy of the results provided to
Council as per Section 1 (ii) and 3b) of the PMP.

Annual weed management within the P. hamiltonii colonies and in the wider
covenanted area shall be completed and a copy of the results provided to Council as
per Section 1(iii) and 3c) of the PMP and the approved Weed and Pest Control
Management Plan.

The monitoring/verification survey outlined in Section 1(iv) of the PMP shall be
completed as part of the work in Section 1(i), 1(ii) and 1(iii) of the PMP.

Annual requirements in (i), (i), and part of (iii) and all of (iv) can be carried out by a lay
person. The Weed and Pest Plan specifies that all weed work requiring the use of herbicide
(part of requirement iii) should be undertaken by a qualified and experienced contractor,
therefore this part of 5. (d)(iii) cannot be undertaken by a lay-person.

5-Yearly requirements

v)

The quantitative quadrat survey; the analysis of data from the annual and 5-yearly
surveys; and all other elements of work outlined in Section 2 of the PMP shall be
undertaken at 5-yearly intervals. This is to be carried out by a suitably qualified and
experienced professional as determined by the Council's Manager-Resource
Management or equivalent position.
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Adaptive Management Response

(e)

If the Pomaderris Hamiltonian colonies go into a state of natural decline as described
in Section 2 of the approved Pomaderris Hamiltonii Management Plan (dated 10
August 2010) and signed by the Chair of the RDC Hearings Panel) (attached), this
shall not be considered decline that is bought about due to lack of appropriate
management under the PMP and therefore will not be considered a contravention of
requirements contained in consent notice condition 5. (d) (i)-(v).

If the Pomaderris Hamiltonii does show indicators of natural decline as detailed in
Section 2 of the PMP, then the consent holder or their successors in title, shall
reassess all the covenanted areas under the Appendix 7B ‘Guidelines for the Field
Assessment of Native Bush Quality in Rodney District’ contained in District Plan
2000-Operative in Part (attached), even if these guidelines no longer form part of the
statutory planning documents that apply to the sites. Such a reassessment shall be
undertaken by a suitably qualified and experienced professional as determined by the
Council’'s Manager-Resource Management or equivalent position. The reassessment
shall be undertaken to the satisfaction of the Council's Manager-Resource
Management or equivalent position and shall award no points for the presence of the
Pomaderris Hamiltonii. If the findings of this reassessment demonstrate that the bush
qualifies under the Appendix 7B guidelines as significant native bush, then the
requirements of consent notice condition 5. (d) (i)-(v) which require ongoing
management of the Pomaderris Hamiltonii under the approved PMP and annual and
five yearly requirements will no longer need to be carried out and shall be cancelled.
However for the requirements under condition 5. (d) (i)-(v) to no longer be in legal
effect, this strictly must be confirmed in writing to the consent holder or their
successor(s) in title by the Council’'s Manager-Resource Management or equivalent
position following the submission of a qualifying reassessment of the native bush
under the Appendix 7B guidelines (attached) as described above. Following this the
forest species in the covenanted areas will be allowed to regenerate within the
Pomaderris Hamiltonii. All other consent notice conditions that relate to the
covenanted areas will apply and must continue to be complied with on an on-
going basis.

The consent holder or their successor(s) in title will be required to meet all the costs
of officer and/or specialist consultant time involved in determining if compliance with
the approved PMP and the key elements of work contained in condition 5 (d) (i)-(v)
above, as well as the final part of condition 5 (d) that relates to the ‘Adaptive
Management Response’ has been achieved.

Advice Note: It is expected that a Council Officer or appointed Consultant will visit the
site every 5 years after the submission of the 5-yearly monitoring report and analysis,
required under 5 (d) v). However Council reserve the right to visit the site at more
frequent intervals if the annual monitoring shows evidence of management issues
and a significant loss of Pomaderris Hamiltonii populations or in the event of any
potential non-compliance with any conditions imposed by way of consent notice
pursuant to section 221 of the RMA.

(access for botanical purposes) The landowners shall allow persons having a
botanical interest in the Pomaderris Hamiltonii population on the site to have access
into the covenanted areas to view/analyse the population provided that:

® Requests for access shall be made of, and co-ordinated by, the Council;
(i)  No more than 4 persons shall be allowed on the site at one time;

(i)  No less than 2 weeks’ notice in writing of the proposed visit shall be given by
the Council to the landowner. Such notice shall identify the persons wishing to
view the site and the purpose of the visit. The notice shall also state that the
persons intending to visit have agreed to comply at all times with the conditions
of the bush protection covenant applying to the site;
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Note:

(f)

(@)

(h)

(iv) The persons viewing the site are accompanied by the landowner, or their
nominated representative at all times, and any costs of such supervision are
met by the visitors.

(landscaping building site Lot 1) The landscaping implemented under the approved
Landscape Plan in condition 4 (u) which is intended to provide partial screening and
integration of the building site on Lot 1 from Takatu Road, shall be retained thereafter.

(Defined building platforms) Buildings built on Lot 1 shall be built within the defined
building sites as shown on the lan Smith Surveying Plan submitted under the section
224 (c) condition 4 (t).

(recessive colours) Buildings built on Lot 1 shall be finished in recessive colours to
the satisfaction of the Manager-Resource Management or equivalent position.

Advice Note: Condition (5) (h) requires the use of recessive colours to mitigate the visual
effects of buildings being erected on Lot 1 in a position that is considered relatively close
to the Takatu Road, road frontage and to also mitigate the visual effects of being located
in close in proximity to where the zoning reverts to a more landscape sensitive zone.

Advice Notes:

A. The New Zealand Fire Service (NZFS) considers that upon the construction of the
habitable building, sufficient water volumes, pressure and flows should be provided in
accordance with NZFS Fire Fighting Water Supplies Code of Practice SNZ PAS
4509:2008 and that this water supply be accessible for fire fighting; and

B. That if the water supply is to be provided by way of tank storage, this should be
located a safe distance away from any habitable dwelling in accordance with NZFS Fire
Fighting Water Supplies Code of Practice SNZ PAS 4509:2008.

Carried

The attachments referred to in the decision are attached as Appendix 1.

CONFIRMED AS A TRUE AND CORRECT RECORD THIS 30TH DAY OF SEPTEMBER 2010

MAYOR

* % k% % %
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MAMAGERMENT FLAW AND LOG OF WORHES FOR MAINTENANCE OF POMADERRIS
HAMITON! COLOMIES AND WEED/SCRUE CONTROL WITHIN THE COVEMANTED AREA.

| he abpectie of this Maragement Blan (and accom panring Wead and Pest Plan] is to protect and
tharetore proleng tar as fang as i rersonably pragricakle, the large colonies of Pomadecrss Novalion
present on the stte. The plans recognisa that X, hemNtenl |52 suceessicnal species whose current
b dance an Lhe sile is kg Lo be @ cansequer oe ot varinus environ nental factors that will change
cvar time, particulary as the adjeining nathve somk and bush maluee. The plans cadeavour to
treahtain Lhe @ foeniftorki colonias by suopressing their invasion by soook faras long as isreasonably
practicable {predicted to be in the 30-50 year tirnefrarse: thereby preserying Lhe inlrinsic values of
thes populazlan, and its reglobewide sgnilfzance as a seed zource tor naw celonies at B hemittagd,

1.  The followlng malntenance and monftoring works ere to be undertaken within tha
covenant area on an anhual basls:
i, P homiltendi survey:  To be undertaken between March and Juby.

i Scrub controk: As per the specificatlons In baseding & annual review supyey
reparts, Includes maintenance of the marging of . familtonii
colonies to enzure t1e surrounding bush canapy dripling s
clear of the colony, and both native and exctic woody spocio:
cther than 2 hamitond are systematically removed from
within the defined coloales. May be uncertaken year-raund,
but with emplasis on clearing potential genminalion siles Je.g.,
new slips, treefal peps, eto) for P Aomiltons prior to seedfall
{Dacamber - lanuaryl,  Reconds of control works te be
complled as wark is completed.

iii,  Weed control: To be undortaltan Octaber - Febwroary [in accordance with the
weed and pest plan), bul with emohasis on cleadng potentlal
germination sites for P, kamiftons prior tg seedfall, Records of
contra| works are to be compiled as werldis completed.

fv.  Monitoring survey: A& ate walkover is to be undertaken in the month prier to
subimtssion of the mopitaring repor, to chsure submlssion af
up-ta-date fnfurmalion pn gutgomes of weed and scoub
contral and condllinn of & femilton§ colonies. FPhotopraphs
are to be taken ot photopolnts cslablished durirg the baseline
and five-yearly review surveys,

2. Baseling survey and five-yearly revicw:

A suilably yualified expert is to undetake a baseline suervey of 2. homiitani colpnies within
the covenanted arca, ard subsoquently re-survey ¢clonies and review monilaring 1eports at
fue-yearly intervals in order to asscss Lhe leng-term wiahilty of the popolation oa-site.



Baseline and five-yearly review reports will Include documentalion of the ahundance and
distribution of the P hamiltonid population within the bosh covenant, and recommendalions
far management.  Five-yearly reports will document population trends and provide
rocommendations for modificalions to the management! mainterznce programme, as
needed. Thesc reconwnendations will {In cansrltation with the Council's reprasentativalsit
he incerporated inta the lop of works.

i

Surweys of P hurrmilossy colenies will camprise counts of individuals n randomly placed & m
guadrats®. Tre number of quadrats needed to provide 2 reliable estiinate of P. fumitooi
populat’on size will be determined by sampling until the standard error of samples is within
+f- 15% of the mean (e two thirds of 3ll quadrats supply data that fall within 15% of the
mean), A minimum of 30 quadrats [distributed across the three identified B, hamiitonl
paichesh will be sampled to ensure an adegquate sample see te allow for statisticol
cormparisons between yaars,

Lecations of samplo quadrats wi'l be logped using GRS, Wformation rocordad will incfude:

- Murnker of £ hamiftonrd planls per guadrat in each of 4 size classes (<10 cm, 10-30
¢, 32cm-1m, =1m]:

- Nurnbers of all woody species presont por qusdeat In each of 4 size classes;
nurnber af Irdividuals ar % cover of herbaceous spec 2s in @ach quadrat.

Ecpresentatlie pholepaints will be established throughout the P frmdtondi colonies during
the baseline survey.  Additlonal photepaints will ke established at Nve-yearly review
intenvals as required, for example la recerd regengrat’'on tollowing a disturbance gvent,
Lucations of photopeints will be logged uslng GF%, and marked using a waratah post.

In the longer term, even with the ehgoing suppression of scrab whin 2 homiltond colanies,
soll condilidns are expected to become more fartile as organic matter accumulotes,
potantlally favouring the establishrment ot herbs and grasses and reducing the capacity of
P, hemiltonl to replace ilsell in gitw,

Indicators of natural decline In P, Aioeditond colonies include:

*  Progressive comtraction of the spatial extent of P homittord patches [determined
Lelhg data from successiva GPS delimiting surveys) ower Lwo lwe-vearly review
inzevvals; ond

+  Progrescrve decling in the density of £ hamiftent plans within defined colanies in al
§iZC Classes over twa fve-yearly -eview intervals (e, loss of malure plants and
recruitment fallure of jJuvonlles,.

a5 quadrat is sufficiert ta indude a numiser cl ingivishuuly, bul srnall enough sothet wlznts man be sqaily
count=zl and measuced wito ode like il ¢l dualication or omission of indlviduals.



In the event that the P hamiltomi colonies go into natural decllne {l.e, zs appased to a
decline due to lack of appropriate management in accordance with the managemant plan],
the ertire bush covenant will be reassessed sgainst Fodney District Pran bush quality
arscsstont guidelinos (o paints are to be awarded for the presence of 2, hamiftoril, If the
hush gualifios under these criteria, the & kormifond management plan is to ke retired, and
forest species will he allowed to regencrote within the P. Aamilitanl! colomias,

Mote that manrgemen: and monitoring of the P kamitani colonles i 16 continue as in
accordanca with tha management plan until natural decline of the population is cenfirmed,
rathor than allowing tho option of reassessing the bush at intervals and retiring the
P, hamitoml management planwhan 1t 1s found to gqualify.

If the re-evaluation finds that the bush docs not gualify onder ROC assessment criteria,
mgre intensive managenment wethods o maintain the # komitesd colonies, such os
stripping topzail layers 1o @pose subseil, should be triallad on a gmall scale within the site
and irmpleinenled eolany-wide if found to he effective In promoting regeneration ot
P harailranii. Othetwise, P Leeftoni calznies should be maintained wia cullivalion of
seedlings on-site unti- such atitne as bush within the coveqant is fownd to qualify vnder ROC

criteria.
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Mature of proklem

Posaible solulions |







Schedule of Financial Contributions

.

Raozs Sraan
RhaA S4R4T Baquenca Number na1 Btatus Saved

1SN0
Applfeant  Jut and Tust Request Toundersks g subdh:gion with the existrg 21,0878 0w

aile to reste a balanes gite of 19,9879 ba propesod Led
Zhand cne new marai residetial st (proposed Lol 1) of

110 ha by urderiaxiag the fall pwing;

1. Frotzchng ¥ &34 kA nf yanng sheutiand, which ncludee
the protecticn of & caleny of plart (Fomadans Hamil‘cni)
listed B "2parce’ by tha Auckland Bots s Savicy and
ha lhabHat of 8 nstive cerdiozce.

2. Ftiring 8 <,900 7= araa of the aite.

.

Deseripion  Two el nual susdlidsion

. Adlpatments

Fervice Type Yalue Valua Descriplion Authorigsd By

Roading F4.300.58 £0.00

rural tdrey B2 17

Seviarage $0.00 %0.CQ

undeined 0[O

‘Water Eupoly 0000 S0.00

undefnes Lo i

Slurmrremler .00 5060

yungd=fn=cz C0 Ci

NI eUacd Hasenes .90 1|

sainETEnE ot 23 FO 25

Sparcfislca 124407 sc.Ch

acrtrem rurel 21 1%

Lammunity Faec litics B2 0412 GC.0d

qere HE T

Buseiness Amenities $0.oc 50.00

nsidelied 1060

Parking FZon:rution) F0.0C 50.0d

[Hals IS 1= IR ]

Ineurred G s (L) 0 0C F.00

Sublotlal o 52507 000
j Adjusled Calculatinn 36.529.07

MOTES:

1. Bl ealm s inclusiae ol 55T

2 The wseve Sohercute ™ Financ al Connizdtizng Fzte £ the canwbulizags payase 100 e soaantzd et e, A eulfMuy of -ke sonzsnt
cerllz -mam whie the Schedu 5 1€ dshives |2 acpendad balcw tre3e notea.

3. Thz Heighcou i Reserwe Conlibolie [(Tany] s bl oo oo aslivaalesd gapzeoearked, o gals

A, Kefar to b gprsseg saeditizaeg o e Ve o7 paagomen] amd reessesserenl grosisions,

W
-

1eiZ



Schedule of Financial Contributions

Razz Cieer

RMA Hakhd ¢ Sequence Mumber a1 Status Szwed

Applicant  Juzland Trust

Ruguest

a0

Tu undertaka a sukd weaon with tha 2xmiing 210675 Ea

sk to create a balenca site of 15 5679 ha (proaoses _al
2% and ane rew sar rosidordial ste jproposed Lot ) of

110 na by undetz<iag the fallewdng:

1. Protecting 2 &3 9a of ye.nn shnblsrd, which inclodes
the protestion of & colony of plant {Pormaderris Har ittoni]
listed as "epasza’ by tha Aucklang Bolanical Socisty and
the haaitzt of 3 nslive centipede

2. Rativing 24900 m? 5785 cftha ete.

Legal Deacription: Lot B [OF 92553 (2°1.0679HA)

Ciata for Exlathng Sites

Ghy  Descripbion Sile Llee hUlll  Silc Arcp Mouwsehold Lettable Grosg I pervious
F=rcsicentlal Mutiosa {ma} LFnids Unlts  Buslness  Area (nz|
fraral or Mutti ArRa (w5l
E=huBiness  Story
1. Lol B G2 92067 K H ¥ 1 a C i]
Dwata For Intended Bltes
Gty Descripliaan Slie ke Mult  Site Arca Housshold Lettable Grogs  Bihpervioos Lide WValle
R=rossdenlal  mMultiuea g2 Unit= Unlts  Pushness  Asea yma)
‘lural 1 Wik Arpa rd)
B=hititinak Btary Irhl1
1 Lat- R M a a ] 0 a
1 Lnlz R M i} n n H
H.1
[z

2of



2.2

21

Z.4

2.4

- undzrs.orey done Ly
- unmarsTensy specias richnase.

201t seemad scale e features whicl can santr Bute Le e Pvaloe" of 4 2Tee indlude:
presence of rate or endangered spacies

- presense of waisial eambers of natiee birds
- irnza-lanze of 1he gite a5 a corldar te ather qathe bsh stsres

- lot size
B aesth=t'c r uncsual valae
ASCESSBAEMT METHO D

Sewring ol Uie blel gquel'ty rharaczerstics o Scola 1 sbeuld be besed on first-hand tie'd aszeszment,
zacked up where necersacy by additlanal data (suel: as zersl photographs too 2id i assesamert of
zerccnzage bush cover :'\
Azsessmant of bush quality should be made ol easl 13 reaes Trory the =392 of the bush, Lo sllow for
dlf%ererces | speches camoosition relatcd to cdge offects. AL Jeest three separace wsrezssmonis should be
mrede, &t positloas 39 metres or snore apart, to clow Sor 2 roorcsentative coverzge of the lob From
sack: ol ile Wes (0f mare) pRstors charactenstics on 3cale 1 shoewid be scered lasod or: a1 arza
will'ine o madins of 15 meires of gach asseismnent position. Tha three (o~ morc} sceres con be used ko
chblain un average Do’ quelily assessment 2 the proposec sebéivis'on.  [Am=ednz=m: 79 Deccan Report
1151]

The Soale & choractorotics fan cnly ag seored 0, 5 or 100 Mo intermepdate score is pemitted. This
lorces cither @ Rign o0 ¢ lew sare, apc s intendsd i elminate the preesiclity of adhizving an
intcrmzgiate Tso-sa! spare an wwvendt of these caaracterstos, wihich wher adcec to tae firal Scale 1
scons would be sufigicnt Lo alles acceplance of the avopased subdidsicn.

ACCEPTAMCE CRITCRIA

Qi Lhe Tirsl seale Lie bush guality scone prost be 23 0* a oossibla 28 points, based on its posisien on the
ranle of O 0 & Tor cech Jimacie, for the proposed subdivision to oo accepred.  feumerica )
oercentzge scores ralating Lo cach g wwoe me pooided on the fzld shesz, Where a Bush stand
scores 7era for any of the canopy characleristics, or b @ Lelol Scole 1 scere o less Shan 10 6L
automabically rejected. 1 X scores hetweer 10 and 20 the supplemenlory poine: syslen of Scaie 2 s
uzcd, allowing alhes imostant featuies to contrlaute to the total scora.

EXFLAMATION OF GUIDELIMES”
[Subjact 1 spoe=al LNV 2007 -0KL- (0743
Scale

(1} Camnnpy compositlen

The scors (or his chizactetistc should be hased on the percentage of the propozed
cowenonted anca covercd oy a canopy of palive spedic,

Malive speeies found In aush paccies in the Rodney Districk inoied

regercraling podecamps sack as kawr, kahlxatea, rimu, tomzra, serekaha with kar'tl-
miarvake and t-ac forns .

Feopaseal CERLAAT FIQs FAGD w00 o o s s e e e Apoend'x 7R Chass- 7 e



rernant miked hardwaod - porkerap bugh

sorslamd nrixed bosk done peted by tavaine

coas.zl buia o pobulukswy. larairs, loobeksas, poini, karzka

totars rannants elong rvers

wankataa swarip areas

wihir soecivs Ineladiag Vkau, pigean woed, kowhai, Lawa, ', roriacen rata, hokera,
titcki, pukalea, hina., kiseikeen, haro baech (McBsen, 1987

Exntic speches qay include wattla, pines, nzcraczraa, willaws, poadar, tobacoo plass, pri',-_{*l. malk
2ankane garse, errey el

(2

(3}

)

L3

Canopy helght

Ihis charazlerisic slanld be scared on the basls of t9e helght of the natlve trees [n Lhe
canopy, as an cstimated percentage of an "adult height! of 10 metres, tHeight is used hee
as an incicater at maturity. Well-doveloped regeneek ng hardwoed‘pedocera busk s Lkely to
have a carepy of large tress, (though ceperding a7 the coe ot the stanc thoss may stil' be i
el ol or jueenile stated,  Busly with large trees scores Righly, Well-developed manuka or
baruka canopies score o bigher than bvo hele potentlal 5 generaly as narse o she'Ler
soccics ar repaneralion ol bardvood aelfon podocarp specles) bot in wame aeas e, e Lhe
dune soils ol S22t Hesdl, Wy repieseni he dirmea vegecalian anel B valoe neay hevs o be
adiLstad upwards to rocognise lmi s s the oely boeb fkely oo saeeive i Uese aress, (See
faatpote tooscnre sheet) Where the cover is arceaminanlly erasy or coinooses ol very simall
500 (RsE than three metres in hefght, Ehe scors s lowics.

Canopy glasure

The porcentage ol Lhe ground or vaderstorey closed o the sky Sorms o= scarlng criter:.on
lor thiz cheracorzlic.  In & we l<keveloped bush, fow gaps In the bush camapy sbould be

avident. The degroc Lo wihick, e Catapy |3 closed a#Fects the llght curlty bereath e Canopy,

and henca the ypos of sastes that will germinaze a5d Tiourlsl, Been whera the canopy |5 not

composer antiraly oi nalive spoecicy, the degree of <losure |5 Hkely to affsct the devslopment of

the urzerstorey. Tha score L1as relabes o the canopy in genersl, 'ng Lding exctlcs, rather than

o nativas Alore.

Capppy_richiness dnumber of speclash

Canapry rchness is searcd on ke Dasle of the total mmber of specles present In the canopy.
Although there i eoierlal lor busin standy such 23 eoastal polutukawa biceh fa be oo ated
oy very sew canoay species, 2nd L Lo bive a low seoeo Dae Hs chaacien, Wlgh scarcs on
ather characzers should enzurs tha: imporlarl bush slendy are ol exeladty Ly thir orilerioe,
Gas g an fonthobs ks soove sheet) Bush with an unuzua. caropy composilivn are providad for
vk e Saale 2 crlterion: *Aestaetic or Uiruzial Ya.us",

Ainderslorcy compirilion {3 Ihdlgenous speces)

Scorirg ot urdersiorey composilian, (e narber oF speclss farre g a sepaenbs ayer eiow the
cannpyl, is hased on the percentage of shrebby understorey species, seedlings and saplings
brenealh argy existing canopy.  As well as seedlings asd saplings of e saccies lsked above,
mitives ine ke shirobioe wewderstarey may & numeraus. Bamples are Copmsrr specles,
Filtprporarn specics, Lee Terns, kaod wesd, smaler feons, secoes. Worzers withaout a
comprahensive knowlcdge ef Lhe rebvye flora will probaoly God L easiest o chelr fo Cie
preserce of wel-known exolics in e andereoney sler Dan aging Looeeke posilive
Idertlflcation of netwves, Larges exclics in lhe ondorsioroy may include clatiberny, gorse,

‘tebacca weed, math plant, prvet, woung sines, wekle. Pasiore grosses and introduced wesdy

ipeciss gre [aely o e frand In the mere oper stes.

Proomwss Drsind Plopy ZOO0G oo oo s i v P PP Apeerdiz FB: Chepler ¢ é
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(71

2]

£

(4]

T's cheracterlstls is scorzd an the basis of tha dansity or percentage cowver of the shreubby
understorey. o owell-deveioped native buzh, the uadestorey s ileely te be desbe, arc few
bare patcae of grourd shoald be o-vsent. Meany dilferenl shoubby spedics and young seedlings
ard siplings of farnpy species grawing tegether lead ta a rick wegetatior.

T2 seare for urderstoney richness ic basacl 00 the number of native species found in the
understorcy layerds) beneath the canmpy.  These |cfude shruzoy cpeces, seedi’rgs ard
sepl T os as above.

Rarcécndangored spocics i
.

The presence ot spocizs considerzd o b sars or endunmercd aconrdlag te sovrces sach as The
fied Bat ook of Mew Jeciand (TREY), Wilson and Given's Threodeeed Fiosty of B Zagicnd
LIPS, Depetresnt of Canservation New Sealand Mhreol Clossilvalion Loty (Rilchrooagk 260237
and Do lange et @f (2004;, Threctened ong umcomeman pliedy of New Zewlingd aowe Zealind
Jowenid oof Hologsy, Yol 42:435-75), or ¢ specics isted in an approved dala Dase a o regiamally rere
ar cndang=red species shodld be docemented.  Indormation about ko ooourrcnce of such
spedics is soare, ard thelr dlicowvery reiles an reparts tromn Irtotested fane cenors, one local
field botanists. The weinhl ica®e allows ‘nolesion 2° even ralative y poorly busned arcos oe
appraarlate sites tor subdivisien ard covenanting whete rare of endangered species are
fuund, ar have been teported, [A e 76 Decition Tepe L 2133 |

Curridor etz e

Rerreval of bust rernearts and d-ainage of wetland arces has mzanl Lhal palchzs of naddee
vegelalion are Tar apait I same parts of the Rodnow Distics. Vehere this is bho cose,
rmovormenls of ralive Buste ancdfor wesland flre specizs sstweer stands mey bz imited, znd this
has consequonces nolanly fue the qurnbers of bloe species bet olso far d°spersal of zash pl_;'rt_
seeds. WWisre Lhere g poreeplun il few besa stands rema'n in an ares, the weght,
systam allows inclusion ol lower guality bush within the acceprance levsls. Taoo alow for
reascnalle Bird fand seed] movemoenl bolaven bush sbands, e weighting systern aoomds a
brugher importance tooa staad where 1t Is the only bush arca wilhin e square kilometre,

Lot slzg

I bz g er the sire nf a giscrete bush szerc, he betler e soffering Capasty agalnst botk natura
ard hurean sistudanre. The anlity of p'aet and en'mal spocier Lo midatal wigble oroeding
population: iz a se e’y tn he iuck higher wheae the buth pazeh iz large. Inils irventory of
bust erzasir Mew Zeolaad, the ™ew Aoalaag] Wiirlife Service allowed ar arez of 140 hectaras as
ta2 minimem tor inclusion ol @ bush stand. Al wugh the pumber of gpeciss precent will rot
reeassarly lacrease signticandy setwser. bush slands of Lao beclises arc 100 heegres, e
popllation sLabilly 0° sega species s fkely to be greatly imarovec.  Therelors, where the
bushed Iot proposed for subdivision is much Yarger than the base level of two hectares {le.
elght hectares of more) taccrues sddidensl ootnls under e welgdeg sesten, based on the
pekent al far Increased species stabi ity

r".'L‘-,'JO:E[.' D.'.‘if'.’liﬁ I'.'C.'.'i‘ 2ﬂL'G e T TR R IR ] :} ) ﬁFPendk{ _l;-E, : f—'l'f'l-‘t“-‘" ra o
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A farther crteion fror the waightiag af hush staqdls bhased an coreldor i pesiance or lob size
reletes to lasge arezs of bush that are coronlly rosereed or otneowise prokecked. Additional
vithie @7 be accorded to a bush slard where it directly adjoins reserved or protected Bush,
Az noted aaove, fpecies ficiness and shversty i velaten o bush grza, and the addilian af ever,
faldy r=argingl pleczs of land r he gaely claoes of regenerelzn cen imarove the species
camzasilion of Az (lora zrd laans of ke rese-ve

Mps lbelic or gy bl valiee

PcrcepEen of 2 busk stond =7 a7 oetractive fenture may oc duz te 2 number of factors, 1t the
staqd is situzbsd T & Filsy orea, where it is eazily s2an from rearky roads, f iF Ras running
werbe-feeatesfalls, or an pausual Conmpasitlan Ber ngsnarn trees: a heavy tree-fer canopys @ stand
of scatlered roatuse pobutohters, aF 2otared D may wel be aporeciated R L phyeical beecly,
Allheug iU s desirakle Lo hove siands of rese-ved bush wiekle o Lhe poidic, palekes of Bush
taat arz hiddeq trom tho road should nat ko eacludee fiem L9is cadegony, Dodsions about
aesthetic or uuseal volue ave qualtative, aut the wa cht'ng sczle ailows bush patches with
wriasual beauly or enosual featares Ba fall wlthin the acceptance leve s Sor sabcllvision amd
cewsranling.

Potantlal

Same aseas o bush of marginal guzality have the blelogical capacity to Improve o an
accepteble standard In a reasaaably shook tire, particolarly o °nfleer ces which deprese their
qualicy gre removed, Exartples are buzn aveas which have |ost quality through belng grassd, ar
whizh conbair an cxzgsdve proporben of garss, of which are In tae ear'y scrublby stages of
-ageneraian. Where the adwe-se in%uences can be -epweved threagh acoens that can e taker
15 part of tre suodivisen approval 92 covenantiog Qrooess, oF witsie regensration 15 clearly wel
under way, such areas ol bash ey be ogven addilicnai points cresr Soa's 7,

T TR e AT L 1y IR PR PRSP - Apmeredix 7T Chapeer 7 ¢



IMSTRUCTIONS FOR USE '"WITH THE FICLLr ASSESSIMENT SHEET
Feorlng of bush lots preposed for subdivisian

Scaring on Szale 1 sauld be congleted fl-5t, the tota ewaluates, then zzoring on Scaie 2 shouid
jrocena it neceszany.

mtarmatizn for Scale 2 scoring may be obtzined from meps. eoial pheboyg-ephs, @G eesds,

“otk that dapenring on taz scase oblained, zoceplance or rejoclion ol U propesed sabeivissa can
take plase eltler on campleting svaluation of Sczle 1 oron compieting avalistion of Scale 2.

SCALE 1

Scoring:

1. Go to sk laast 15 metres wilitin Lhe bask,

2, r calunn for &t 1, recerd the seene (0 e 47 (or zach of the cerody characimilics, based oo,
the percar tages and nurabars displayed. 1

3, G la a secund it £1 1eazt 26 metres Fom the titst, eod at loast 15 melses in (rom <hz cdgz of
-he bush,

4. Fopcat step 2, record ry e scars: v caluon for Stte 2.

3. Coto athind st al least 30 ieel-es Srom each af sites 1 and 2, and &t laast 35 metres fram the
145k edge.

G Reasat step 2, record rg L scores in culum s far Site 3

7. Record the position of ah three siles ora Sler aned attach tta the Bush Gua'lsy Assersment

Field Sheet.

Calculathorn:

B, Acld B seaces in colamin for Size 1. This iz Tolal 1.

G, Hapoah for eolurns for Sites 2 and 2. These are Tols's 2 a0d 3.

i, Avorage thy hees Stals. This is TOTAL A

Evaluation:

11. It TOTAL & = greater Lhan or sual w0 20 Argeat

12 If TOTAL A is lezs than 10 Reject

12. If ery af £1e canowy characterstios O, 2, F 00 <1 1 26 at all .
thires £tes {oolarws 1, 2 and 3) Reject Y

14 If TOTAL A& I3 1423 shan 20 aat greater than 10 Sy e Seals 2 T

SCALE 2

Se0ring:

15. Fa- vach of Lue sis Ceanacterlstles, seare O, 5 ar 18, recerding the
scores in ko celurme,

Calculatho:

16, Add Uhe scares an Sczle 2. This is TOTAL B

Evaluation:

7. Acel TRl A 2o TOTAT B, Tty is TOTAL T

T, If s l; q-rater thar oregua o 20 Aczest

15, I s s lpas than 20 Rejeel

BIQESSET GUIINCL PRI SOMI - vrrr soressosmss s s oy i e 8 s R Appenclis #i ; Chapler 7 o
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POOTMETE:  ‘Wikere 2n area of bish scares poody an S<ale 1 bacause the nature of he bush at elimax vegetation
sbage docy nol corlem o the rixed podacare bush stereaype an whilch 32ale 1 5 based jeg
comprises comszal pohulakaws, kauri, or kanfkalea oash, or manuleyfkanuke busk on sand-done
derived soils or gumlancs) the 2sressor may have to use hisfber awn judgement ae to the quality of
the bush. The facios {nat the ~umbers) in Sezle 2 can be appliec to this azsesement of quslty

where neeessary,

|"m.'.X'HEﬂl I:;.lsmd P'G'.".' ZDDG EEe b o H 0l Be e e e e st e ve tn ea e seme e s heen e e e e e e e e e e

FTATALA+ TOTALE =TOTALLC _ |

>

BLESH QUALITY ALSESSKIEMT FIELD SHEET LaT WUkBER -

SCORE

ARPLICATICHM ALCCERTED

REJECTED
S¢AVEY CoLuMN
AAMK 4 3 2 ¥ i} Sire - Site | Site
1 Fy 3
CARMDPT : :
1.% ol talives R0 & -BRES | 91-a0% | 384 [ /50
2.4 o canopy Gotdre | S1-100% | 818004 ' A1.60% [ 25-40% | <2505
3.nber of speces =12 811 r4-7 23 1 _
. Hel: It o _!_}Sm a1-8m ! 4._1-6!11 3I7-4m =3m
JMRERSTOREY I :
3.7 af nafives 27-100% O1-30% " 47-60% | 25-40% | <Z5%
E. %R gmum:_!_ COWET E7-100% 07 -B0%0 § 47-G0%: | 25-50% | <F54G
7.Mumber of species =14 -1 {47 2-3 1
TOTALS 1, 2AMD 2
TOTAL A

faworagu Of Tedals 3, 2 and 33
SCALEZ COLUMN
WEIGHT 10 or 0" 5 0
i .Ratafandangered specips Presont - Abrent
2.0rky bush yithiv 1 kme - Yoy Mo
3.Lot size = & heclarcs - s Mo
= Lot adjoining proiecled sreus - Yoy Mo
- 5 Aesthediciurusoal valie - Hgh | )

__dPaleriliil - Hch i |
* 100l abedlElan well ciotect rare or shidangersd specles
0 il subdivizun wil nol de so,
TOTALE_

Appends B : tChapter #



