[image: image1.png]EnvirotMeRt

NETWORK mz










































ENM submission on the Draft Vegetation Framework for Palmerston North 

March 16th 2016

Dear Michael

Thank you for the opportunities that ENM and members have had over the last 12 months to provide input into the development of the draft Vegetation Framework document.  We see the concept of this framework as valuable for future planning in and around the city and we look forward to helping with further development of this project.

We would like to speak to our submission, although our availability will depend on the timing of any hearing.

This submission is based on feedback from our member groups.  This feedback was provided at and since the meeting on February 15th, and also through feedback provided on earlier versions of this draft.

Our feedback is provided on a page by page basis, followed by some more general comments at the end.

P3 Vision
“To create a city-wide green network that celebrates and enhances our local and imported biodiversity and contributes to an environmentally healthy and attractive city, its surrounding villages, the Manawatu River and its green corridors”.  
We have suggested the above additions to the vision statement.  We believe these are necessary to form stronger links with the purpose of the Biodiversity Strategy and the Sustainable City Strategy.  The Framework notes on P6 the many environmental benefits of vegetation, making it clear that the environmental benefits of vegetation extend well beyond biodiversity benefits.

P4 Strategy
The text and map on P4 outlines the vision of a green network and emphasises main routes and destinations and some of the many reserve areas.  The text in the strategy notes that “Over the 30 year time horizon of this Framework, the existing linkages will be maintained and enhanced and areas where linkages are currently lacking will be developed.”  

Does that mean that the green network on P4 represents the priority areas for planting in the City over the next 30 years?  What will guide decisions about increasing the planting and vegetation away from these main routes and reserves?  There is little other information provided in the framework about how areas will be prioritised or how this framework will be implemented.   For example, is there an intention to increase street tree planting in some of the residential streets (not major routes) in areas such as Highbury and Awapuni, where there are big gaps?  Improved clarity in this area would be useful.

We also note that Linklater Reserve is incorrectly labelled Skoglund Park on this map.

P5 Context

We’d like to see more detail here about the draft framework’s connection with the Biodiversity Strategy.   We would like mention of the four  'Ps' (pg 5 of the Biodiversity Plan): Planting, Pest Control, Promoting biodiversity and Protecting and restoring the City's terrestrial and aquatic biodiversity.  Although the Vegetation Framework is focused on planting as a means to enhance biodiversity, the last three P’s also need to be addressed if we are to have an integrated approach to managing vegetation.
P6 Benefits

We suggest the following additions to the benefits:

· Include carbon sequestration.

· Under soil and water conservation, it is worth noting that vegetation supports the absorption of rain water into the ground and reduces run off during heavy rain.  This can be beneficial for the city’s stormwater network, and can be especially important on ridge lines and slopes.

· It is also worth noting that improved environmental and community health can contribute to economic benefits, for example, healthier happier people are more productive.

P 7 Analysis of street tree types

ENM advocates for more native trees in the future plantings of street trees.  

We also note there is no coherent approach towards eco-sourcing because it is dealt with in different sections of the Framework in different ways.  For example: 
· PNCC will endeavour to plant eco-sourced vegetation in its Natural Reserves and City-Wide Reserves (P66).

· It will have a strong preference for eco-sourced plants in its Green Corridors (P70).  

· New Zealand native species, particularly those planted in green corridors and the Manawatū River and tributaries, should be eco-sourced from the local ecological district (P81). However, in the section about the Manawatu River and tributaries (P73-77), there is no mention of eco-sourcing.

We submit that all of this information on eco-sourcing should be grouped together near the beginning of the document.  Ecological considerations on P12 should also have a heading Native Plants and this would be the ideal place to provide guidelines around where eco-sourcing will be used.

ENM submits that any native trees (naturally occurring in this area) that will be planted within a defined radius of a significant natural or ecological area such as a bush remnant should be eco-sourced, whether they are for street plantings or reserves.  Plant stock should be eco-sourced as locally as is possible.

Implementing this aspect of the framework will need further consideration and discussion.  It is not hard to grow eco-sourced plants but having eco-sourced plants available will require some forward planning as a minimum of two years to grow the plants is usually required.  For example, one way forward would be for PNCC to work with Horizons, community groups and experts in this area to identify appropriate seed sources and get the trees and other plants grown in advance.

As eco-sourcing becomes an accepted practice creating more demand, eco-sourced material should also become more available through commercial nurseries.

P11 Notable trees

ENM supports the following approach around notable trees: “…a comprehensive survey of City trees is required.  More regular reviews of the notable tree section of the District Plan could also be undertaken. This would encourage a more responsive approach to the protection of the City’s natural heritage.”

As noted in the draft framework, infill development will result in more mature trees being removed during development.   We agree with the Forest & Bird point that, with limited land capacity to create reserves or marginal strips in the urban area, retaining our open spaces, even just grassland reserves, becomes more important and should be considered when Council undergoes reserve reviews -the retention of Council owned land becomes vitally important in the context of this document.
Memorial trees are not mentioned in the Framework but also have the potential to enhance parks in the City.

P12 Ecological considerations

We recommend that the Principles identified on pg 13 (at 1.5) of the Biodiversity Strategy2013 be reiterated here:

The Council recognises the importance of protecting and enhancing biodiversity for the community of Palmerston North, now and in the future; and that the biodiversity taonga in the City, represents a small but vitally important contribution to the aspirations for biodiversity in the City, region and world.

Birds

ENM submits that the emphasis should be on supporting and enhancing healthy populations of native birds.  There is no reference in this section to which bird species are being targeted.  We suggest that there are few populations of exotic bird species in the city that require support, nor would an increase in population of many of these species be widely supported by the general public.  This is particularly true of problem bird species such as starlings.  However, all of our native bird species, particularly our forest bird species, would truly benefit from additional support through a well-conceived vegetation strategy.  This would also better inform selection of tree species because some of the trees identified in the Framework’s appendices as beneficial for birds may be less beneficial for native bird species than introduced ones.

We also support the approach that “Where suitable, Council will endeavour to establish a green network that provides all year round food sources for native birds.”

Native plants

As noted above, there should be a section added about native plants, particularly to provide guidance on eco-sourcing. 

We also suggest the following changes to P12:

“To achieve the Framework’s vision, several things will need to change: 
· More planting will be required and any new vegetation will need to be functional, environmentally responsive beneficial and aesthetically appealing. 

· A long-term view will be needed involving protecting the existing good vegetation and avoiding planting inappropriate species in the wrong places.  This includes not planting non-eco-sourced natives near significant natural areas.

P13 Key Directions

This diagram on P13 does not adequately demonstrate the value of vegetation in the environment for people’s general wellbeing.  These benefits need to be considered when setting the sub-directions.  

Under the key direction “Environmentally Beneficial,” the sub-direction “Beneficial to fauna” should be replaced with “Beneficial to native ecosystems.” 

Under Functionally Robust, one aspect that could be included is the ability to incorporate vegetation into the roading network to separate pedestrians and cyclists from traffic.

P36 Pioneer Highway

This page talks about strengthening this passage as a green corridor from Pit Park to Pioneer Reserve.  We question whether this reference to Pit Park is a mistake?  Pit Park is much further from Pioneer Highway than other significant areas of vegetation such as the Esplanade, and we don’t see there is much of a corridor linking Pit Park back to Pioneer Highway.

P38 Milson Line

The reference to the prevailing northerly wind should be corrected because the prevailing wind is actually WNW, not northerly. 

P70-71 Green corridors

This section on green corridors is almost the only section of the Framework where the ecological considerations are given much weight in the text of the draft framework.  We understand that there is a Biodiversity Strategy that specifically deals with issues of biodiversity, but there is much crossover between that strategy and this Framework.  We submit that greater consideration is required about how further support of biodiversity and ecological considerations can be incorporated into the Framework.

“At a large scale, it is critical that the waterway is considered in its entirety from the headwaters downstream to avoid ‘islands’ of good habitat which sensitive species can’t reach and become established.”

Ideally, ensuring there is habitat over the entire length of a waterway would provide the best outcome, but islands or a patchwork of habitat can also work well.  Rather than avoiding islands, it would be better to avoid having large gaps in the habitat network.

P77 Manawatu River Framework

“The Esplanade requires new clear links from the sports grounds to the river walkway. A vegetation management strategy should address the band of vegetation creating a ‘buffer’ to the river.”

ENM has previously objected to this statement in its submission on the draft Manawatu River Framework and we are unsure why this concept is continuing to be promoted.  The Esplanade bush is acknowledged in the Biodiversity Strategy as “an important ecological area, because along with the Manawatu Gorge it is the only other significant native bush area next to the Manawatu River.”  We submit that the biodiversity benefits of this area of bush far outweigh any aesthetic need to manage this ‘buffer’ of vegetation, and that this statement should be removed from the Framework.
P81 Street Tree Planting guidelines

We suggest that the concept of “Appropriate planter pit design” is enlarged to provide an additional option of dealing with stormwater.  Appropriate use of vegetation can reduce the impacts of stormwater runoff from roads and other hard surfaces.  This may only be possible to implement large scale in green field developments, but it does require further consideration as a way to use vegetation to enhance the way the city deals with its stormwater.

P84 Community initiated vegetation

We support the ability of neighbourhoods to initiate street plantings but we advocate for adequate funding to be made available to support this.  Neighbourhood groups in less vegetated areas especially need to be supported to plant trees 

If a street is not one of the streets highlighted on P4 of the Framework, will it be up to neighbourhoods to initiate any further plantings or will these streets be included in the council planting programmes?  As we have highlighted earlier in this submission, this implementation aspect of the Framework is not clear.

P 84-85 Edible plantings

ENM supports the following comments: 
Council assistance is available to help locate community gardens, provide planting advice and with research (p.84).
Edible fruit and nut trees could be established in local reserves. This allows fruit/nuts to develop and fall without conflict to roading infrastructure and street vehicles. Council will consider requests by the community regarding species and location on a case-by-case basis (p.85)
In support of the above comments, ENM requests that the Framework also include ways that PNCC can more proactively support the establishment of edibles. We are guided, in part, by the 2014 Food Resilience Policy of Christchurch City Council, which includes the following resolutions:

· Enthusiastically endorse and support food forests and other edible plantings throughout Christchurch. 

· Identify and make available to the community public land where members of the public are welcome to plant and tend their own fruit and nut trees or other edible plants and that the produce be freely available to anyone.

· Provide guidelines on plantings and species.

· Replace restrictive rules and barriers with a proactive framework which achieves these outcomes. (CCC Food Resilience Policy available online at: http://resources.ccc.govt.nz/files/TheCouncil/policiesreportsstrategies/policies/groups/community/CCCFoodResiliencePolicy.pdf). 
We recommend that PNCC be more proactive in establishing edible plantings by including the following commitments within the Vegetation Framework:
· Providing a clear “go to” person at PNCC who is readily accessible to the public and to whom enquiries can be directed about community gardens, berm plantings, established food projects on council land, and other enquiries related to community edibles projects. 
· Providing guidance and advice, perhaps through the PNCC “go to” person, about the social aspects of community-initiated and community-maintained edibles projects (e.g. setting project purposes, sustaining volunteers to sustain maintenance, health & safety around tools, communicating with the public and other stakeholders).
· Ensuring the “go to” person or an advisor to that person has the environmental knowledge necessary to approve or amend community edible planting projects to eliminate or greatly minimise their impact on other values such as the integrity of native plantings (e.g. no ‘weedy’ edibles) and pedestrian and cycle health and safety.
· Identifying one or more plots of council land in all walking-sized neighbourhoods that may be especially suitable for community edibles projects.
· Providing some dedicated funding in the Council budget for community gardens, orchards, and other edible plantings.
· Identifying and then developing areas where council-planted and council-maintained edibles can be readily incorporated into existing parks and public spaces (e.g., walnuts or other large fruit and nut trees can be used as shade trees in some public parks; hedges can be edible such as the easily shaped berry plant myrtus ugnus, fruit-bearing vines and culinary herb understories can be incorporated into existing plantings, etc.).

· Developing guidelines for those wishing to establish community food projects, especially considering suitable species for longer-term plantings (e.g. edible hedges, trees, and suitable food forest species, similar to the species list already in the vegetation framework in Appendix 1). These guidelines should consider not only which species can be grown successfully, but also how those species impact on other values such as reducing weediness and cycle and pedestrian safety. (See more below).
· Develop policies and appropriate training for council grounds staff so that they can be clear and positive about expectations and strategies for adopting no-spray practices around community edibles.
We note that as the Framework currently stands, edible tree species are not listed in the Appendix 1. We suggest that, at minimum, the Framework be amended in some means to make it even more clear that edible tree species can be planted (by negotiation) even though they are not in the appendix. 
We support a case-by-case approach to edibles planting, to increase city-wide adoption of edibles planting, but not at the expense of native planting (e.g. banana passionfruit are certainly too invasive and even plums and cherries can cause significant problems), and not at the expense of pedestrian and cycle safety (e.g. nuts are not appropriate when planted over paved walkways and cycleways).
General comments:

City oxbows

The Framework does not appear to mention the city oxbow lagoons.  These areas should be considered in the wider context of enhancing the biodiversity and providing further habitat throughout the city for native species.

Maintaining reserves and other natural vegetated areas

Although the emphasis of this document is clearly on planting, the maintenance of newly vegetated natural areas, as the Green Corridors experience shows, requires not just adequate mulching but releasing of recent tree plantings as well as on-going pest plant and animal control.  

It is also just as important to protect and enhance existing natural areas of vegetation through pest control and minimising human impacts.  There needs to be recognition within the Framework that some species of plants are (or may become) pests that negatively impact on the health of other plants and vegetated areas.
We submit that the framework needs to puts more emphasis on how the Council will approach the maintenance of vegetated areas as a priority activity.
Individual reserve management plans

We support the concept of developing individual management plans for each reserve, within the overarching Framework.  We recommend ecological expertise is sought in relation to natural reserves as an investment to make sure that plans are heading in the right direction.  This approach will take time but will ensure the individual nature or focus of each reserve is not lost in a generalised approach.

Climate disruption

Although we can anticipate that global warming will likely bring more extreme events in New Zealand within the 30 year time frame of the framework we do not know how the climate will change in the Palmerston North area over time.  What we do know is that healthy plants and ecosystems, and watershed and soils protected through planting, will be more resilient to climate related stressors such as floods and droughts.  Adequate pest animal and plant control is very important for this reason too.

Carbon sinks

Are there areas of public land where public carbon sink plantings could be established in the future?  Has this been considered as part of the city’s contribution to mitigating climate change?

Tree choices

We suggest that expert advice is sought on whether we could have more northern rata (eco-sourced) planted in the city as an alternative to pohutukawa (which is not native to this area).  Northern rata is very susceptible to possum browsing damage, leading to the regional loss of rata in some parts of the country.  Urban areas in particular provide a safer haven for this species.   Northern rata is included in Appendices  1 and 3 but unlike pohutukawa is not listed amongst recommended species in any of the public places sections.

We note that a number of other native plants are not recommended for any public space including kanuka, five finger and kamahi (amongst others).   We also note that some of the trees in Appendix 3 are not listed in Appendix 1 (namely  Pohutukawa, tawa and titoki)

More generally, the appropriateness of species to a specific location is important if we are to have healthy vegetation.  For example many natives that are naturally forest trees should not be planted in exposed places as they need more shelter.  

We note that growing conditions vary across locations - as well as differing levels of shelter, there will be different soil types, levels of shading, slopes and moisture levels.  There may be other factors to take into account that the Framework does not anticipate.

In general, although guidelines for what can be planted are useful, we are concerned that the proposed lists of trees and plants that can be planted in particular spaces  is too restrictive.  We submit that there needs to be more flexibility in choosing plant species than the proposed Framework allows.

Language

Some of the language used in the Framework is a little unclear in its intent.  For example, on P67 it states “This Framework does not replace signage, but will support signage to increase legibility on a more intuitive level.”  We suggest that statements such as this are clarified to say more explicitly what is in intended.

Mangaone Stream

The map on P4 does not show the Mangaone Stream downstream of Rangitikei Street, which suggests there are no plans for vegetation in this area.  Appropriate planting along the Mangaone through the western side of the City could be one way to address inequity in vegetation cover in the City.  We are also aware of many requests from the public to enhance the Mangaone Stream environs to let it resemble an actual stream rather than its current appearance as a drain.  We understand that flood management requirements restrict the kind of vegetation that can be used but we would encourage further clarity of what can be done in this area.  The artist’s interpretation on P74 may provide unrealistic expectations of what can be achieved in the Mangaone if the flood management requirements are so restrictive that no planting is possible at all.  Either way, the Framework should be more specific about what is intended in this seriously under-vegetated corridor of our river network.

Timeframe

How will the Framework be implemented in terms of time lines?  The Biodiversity Strategy says in relation to the implementation of that Strategy that “An implementation plan detailing specific actions and timeframes will be developed in partnership with relevant stakeholders.”  Is this the plan for the Vegetation Framework?  The only reference to timeframes is the overall 30 year timeframe.  Planting and growing takes time, and there is no sense of urgency given in this draft framework.  At least providing an action plan of how implementation is going to be rolled out would be more informative.

Implementation

Further to the timeframe, there is very little sense of how the Framework will be implemented or funded.  We understand that the funding side of the equation is somewhat separated out from this process because Councillors make that decision separately, however, we suggest some description of the implementation process and resourcing required would complement the Framework.  Possible suggestions that could be incorporated include establishment of a contestable fund to assist property owners/schools maintain trees on their property that contribute significantly to the street scape. 

We thank you again for the opportunity to provide feedback and welcome further opportunities to engage around development of this Framework.

Yours sincerely

Sally Pearce

Coordinator

ENM

