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INTRODUCTION 
 
1. In its minute dated 4 October 2022 the Panel invited submitters on Hearing 19 to provide 

comment on proposed changes to the Natural Features and Landscape chapter of the Selwyn 
Proposed District Plan (PDP). Those changes are set out in blue highlighter in Appendix 2 of the 
Panel’s minute.  
 

2. In summary, the proposed changes acknowledge that large-scale indigenous vegetation 
clearance should be avoided in outstanding natural features (ONF) and outstanding natural 
landscapes (ONL) because it is incompatible with the values identified. The proposed changes 
also add a matter of control or discretion to vegetation clearance activities outside of significant 
natural areas.  

 
3. This memorandum provides the Environmental Defence Society’s (EDS) comment on the 

proposed changes.  
 
NFL-POLICIES  
 
4. EDS is pleased that Council staff, supported by its expert landscape architect, acknowledge that 

indigenous vegetation is an important component of ONL values and that vegetation clearance 
can have adverse effects on these values. The proposed addition to NFL-P1(g) reflects this. It 
recognises that “large-scale indigenous vegetation clearance” should be avoided in ONFs and 
ONLs because it is incompatible with identified values of these areas. EDS therefore supports the 
reference to vegetation clearance in NFL-P1(g).  
 

5. However, EDS is unclear as to why the vegetation clearance referred to in NFL-P1(g) is limited to 
“large-scale”. Vegetation clearance of any scale has the potential to impact ONF or ONL values. 
For example, patches of clearance/killing/burning can also result in adverse effects.  

 
6. EDS considers that NFL-P1 should include policy direction that vegetation clearance, at any scale, 

should be managed to avoid adversely affecting the values of ONF/ONL areas.  
 

7. Further, EDS considers it crucial that the ONL schedules be updated to identify the vegetation 
values of each ONL so that those values can be protected. NFL-P1 requires identification and 
protection of values. If the vegetation values of any particular ONL are not identified in the ONL 
schedules, then those values risk not being protected under NFL-P1. 

 
NFL – MATTERS OF CONTROL OR DISCRETION  
 
8. EDS supports the addition of a matter of control or discretion relating to vegetation clearance in 

ONL and visual amenity landscapes (VAL), and the link to this matter in the ECO Rules relating to 
vegetation clearance outside of significant natural areas (SNA). However, EDS does not support 
the matters for discretion because:  
 

a. They do not require any assessment of the extent to which the vegetation clearance 
might adversely affect the values of ONL and VAL, which is the intended focus of the 
proposed changes.  
 

b. They do not require any assessment of the extent to which the vegetation proposed for 
clearance contributes to the physical, sensory and associative landscape values of the 
area.  
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c. They encourage mitigation of adverse effects, rather than avoidance. Specifically, point 

(1) assesses whether the clearance is hidden in the landscape and mitigation measures.  
 
d. They undermine the policy direction to avoid adverse effects. Specifically, point (4) 

provides for consideration of clearance for rural production and point (5) provides for 
consideration of it when there is an external need (i.e., infrastructure).  

 
9. EDS considers that the matters for control/discretion should be amended to better reflect the 

above comments.  
 

CONCLUSION  
 
10. EDS supports the Council’s intention to provide more recognition and protection to the 

importance of vegetation to ONL values. However, it does not consider that the proposed 
changes go far enough to ensure that vegetation clearance does not adversely affect those 
values.  


