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1. Confirmation of Sub-Committee Business  

RECOMMENDED 
That the following approvals granted by the Swimming Pools Sub-Committee under delegated 
authority (Environment Committee Minute R.10/11.212) be confirmed: 

 J B & K D Winstanley - 4 Orchard Lane, Springlands, Blenheim - exemption to install a 
Save T Cover II automatic pool cover in lieu of a fence (exemption pursuant to section 
6 of the Fencing of Swimming Pools Act 1987). 
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2. Compliance Group: Forestry Monitoring Report  

(Clr Arbuckle) (Report prepared by Mark Spencer and Steve Urlich) E335-003-002 

Purpose 
1. Inform Council of the Compliance Group’s ongoing monitoring programme of forest harvesting and 

land disturbance activities for the period 1 December 2011 - 1 June 2012. 

Outline of Paper 
2. Provide an overview of where and what the Compliance Group monitored. 

3. Describe how monitoring is undertaken and what rating system is used to determine compliance 
with plan rules and resource consents. 

4. Outline the results of monitoring and what improvements occurred as a consequence. 

5. Discuss the overall relationship with industry and future monitoring activities. 

Where Monitoring Occurred  
6. Monitoring occurred in 22 forestry blocks in Northbank, Port Underwood, Rai Valley and 

Marlborough Sounds (Figure 1).  These forests cover 13,000 hectares and represent 
approximately 17% of planted forests in Marlborough.  Monitoring occurred within the forestry 
blocks where earthworks and harvesting had recently occurred.   

 

Figure 1: Map of forestry blocks in Marlborough and locations of where monitoring occurred (in red). 



 

Environment 14 June 2012 - Page 3 

How Monitoring is Undertaken 
7. Land disturbance consents and forest harvesting permitted under the Wairau/Awatere Resource 

Management Plan (WARMP) and the Marlborough Sounds Resource Management Plan (MSRMP) 
were monitored.  The operations of eight forestry companies and one private land owner were 
inspected.  Some blocks were monitored more than once depending on the scale and quality of the 
operations. 

8. The resource consent conditions and permitted standards monitored in each forestry block 
included: 

 Harvest plans for skid (harvest platform), road and track placement.  

 Water control (culverts, water tables) installation and effectiveness. 

 Land stability (slash placement, benching around skids). 

 Stream blockages (woody debris in waterways). 

9. A traffic light system is used for determining whether a forestry operation is in compliance with its 
consent following our initial monitoring inspection.  Red is non-compliant, i.e. significant remedial 
actions are required; Amber means minor corrective actions are needed; Green is compliant and 
no action is required.  The feedback from forestry companies is that this is a positive and welcome 
innovation.  The amber status enables them to undertake whatever actions to reach compliance 
status, without having a non-compliance status assigned for relatively minor breaches. 

Monitoring Results 
10. The Compliance Group monitored 110 skids (harvesting processing areas) and found 92 (or 84%) 

to be green, 18 amber and 0 red after the initial inspection.  All companies responded positively to 
the requirement to undertake corrective actions identified by Compliance Environmental Protection 
Officers.  All companies demonstrated a willingness to undertake improvements to their operations. 

11. The corrective actions undertaken on the 18 skids rated as amber included: repair of tension 
cracks in fill (Figure 2), installing drainage on skids and pulling back logging slash from skid edges.  
These actions could help to avert potential failure of skids and the consequent landslide of slash.  

12. Water controls on approximately 107 kilometres of forestry roads were also monitored.  There were 
only minor issues detected with the effectiveness of drainage measures, reflecting the generally 
high standard of road construction in Marlborough.  Forest owners were reminded to regularly 
maintain the water controls for several years after harvesting has finished.  Forestry soils have a 
vulnerable period to erosion as the roots of harvested trees decay.  It takes about five years for the 
newly planted trees to develop root networks to hold the soil.  Effective water controls reduce the 
risk of erosion.   

  
 
Figure 2: Example of a skid (harvest platform) site before (left) and after (right) corrective actions undertaken 

after Council monitoring.  The tension cracks in the photo to the left indicate that fill is likely to fail under 
heavy rain. 
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13. A more widespread issue detected was the widespread presence of logging slash in waterways.  
Woody debris over 100mm in diameter was required to be taken out of 14 creeks and streams as 
shown in Figure 3.  Woody debris in waterways is a significant risk in intense storms.  Debris can 
temporarily dam up creeks and side streams.  These debris dams can fail, as they did in the 
December 2010 storm, resulting in flooding of lower lying country. 

   
 

Figure 3: Example of a creek before monitoring (left),and (right) following removal of debris from the creek banks 
after monitoring. 

14. Monitoring observations also led to temporary bridges being installed over two waterways to curtail 
sedimentation from logging trucks (Figure 4).  This was done to prevent detrimental effects to the 
waterways.  The forestry company was responsive in doing so, at significant cost to them.  The 
requirement for bridging of individual waterways is assessed on the particular circumstances.  This 
includes ecological and cultural values, as well as the duration and intensity of the impacts.   

  
 
Figure 4: Temporary bridge installed over an ecologically significant waterway.  

Relationship with Industry 
15. Forestry monitoring is part of the new Healthy Land (Productive Environmental Powerhouse) 

compliance programme.  Education and relationship building are key objectives of this programme.  
Therefore, the Compliance Group takes a proactive and constructive partnership approach to 
monitoring.  Consequently good cooperation is received from the industry.  The emphasis is on 
continuous improvement to minimise compliance costs to both the Council and forestry companies. 

16. The Compliance Group has produced an Environmental Guidelines booklet on best practice land 
disturbance to assist industry.  This visual guide is designed for machinery operators.  It makes the 
standards for construction of water controls clear.  This has been developed by Mark Spencer, 
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Peter Davidson and Peter Hamill of Council, with assistance from Paul Williams (RMco Ltd).  A 
copy of the latest version is separately attached.  It is shortly due for publication and distribution. 

17. The drainage measures installed on roads and skids have to be able to cope with a 1 in 10 year 
storm event.  This is the standard in both the WARMP and MSRMP.  There is a strong awareness 
within the industry for the need for sound road and skid construction.  The NZ Forest Owners 
Association has recently produced a comprehensive best-practice road engineering manual.  

18. The installation of effective water control measures reduces the risk of failure of skids and roads in 
a storm of greater magnitude than 1 in 10 years.  It does not eliminate it though.  Therefore, it is 
important to realise that a storm of greater intensity, such as in December 2010, there are no 
guarantees that water controls such as water tables and culverts will be able to cope.  

19. Experience in Marlborough and the Bay of Plenty has also shown that recently harvested slopes 
are vulnerable to erosion following intense storms.  Large scale erosion occurs on steep hill slopes, 
causing mobilisation of material left after harvest.  Council will continue to work closely with other 
councils and industry in the evolution of best practice to minimise the risk of environmental 
damage.  The lessons from ongoing forest monitoring by Council have an important part to play in 
this. 

RECOMMENDED 
That the information be received. 
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3. Water Resources Allocation and State Reports  

(Chairman) (Report prepared by Rachel Anderson, Val Wadsworth and Peter Davidson)  
 R425-02-18-02 

Purpose 
1. To present two reports which review the current status of allocation for Marlborough’s freshwater 

resources, as follows: 

 Marlborough Surface Water Allocation Status 2012 - Val Wadsworth (MDC Environmental 
Scientist - Hydrology); and 

 Aquifer Safe Yield Review 2012 - Peter Davidson (MDC Groundwater Scientist). 

2. The purpose of these reports is to document the current state of the region’s freshwater resources.  
This information will be used in the review of the Regional Policy Statement and the Marlborough 
Resource Management Plans.  In particular, this work supports the review of the water allocation 
framework. 

1. Presentation of key conclusions by Val Wadsworth and Peter Davidson (5 minutes). 

 

Background 
3. In July 2011 the National Policy Statement (NPS) on Freshwater Management came into effect.  

The NPS requires councils to, amongst other matters, set water quantity allocation limits and to 
phase out existing over-allocation. 

4. As part of the wider review of the region’s current planning documents, and to enable the Council 
to respond to the Freshwater NPS, the existing water allocation framework is being reviewed. 

5. To support this review the current status of Marlborough’s surface and ground water resources, 
relative the existing allocation framework, has been assessed.  Consideration has also been given 
to new information gained during the life of the existing planning framework. 

6. As part of the plan review, discussion with the wider community about water allocation began in 
March 2012 with a two day Water Forum.  Following the Water Forum a working group was 
established to contribute to the Council’s review of water allocation for the next generation of plans, 
and to assist with future consultation with water users and the public.  The Water Allocation 
Working Group reports back to the Plan Review Sub-Committee.  

7. The freshwater allocation status reports, in draft form, have been presented to the Plan Review 
Sub-Committee (20/2/12) and the Iwi Working Group (29/2/12), and presentations based on the 
reports were provided at the Water Forum.  

Comments 
8. Overall the status reports show the region’s water resources to be in a state of full or 

over-allocation, when assessed against existing allocation limits in the current Resource 
Management Plans. 

9. To date there has been little evidence of adverse effects as a result of this state of allocation, most 
likely due to significant underutilisation of water allocations held by permit holders, but perhaps 
also because of climatic conditions over the last decade. 

10. It is important to understand the current state of allocation for several reasons, including: 

 to establish whether the current level of allocation is sustainable; 
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 to identify whether opportunities exist to reallocate unused water to provide for further growth 
and development; 

 to enable the Council to meet the requirements of the NPS on Freshwater Management. 

11. The surface water resources review has identified that for all the waterways that have allocations in 
the existing plans (except the Wairau River), a state of full allocation has been reached. 

12. The groundwater resources review has identified that most aquifers are over-allocated relative to 
the existing plan allocations.  As part of this exercise, new information regarding the safe yield from 
each of the aquifers was also considered.   

13. In both reports, water resources that currently do not have allocation limits have been identified.  
Setting limits for those resources will be part of the water allocation review. 

14. The purpose of the freshwater status reviews was to establish the current state of allocation.  A 
review of the appropriateness of existing restrictions, such as Sustainable Flow Regimes, will be a 
separate piece of work conducted over the coming months.  

Summary 
15. A review of the current state of allocation of the regions freshwater resources has identified most 

as being either fully or over-allocated.  This will be a significant issue to resolve as no further water 
can be allocated in these circumstances. 

16. The information contained within these hydrological reports provides vital information that enables 
the Council to review the water allocation framework for the next generation of plans. 

RECOMMENDED 
That the reports “Marlborough Surface Water Allocation Status 2012” (V Wadsworth) and “Aquifer 
Safe Yield Review 2012” (P Davidson) be received. 
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4. 2012 Groundwater Quality State of the Environment 
Report and Scorecard  

(Chairman) (Report prepared by Peter Davidson) E345-007 

Purpose 
1. The aim of the report is to update the Marlborough District Council on the state and trends of 

groundwater quality for 2012.   

2. Presentation of key findings of the report by Peter Davidson (15 minutes). 

 

Background 
3. Ongoing monitoring of Marlborough groundwater quality is an essential role for the Marlborough 

District Council because of the importance of the resource for drinking, the region’s economy and 
the ecology of aquifer fed springs.  It also helps understand the mechanics of aquifers. 

4. Groundwater is accorded the highest grading of freshwaters because it is commonly used for 
human consumption.  Potability remains the primary criteria for measuring quality, but ecological 
thresholds are becoming increasingly important as we learn more about the interconnection of 
groundwater and streams. 

5. Poor groundwater quality can be caused by either natural processes or human activities.  The 
focus in terms of human activities are nutrients from agriculture or settlements.  

6. Marlborough District Council staff are required to prepare an annual report on the state and trends 
of groundwater quality and present it mid year. 

7. This summary is based on seasonal samples taken at a fixed network of wells representing all 
major aquifers, water types and land uses.  It is intended to provide a regional scale appreciation 
and can not be relied upon to identify local issues.  

8. Samples are taken based on nationally agreed guidelines and results from most regions around 
New Zealand are used by Central Government for national state of the environment reporting.  This 
sharing of information currently only occurs for groundwater resources. 

9. Samples are collected each season and analysed for a wide range of constituents including 
pesticides, although reporting on microbes is still being fine tuned. 

10. The full report is provided along with the scorecard which contains a distilled down summary 
(attached). 

Findings 
11. The quality of Marlborough groundwaters remains high and there have been no major changes 

from the initial findings of the state and trends report presented to the Marlborough District Council 
in 2010. 

12. There are minor trends in some parameters that the Marlborough District Council is investigating in 
relation to land use and climate factors. 

13. Peak concentrations of nutrients and chloride in shallow groundwaters commonly occur in winter or 
spring showing they are related to the leaching of soil materials.  

14. As part of this systematic approach a formal process exists for identifying and reporting changes in 
groundwater quality and providing feedback to influence policy or land use practices. 
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15. Water quality information from key indicator wells will be added to the Marlborough District Council 
website by the end of 2012 to provide the community with access to the raw data used for 
reporting. 

16. Longer records of the time scale of decades will isolate the influence of climate variability and the 
residual effects of past versus current land uses on groundwater quality.  

17. Information collected today will answer the management questions of tomorrow. 

RECOMMENDED 
That the report “Groundwater Quality State and Trends 2012” and scorecard be received.  
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Environment 14 June 2012 - Page 12 

5. Measurement and Reporting of Water Takes   

(Clr Jerram ) (Report prepared by Dave Lane) E380-007-006 

Purpose 
1. To seek support from the Committee for the development of a future policy direction around the 

implementation of the measurement and reporting of all water takes within the region.  
Implementation of the Resource Management (Measurement and Reporting of Water Takes) 
Regulations 2010 attached. 

Background 
2. Council has been charged with implementing the Resource Management (Measurement and 

Reporting of Water Takes) Regulations 2010.  Progress is well advanced towards ensuring 
implementation is understood and adopted by the first group of permit holders covered by the 
regulations (takes >20 l/s).  In order to support the implementation process, policy and rules need 
to be developed that will formalise, standardise and streamline the recording and reporting of water 
meter information generated by the regulations. 

3. Over 50% of Marlborough’s water permits are not covered by the new metering regulations.  Any 
policy development needs to include this group of permit holders so all permits in the region are 
treated the same regardless of size.  Alternatively, a two-tiered water management regime with 
different expectations, policies and rules will have to be developed.    

4. Council is in the process of developing the next generation of water allocation model.  The model 
will outline the amount of water available for allocation, how allocation will occur, and how 
allocations will be monitored.  Any new policy framework developed to meet today’s needs must be 
adaptable enough to meet tomorrow’s visions. 

Comments 
5. Council documents what monitoring information is required for an individual permit via consent 

conditions.  This information helps Council monitor the effect of the permit on the environment and 
other users.  It is therefore imperative the data sought is the right data, in an appropriate format 
and, more importantly, will be used by Council and the community. 

6. A review of data requirements from both technical and policy staff is needed to ensure data 
collected is sufficient and excessive data requirements are not being placed on permit holders.  

7. A review of requirements may highlight the need to prioritise collection of data from a certain 
catchment or aquifer.  Or collect data on a more or less frequent timeframe in different catchments. 

8. It is important that in the development of any water metering policy we need to ensure that data 
collection is efficient as Council transitions towards an electronic platform to manage information.  
To enable this to occur, the installation of data loggers to record daily use and default reporting of 
the data to Council on a monthly basis is seen as a minimum requirement. 

RECOMMENDED 
1. That the information be received. 

2. That the Resource Management Plan Review Sub- committee acknowledges this report and 
takes into consideration the recommendations while developing Council policy. 
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Implementation of the Resource Management (Measurement 
and Reporting of Water Takes) Regulations 2010 

Introduction 
Council has been charged with implementing the Resource Management (Measurement and Reporting of 
Water Takes) Regulations 2010. Progress is well advanced towards ensuring implementation is 
understood and adopted by the first group of permits holders covered by the regulations (takes >20 l/s). 
In order to support the implementation process, policy and rules need to be developed that will formalise, 
standardise and streamline the recording and reporting of water meter information generated by the 
regulations. 

Over 50% of Marlborough’s water permits are not covered by the new metering regulations. Any policy 
development needs to include this group of permit holders so all permits in the region are treated the 
same regardless of size. Alternatively, a two-tiered water management regime with different expectations, 
policies and rules will have to be developed.  

Council is in the process of developing the next generation of water allocation model. The model will 
outline the amount of water available for allocation, how allocation will occur, and how allocations will be 
monitored. Any new policy framework developed to meet today’s needs must be adaptable enough to 
meet tomorrow’s visions. 

Measurement and Reporting of Water Takes Regulations 2010 
The regulations came into force 10th November 2010. The regulations set bottom line requirements for 
the installation, recording and reporting of water take information to Council.  

The bottom line requirements of the regulations require consented takes of greater than 5 litres/second 
to: 

 Install a suitable measuring device that is sealed and tamper proof and is capable of a pulse 
output. 

 For full pipe systems, ensure measuring is accurate to within plus or minus 5 percent of the 
actual volume taken and plus or minus 10 percent for other takes.  

 Verification of meter accuracy must be undertaken by qualified persons initially and then every 
five years. 

 Continuously measure water take, including zero readings and collate records on a daily basis 
(a daily reading). 

  Report the information to Council annually in a form suitable for electronic storage. 

The regulations allow existing permit holders, and those renewing their permits, time to transition towards 
compliance over a period of six years dependant on daily take volumes.  

New water permits with takes >5 l/s have to comply immediately. Table 1 below outlines the timeframes 
and thresholds for compliance.  
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Flow Rate 
Thresholds  

Compliance Date 

20 l/s and greater 10 November 2012 

10 l/s up to 20 l/s 10 November 2014 

5 l/s up to 10 l/s 10 November 2016 

Less than 5 l/s Not covered by 
regulations 

 Table 1. Flow rate thresholds and timeframes for regulation compliance 

The new regulations mean Council is required to gather, analyse and store data in vastly larger quantities 
than ever before. Council needs to rationalise and standardise the data required so only relevant or 
required data is collected and archived. 

Council’s Metering Policy  
The Wairau, Awatere and Marlborough Sounds Resource Management Plans have existing policy 
around water metering.  

The policy states:  

 Fresh Water Objectives and Policies  

 To require water metering by an accepted method as a condition of all water permits 
involving the take and use of water.  

The rule supporting this policy states: 

 Controlled activities 

 Water meters or other approved methods of determining volume abstracted are fitted at 
the abstraction point 

The majority of water permits in the region have been required to install meters since 1997. The 
exception to this was the water-short Southern Valleys where meters have been a requirement since the 
mid 1980’s.  

Currently all technical decisions around how water metering is to be implemented, and how or when 
meter data is collected and returned to Council, is reliant on conditions imposed during the granting of 
resource consent. This has lead to an array of conditions being written that in some instances are not 
easily monitored. 

Resource Consent Conditions 
Council documents what monitoring information is required for an individual permit via consent 
conditions. This information helps staff monitor the effect of the permit on the environment and other 
users. It is therefore imperative the data sought is the right data, in an appropriate format and more 
importantly will be used by staff.   

While each consent application is assessed and processed on merit and conditions written to reflect 
Councils monitoring needs. Standardising and streamlining the data required from permit holders is 
necessary as Council transitions towards an electronic platform to manage data, and/or moves into a new 
phase of water management.  
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A review of data requirements from both technical and policy staff is needed to ensure data collected is 
sufficient, and excessive data requirements are not being placed on permit holders.  

A review of staff requirements may highlight the need to prioritise collection of data from a certain 
catchment or aquifer. Or collect data on a more or less frequent timeframe in different catchments. 

Monitoring  
Council sets out the framework for water management through policy, rules and permits. Real time 
management of the resource is in the hands of the permit holder, Council monitors how permit holders 
manage the resource. 

The high number of water permits means staff are realistically unable to monitor every condition on every 
permit. Council is therefore reliant on permit holders to understand and correctly implement conditions 
imposed.  

As outlined at the recently held water forum, Council’s monitoring processes have to be organised and 
robust if water take and water use are to be managed accurately. 

Currently monitoring of permit conditions fall into two main categories, firstly the infrastructure is checked 
to ensure it complies with the consent conditions, and secondly the volume of water taken is monitored, 
including restrictions.  

Monitoring of new or updated infrastructure is becoming a desktop exercise. Council staff are receiving 
and checking installation and verification certificate filed by “Blue Tick” registered practitioners. These 
certificates provide evidence of industry approved workmanship and of permit conditions around 
infrastructure being met.  

In effect Council is accepting a code of compliance certificate from a Blue Tick provider similar to the 
scheme operated by many trades across NZ.  

If a permit holder chooses not to use a Blue Tick accredited practitioner then the status-quo applies, and 
an inspection will be carried out by Council and the permit holder charged accordingly. 

Monitoring water take volumes and restrictions is becoming an automated process. Council is receiving 
telemetered data from a number of permit holders or their providers.  This data is automatically monitored 
for compliance with consent conditions and archived. All water permits could potentially be monitored this 
way, resulting in the freeing up compliance staff to deal with other issues.  

Data not currently telemetered is to be returned via a purpose built webpage. The web page will remove 
the need for staff to manually enter readings, or load logger files. Once entered, meter readings and/or 
logger files are subject to the same automated process of compliance checking.    

As Council moves into a new phase of water management, the ability to question, interoperate and 
analyse data in real time will be paramount. The electronic platform recently developed is allowing this to 
happen. Data coming into the system from permit holders needs to catch up.  

It is envisaged that historical data within current Council databases will be transformed and transferred to 
the new platform in due time. This will provide technical staff with a comprehensive data set to work with.  

Developments in Software and Data Management 
A review of the current methods employed by Council to record and report water take/use data identified 
a number of system shortfalls that needed to be addressed in order for Council to meet its reporting 
obligations under the new metering regulations.  

Environmental Science and Monitoring staff initiated the development of a new computer based 
management tool. The development of this electronic platform to support the new water metering 
regulations and any new generation water allocation model is advancing well. Commissioning problems 
are being worked through and several permit holders are already using the system. 
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Council’s own environmental monitoring network (HydroTel & Hilltop) was identified as an ideal platform 
to build upon and recent software enhancements now allow Council to receive, store and monitor water 
take/use data from permit holders in real time.  

Hilltop Compliance Checker is a rules based software package that runs automatically as a service on a 
server. Compliance Checker can be configured to check results against its rules on a set time period and 
report when it finds results in breach of its rules. Compliance Checker can automatically tell staff if a 
permit holder has taken more water than allocated.  Compliance Checker can notify staff if data returns 
are not occurring as required.  Compliance Checker can be configured to provide alerts for a variety of 
rules or conditions that are imposed as part of the resource consent process e.g. low flow water 
restrictions.   

Hilltop Compliance Checker is designed to be used to interrogate and test a particular permit against all 
restrictions, allocations and reporting conditions. Compliance Checker will have a configurable interface 
that staff will use to check a permit across the life of the permit.  
 
Hilltop has a web based front end that will allow members of the public to enter their own water meter 
readings and review their own take/use. The Compliance Checker software is similar to the existing 
WUDMS system, but offers better functionality for the both the public and Council staff and integrates 
with Council’s other software and databases easily. 

Technical Installation and Verification Guidelines 
Irrigation New Zealand in conjunction with Ministry for the Environment and irrigation industry experts has 
developed the best practice “Guidelines for the Measurement and Reporting of Water Takes”.  

This guideline reflects industry best practice and until such time as it is superseded should be adopted by 
this Council as the minimum required standard for meter installation, meter verification and data 
recording/reporting.  

Industry practitioners are registered under Irrigation New Zealand’s “Blue Tick Programme”. This 
programme requires practitioners to complete training and undergo ongoing audits to ensure work is 
carried out to recognised standards. The scheme is voluntary.  

All permit holders are being advised to use Blue Tick certified practitioners.  

Data Loggers and Reporting 
Data logging is a rapidly evolving technology. Logger files can be configured to show the detailed history 
of when and how much water has been taken.  

Loggers are not compulsory under the new metering regulations, daily meter readings are. A daily 
reading can realistically only be achieved by a logger.  

Policy outlining the need for loggers to be installed on all water takes in Marlborough will ensure Council 
compiles a comprehensive data set of when and how much water has been taken.  

Under the new metering regulations, readings must be returned to Council on an annual basis. An annual 
return leaves both permit holders and Council open to the prospect of lost data for a whole water year. 
The more frequently data is returned to Council the less impact any lost or corrupt data will have on the 
overall integrity of the data set.   

Recording and reporting frequencies for a permit will vary from catchment to catchment. Reporting 
frequencies for individual catchments/water bodies need to be set in conjunction with groundwater and 
surface water scientists.  

Until such time as a detailed analysis of data requirements is undertaken, a default reporting frequency 
for all new or renewing water permits should be set at monthly. 
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Telemetry   
A fully telemetered system in conjunction with new compliance checking software would mean outages, 
errors or noncompliance issues are picked up and brought to the attention of staff on a daily basis. This 
automation minimises the prospect of lost data and allows noncompliance to be dealt with efficiently. 
Longer reporting frequencies increase the likelihood of lost data and unchecked noncompliance.  

As with loggers, telemetry technologies are evolving rapidly. Communication issues arise in areas where 
cell phone coverage is limited, in these circumstances shortwave radio transmission can be used to send 
data to Council. This can be a very costly exercise for permit holders to establish and is not without its 
own issues of reliability.    

With any technology (meter, logger, telemetry) Council has to recognise the limits of the technology and 
accept that there will be outages and lost data. Council will have to determine what an acceptable level of 
loss or outage is.  EMS uses 1% (3.5 days) as an acceptable loss or outage across Council’s own 
environmental network.  

Council is investing in smart technology, as more advances are made technologically, Council will be in a 
strong position to acquire and manage all take data and compliance data via a fully developed and 
secure telemetered network.  

Consented takes less than 5 litres per second 
The number of active permits in Marlborough is approximately 1472. Of these, 790 or 53% have a rate of 
take less-than 5 l/s and are therefore not covered by the new regulations. 

The recent report from the Land and Water Forum made recommendations to the Minister that the 
country moves into a new phase of water management. This means that strategies to manage over 
allocated catchments and investigations into methods to reallocate consented water that is currently 
under utilised, without affecting environmental and social outcomes will be vital.  

Furthermore the community has indicated a desire to promote further economic development within the 
region. Fully understanding current water allocation and use will be a vital component in any economic 
development. 

To fully understand the resource, up to date water take information is required from all permits. Council 
will need to ensure permits who take <5 l/s are returning accurate data and therefore contributing to the 
accurate management of the region’s water resource. This should be considered as high a priority as any 
other water take in the region. 

Communications 
A dedicated communications strategy needs to be developed and funded to outline Councils needs 
around water metering. This strategy needs to include brochures, web based information and mail outs to 
permit holders. A similar strategy needs to be developed for service providers wishing to undertake 
metering work in the region.  

A dedicated handover process between a Council representative and the applicant needs to take place 
as part of the permit granting process. This handover will ensure the permit holder understands the 
conditions under which the permit is being granted. The cost of this process has the ability to be built into 
the cost of the overall consent.  

Sections within Council involved in water need to be involved in the drafting of best practice guidelines 
around metering requirements, logging and telemetry. The guidelines need to be living documents that 
reflect the best knowledge at the time and need to be regularly revisited to ensure best practice is being 
followed and allow for new technologies to be tested and introduced.  

To some extent communications are already underway via letters to permit holders outlining their 
requirements under the regulations. Meetings have been held with service providers and user group 
meetings have been attended. These measures should be seen as a start only. 
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Resourcing 
Historically work streams associated with water meters, meter readings, and water compliance issues 
have been regarded as fragmented and under resourced. The fragmented approach and the need to 
implement the new metering regulations have lead to the creation of the Water Information Services 
Co-ordinator’s position. Key functions arising out of this implementation process are, but not limited to. 

 Oversee the development of information systems, including Hilltop Compliance Checker, 
Hilltop Alarmist, and the integration of this software into existing Council databases. 

 Oversee verification processes for existing and new water meter installations.  

 Data inputting and internal reporting 

 Provide data standards and undertake data audits ensuring a clear line of QA.  

 Reporting to MfE, Council and permit holders 

 Liaise with other teams involved in water across Council  

 Preparation of procedures, standards and information kits both web based and brochures  

 Input into policy and funding options 

 Liaison and education with permit holders and industry practitioners. 

In terms of funding, while the function remains in a development mode funding by rates is the most 
practical alternative. A review in the short to medium term time will be necessary to review resourcing 
requirements and costs.  

There is scope for the development of fixed charge regime for consent holders under section 36 of the 
Resource management Act for this activity including the incorporation of general consent monitoring. 

Summary  
 Council is currently retrofitting the new metering regulations and new technologies/software, 

over the top of existing policy.  

 Continuing with the current recording and reporting regime is not an option.  

 Council needs to develop a policy framework that supports and enhances the data generated 
by the Resource Management (Measurement and Reporting of Water Takes) 
Regulations 2010. 

 Council needs to include in policy development those permits not currently captured by the 
regulations (takes < 5 l/s). 

 Rules supporting any policy need be generic, allowing Council to adapt and change the 
methods, frequency or structures around the recording and reporting of water takes in 
Marlborough.  

 Further work is required by technical staff to identify and prioritise what data is needed, what 
catchments it is needed from and how often. 

 Until technical staff review data needs, the default reporting frequency for all water takes 
should be set at monthly.   

 All water takes in Marlborough should be required to fit a data logger. 
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 Long term (10-15years), Council should transition towards all water takes returning data via 
telemetry. 

 Receiving real-time data will allow permit holders to demonstrate a level of compliance with 
their conditions that has not previously been achievable in Marlborough. In times of water 
restriction, compliance checking will be achievable by a mouse-click. 

 A handover process needs to be established where MDC staff meet with applicants to clarify 
permit conditions and how they should/must be met.  

 The opportunity exists for Council to review funding of the program and balance rates funding 
against user charges. 
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6. Earthquake-Prone Building Policy 

(Clr Hook) (Report prepared by Neil Morris & Kaye McIlveney)    C270-14-00                     

Purpose 
1. This report proposes that Council decide whether to roll-over the existing Earthquake-prone 

Buildings Policy or to seek public input into an amended policy. 

Background 
2. There are approximately 450 commercial or industrial buildings in Marlborough and around 75% 

were built before 1980.  Around 270 of those buildings were built before 1977 when the design 
standard was significantly less than the current load code.  There are around 60 that are two or 
more storeys are so subject to the active programme Council operates for earthquake-prone 
buildings.   

3. Half of these buildings have been assessed as exceeding the threshold set by the Act so are not 
earthquake-prone.  Of the balance, 35% are under notice to either strengthen or demolish in 
specified timeframes and 15% are undergoing investigation or contemplating the results of reports.  
(The threshold defining an earthquake-prone building is one third of the capacity required of a new 
building.)   

4. Council’s policy on earthquake-prone buildings must be reviewed every five years.  A review was 
commenced in 2011 and put on hold so that an assessment could be made as to whether changes 
need to be made following the Christchurch earthquakes.  Councillors sought further advice from 
Noel Evans, an earthquake specialist from Opus, and Stephen Quinn, a lawyer from DLA Phillips 
Fox, on limitations on Council’s ability to set policy under the Act and on lessons learned from the 
Christchurch earthquakes. 

5. The Royal Commission into the earthquakes is continuing and Central Government has indicated 
that changes to the Building Act are likely following the Commissions findings. 

Council’s Existing Policy 
6. The existing policy was adopted by Council in 2006.  It sets out: 

 the seismic hazards in Marlborough; 

 previous identification of earthquake-prone buildings; 

 the policy approach and priorities; 

 identification of earthquake-prone buildings; 

 timeframes to strengthen earthquake-prone buildings; and 

 heritage buildings. 

Seismic hazards in Marlborough 
7. Marlborough is one of the areas of New Zealand with a high earthquake risk profile.  Marlborough 

has a series of fault lines.  The Wairau, Awatere and Clarence faults are extensions of the Alpine 
fault.  There are also a number of faults off-shore to the east and northern Marlborough (mainly the 
Sounds) is over the Pacific tectonic plate.  Marlborough also has areas (mainly on the Wairau 
plains) that may be prone to liquefaction. 
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Previous identification of earthquake-prone buildings 
8. Marlborough has been managing earthquake-pone buildings since the 1970s and a considerable 

number of unreinforced concrete and unreinforced masonry buildings have been either 
strengthened or demolished.  Buildings previously strengthened are subject to the current policy. 

The policy approach and priorities 
9. The current policy has two streams; the active programme and the passive programme.   

10. The active programme applies to non-residential buildings, built before 1977, that are two or more 
storeys, to buildings that have high occupancy (such as theatres, churches and halls) and to 
residential buildings that are two or more storeys and that contain three or more household units.   

11. The passive programme applies to all other non-residential buildings.  Residential buildings (except 
for those two or more storeys and containing three or more household units) are exempt from the 
earthquake-prone provisions in the Act. 

Identification of earthquake-prone buildings 
12. The active programme commences with Council making an initial evaluation of the buildings to 

determine the structural performance of the building.  This IEP is undertaken by engineers 
contracted to Council.  This gives the percentage figure that is often discussed. 

13. The building owner is advised of the IEP and may challenge the IEP by providing further 
information or undertake their own assessment by a qualified and experienced engineer.   

14. For those buildings that have been identified as being earthquake-prone through the IEP process 
(i.e. less than 33%), a moratorium of approximately one year is provided for consideration, review 
or challenge of the assessment.  Within that period Council will respond by taking the issue back 
to its advisor for comment and then reply to the owner.  On the lapse of the moratorium, and if the 
building is still regarded to be earthquake-prone, Council will issue a notice to the owner requiring 
the building to be strengthened or demolished within a specified timeframe and include conditions 
considered appropriate.  A copy of the notice is provided to the occupier and to others having a 
registered interest in the land (such as mortgagees) and a copy is attached to the building. 

15. An owner who disputes the notice may apply for a determination from the Chief Executive of the 
Department of Building and Housing. 

16. Owners may apply for an extension to the timeframe specified in the notice.  A Council hearing is 
held to determine whether an extension should be granted. 

17. If the strengthening or demolition is not undertaken as required by the notice, Council may 
consider taking enforcement action under the Act. 

18. The passive programme involves identifying whether a building is earthquake-prone when the 
owner decides to alter the building or to change the use of the building in such a way as to require 
a building consent.  The building consent process will include an assessment of the earthquake 
strength of the building and the building will be required to be strengthened if it is identified as 
being earthquake-prone. 

Timeframes to strengthen earthquake-prone buildings 
19.  The timeframes imposed are either five or ten years and depend on the occupancy of the building.  

That is, the number of people either in or near a building and the hours of use of the building. 
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Heritage buildings 
20. Heritage buildings are not treated any differently in the policy.  This means that some heritage 

buildings may be identified as earthquake-prone and may be required to be strengthened or 
demolished. 

The Review 
21. The existing policy was made in 2006 and the Act requires the policy to be reviewed every 

five years.  The review that commenced in 2011 proposed that the existing policy be carried over 
without amendment.  The proposal was notified and submissions closed on 30 June 2011.  No 
submissions were received.   

22. A number of issues have been identified and explored, following the advice of the experts referred 
to above, to determine whether the policy could or should be amended to: 

 require strengthening to a higher standard; 

 shorten the timeframes for strengthening; 

 focus on unreinforced masonry buildings, verandahs and anchor points, connection cleats, 
and chimneys. 

Standard of strengthening 
23. Whilst it may be desirable to be able to require strengthening to a higher standard than the present 

33%, Council is not legally able to do so.  This may be a matter that is reviewed by Central 
Government in the reforms expected to follow the Royal Commission’s findings.  The Policy 
encourages owners to strengthen to a higher standard but cannot require this under the current 
Act. 

Timeframes 
24. Marlborough already has some of the tightest timeframes for requiring strengthening in the country 

(at ten years maximum and five years minimum).  These timeframes are necessary for economic 
reasons for building owners to have time to make significant decisions relating to their buildings. 

Unreinforced masonry buildings 
25. Unreinforced masonry buildings performed poorly in the Christchurch earthquakes.  Marlborough’s 

active earthquake-prone policies since the 1970s means that we have few unreinforced masonry 
buildings left (we have about ten).  It was recommended by the experts that Council maintain a 
register of unreinforced masonry buildings.  This register would have easily accessible information 
regarding the structure of the buildings and details of what strengthening work has been done, if 
any. 

Verandahs and other connection points 
26. Verandahs that are not adequately anchored also performed poorly in the Christchurch 

earthquakes.  Other aspects of buildings not currently considered are sub-floor connections and 
connections and parts that carry load and that are subject to the effects of weather such as anchor 
points, connection cleats.  These also merit some positive consideration.  Many of these elements 
could be upgraded easily which would significantly improve seismic capacity. 

27. There are a number of legal issues that would need to be worked through before they could be 
included in either the active or the passive programme.  The policy could signal, however, that 
Council is going to focus on and attempt to resolve these issues so that these elements can be 
actively assessed and be required to be strengthened or demolished as appropriate. 
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Chimneys 
28. Chimneys in residential buildings are not covered by the earthquake-prone provisions in the Act 

(unless they are in a building of two or more storeys and that contain three or more residential 
units).  The Christchurch earthquakes damaged many chimneys which collapsed causing a risk to 
health and safety from the falling bricks.  Owners of residential buildings could be encouraged to 
check their chimneys and assess what may be done to make them safer in the event of an 
earthquake.  

Options 
29. Two options have been identified: 

 Retain the proposed 2011 policy (a carry over of the 2006 policy) substantially as is but 
include policies on establishing and maintaining a register of unreinforced masonry buildings 
and policies on assessing the extent to which Council may take action in relation to 
verandahs that pose a risk in an earthquake.  The policy would need to be again notified to 
the public for further submission (using the special consultative procedure).  A further review 
would also be necessary following the findings of the Royal Commission and likely Central 
Government amendments to the Act; or 

 Confirm the proposed 2011 policy without amendment and undertake a review following the 
release of the Royal Commission findings and any Central Government action.   

A public education programme on the risks associated with unsecured chimneys could also be 
undertaken by Council. 

RECOMMENDED 
1. That Council retain the proposed 2011 policy (a carry over of the 2006 policy) substantially 

as is but include policies on establishing and maintaining a register of unreinforced 
masonry buildings and policies on assessing the extent to which Council may take action in 
relation to verandahs that pose a risk in an earthquake.  

2. That the Summary of Proposal be approved. 

3. That the Summary of Proposal be notified to the public for further submission (using the 
special consultative procedure) on 5 July 2012. 

4. That the Summary of Proposal be sent to the Marlborough Chamber of Commerce, CBD 
building owners and the Department of Building and Housing. 

5. That the submission period be from 5 July to 6 August 2012. 

6. That a further review be undertaken following the findings of the Royal Commission and 
likely Central Government amendments to the Act. 

7. That Council undertake a public education programme on the risks associated with 
unsecured chimneys.  
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Statement of Proposal - Review of Earthquake-Prone 
Buildings Policy 

Introduction 
1. Council is seeking your views on a proposal to review the Earthquake-prone Buildings Policy 2006.   

2. Council’s policy on earthquake-prone buildings must be reviewed every five years.  A review was 
commenced in 2011 and put on hold so that an assessment could be made as to whether changes 
need to be made following the Christchurch earthquakes.  Following that assessment, Council has 
decided to make some minor amendments to the proposed Policy and to seek further public input 
into the Policy.  It is expected that a further review will be undertaken in the next few years 
following the Department of Building and Housing’s Earthquake-prone Building Policy Review.  

3. It is proposed that the existing Policy will continue with the addition of provisions to:  

 Investigate what may be done to ensure the performance of verandahs and anchor points, 
connection cleats in an earthquake; and 

 Establish a register of unreinforced masonry buildings. 

4. Council must follow the special consultative procedure in reviewing this Policy.  This statement of 
Proposal has been prepared in accordance with the Building Act 2004 and the Local Government 
Act 2002.  This statement includes the reasons for the proposal and a draft of the proposed Policy. 

Council’s Existing Policy 

5. The Building Act 2004 requires all territorial authorities to have adopted a policy on 
earthquake-prone buildings and Council ratified its Policy at its meeting on 10 August 2006.   

6. The Policy on earthquake-prone buildings must describe: 

 the approach the Council will take in performing its functions under the Act in relation to 
dangerous or insanitary buildings; 

 the Council’s priorities in performing those functions; and   

 how the policy will apply to heritage buildings. 

7. The existing policy sets out: 

 The seismic hazards in Marlborough; 

 The previous identification of earthquake-prone buildings; 

 The policy approach and priorities to be taken; 

 How earthquake-prone buildings are identified; 

 Timeframes to strengthen earthquake-prone buildings; and 

 How heritage buildings will be dealt with. 

The policy approach and priorities 
8. The current policy has two streams; the active programme and the passive programme.   

9. The active programme applies to non-residential buildings, built before 1977, that are two or more 
storeys, to buildings that have high occupancy (such as theatres, churches and halls) and to 
residential buildings that are two or more storeys and that contain three or more household units.   
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10. The passive programme applies to all other non-residential buildings.  Residential buildings (except 
for those two or more storeys and containing three or more household units) are exempt from the 
earthquake-prone provisions in the Act. 

Identification of earthquake-prone buildings 
11. The active programme commences with Council making an initial evaluation of the buildings to 

determine the assessed performance of the building compared to the performance required of a 
new building.  This IEP is undertaken by engineers contracted to Council.   

12. The building owner is advised of the IEP and may challenge the IEP by providing further 
information or undertake their own assessment by a qualified and experienced engineer.   

13. For those buildings that have been identified as being earthquake-prone through the IEP process 
(i.e. less than 33%), Council issues a notice to the owner requiring the owner to strengthen or 
demolish the building (within a specified timeframe).  A copy of the notice provided to the occupier 
and to others having a registered interest in the land (such as mortgagees) and a copy is attached 
to the building. 

14. An owner who disputes the notice may apply for a determination from the Chief Executive of the 
Department of Building and Housing. 

15. Owners may apply for an extension to the timeframe specified in the notice.  A Council hearing is 
held to determine whether an extension should be granted. 

16. If the strengthening or demolition is not undertaken as required by the notice, Council may 
consider taking enforcement action under the Act. 

17. The passive programme involves identifying whether a building is earthquake-prone when the 
owner decides to alter the building or to change the use of the building in such a way as to require 
a building consent.  The building consent process will include an assessment of the earthquake 
strength of the building and the building will be required to be strengthened if it is identified as 
being earthquake-prone. 

Timeframes to strengthen earthquake-prone buildings 
18. The timeframes imposed are either five or ten years and depend on the occupancy of the building.  

That is, the number of people either in or near a building and the hours of use of the building. 

Heritage buildings 
19. Heritage buildings are not proposed to be treated any differently in the policy.  This means that 

some heritage buildings may be identified as earthquake-prone and may be required to be 
strengthened or demolished. 

The Proposed Additions to the Policy 

Unreinforced masonry buildings 
20. Unreinforced masonry buildings performed poorly in the Christchurch earthquakes.  Marlborough’s 

active earthquake-prone policies since the 1970’s means that we have few unreinforced masonry 
buildings left (we have about ten).  It was recommended by the experts that Council maintain a 
register of unreinforced masonry buildings.  This register would have easily accessible information 
regarding the structure of the buildings and details of what strengthening work has been done, if 
any. 

Verandahs and other connection points 
21. Verandahs that are not adequately anchored also performed poorly in the Christchurch 

earthquakes.  Other aspects of buildings not currently considered are sub-floor connections and 
connections and parts that carry load and that are subject to the effects of weather such as anchor 
points, connection cleats.  These also merit some positive consideration.  Many of these elements 
could be upgraded easily which would significantly improve seismic capacity. 
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22. There are a number of legal issues that would need to be worked through before they could be 
included in either the active or the passive programme.  The policy could signal, however, that 
Council is going to focus on and attempt to resolve these issues so that these elements can be 
actively assessed and be required to be strengthened or demolished as appropriate. 

Further Issues 
Chimneys 
23. Chimneys in residential buildings are not covered by the earthquake-prone provisions in the Act 

(unless they are in a building of two or more storeys and that contains three or more residential 
units).  The Christchurch earthquakes damaged many chimneys which collapsed causing a risk to 
health and safety from the falling bricks.  Owners of residential buildings are encouraged to check 
their chimneys and assess what may be done to make them safer in the event of an earthquake.  

How to Make a Submission 
Submissions must be in writing and may be posted to Marlborough District Council, PO Box 443, 
Blenheim 7240, or emailed to neil.morris@marlborough.govt.nz, by the close of 6 August 2012. 

Please ensure you include your contact details (name, phone, email and postal addresses) and whether 
or not you wish to speak to Council at a hearing on the bylaw. 

Hearings on submissions will be held in September or October 2012. 

For further information email Neil at neil.morris@marlborough.govt.nz. 
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Proposed Earthquake-prone Building Policy 2012 

Introduction 
1. This Policy succeeds the Earthquake-prone Building Policy 2006 adopted by Council at its meeting 

on 10 August 2006. 

2. Council’s policy on earthquake-prone buildings must be reviewed every five years.  A review was 
commenced in 2011 and put on hold so that an assessment could be made as to whether changes 
need to be made following the Christchurch earthquakes.  The Royal Commission into the 
earthquakes is continuing and central Government has indicated that changes to the Building Act 
are likely following the Commissions findings.  A further review of this policy will be undertaken at 
that time. 

3. Despite Marlborough’s relatively small population, Council has actively pursued a policy of 
strengthening earthquake-prone buildings.  This Policy continues with this active approach.   

Seismic Hazards in Marlborough 
Earthquake 
4. Based on the distribution of active faults, how frequently faults have moved in the past and the 

location of historic earthquakes, it is considered that Marlborough is one of New Zealand’s regions 
at greatest risk from severe earthquakes.  Active faults are widely distributed across Marlborough.  
The zone where the strongest shaking is likely corresponds to the southern part of the Alpine fault 
which extends along the Hope fault into Marlborough.   

5. Council keeps a record of the active faults that have significance for Marlborough.  You can access 
this information at http://www.marlborough.govt.nz/Environment/Natural-Hazards/Earthquake.  

Liquefaction 
6. The liquefaction process induced by seismic actions has now been well illustrated.  The types of 

soil most susceptible to liquefaction are low to medium density sands and silts, generally within 12 
to 15 metres of the ground surface.   

7. There has been limited specific investigation in Marlborough of soils susceptible to liquefaction.  
Some information has been obtained at restricted locations or gathered on a desktop basis from 
bore logs and similar information held by Council.  Further investigation is presently being 
contemplated. 

Buildings that are Covered by this Policy 
8. Not all buildings are covered by the earthquake-prone provisions of the Building Act 2004 and thus 

this Policy.   

9. A building is earthquake-prone if, having regard to its condition and to the ground on which it is 
built and because of its construction, the building— 

(a) will have its ultimate capacity exceeded in a moderate earthquake; and 

(b) would be likely to collapse causing— 

(i) injury or death to persons in the building or to persons on any other property; or 

(ii) damage to any other property. 

10. Residential buildings are not covered by the Act and this Policy unless the building— 

(a) comprises 2 or more storeys; and 

(b) contains 3 or more household units. 

Section 122 of the Building Act 2004 



 

Environment 14 June 2012 - Page 28 

11. A moderate earthquake is one that would generate shaking at the site of the building that is of the 
same duration as, but that is one-third as strong as, the earthquake shaking (determined by normal 
measures of acceleration, velocity, and displacement) that would be used to design a new building 
at the site. 

Regulation 7 of the Building (Specified Systems, Change the Use, and Earthquake-prone Buildings) Regulations 2005). 

12. Using this definition of moderate earthquake, it has been identified that buildings built prior to the 
New Zealand Standard 4203:1976 must be assessed.  Buildings built after this standard came into 
force will not be assessed under this Policy. 

Previous Identification of Earthquake-Prone Buildings 
Pre-2006 
13. Under the Municipal Corporations Act 1968, the Local Government Act 1974 and then the Building 

Act 1991, the former Blenheim Borough Council and the Picton Borough Council (both 
predecessors of the current Marlborough District Council) identified earthquake-prone buildings 
and required them to be either strengthened or demolished.  Over time a considerable number of 
these buildings have been demolished or upgraded.  

Post-2006 
14. There are currently approximately 450 commercial or industrial buildings in Marlborough.  Around 

270 of those buildings were built before 1977 when the design standard was significantly less than 
the current load code.  There are around 60 that are two or more storeys so are subject to the 
active programme in the 2006 Policy. 

15. Half of these buildings have been assessed not being earthquake-prone.  Of the balance, 35% are 
under notice to either strengthen or demolish in specified timeframes and 15% are undergoing 
further investigation or contemplating the results of reports.   

16. Some of the single storey structures (such as halls and churches) that hold large crowds (for 
example 50 or more persons) and that pre-date the New Zealand Standard 4203:1976 are yet to 
be assessed.   

Policy Approach and Priorities 
17. Council will continue with its two pronged approach introduced in the 2006 Policy.  The active 

programme will identify and require strengthening or demolition of earthquake-prone commercial or 
industrial buildings of 2 storeys or more. 

18. The passive programme will identify the balance of earthquake-prone buildings when there are 
changes proposed to the building such that a building consent is required 

Details of these programmes are set out in the balance of this Policy. 

Active Programme 
19. The “active” program commenced under the 2006 Policy will continue for the assessment of those 

buildings that have not yet been assessed or that have been assessed but have not yet 
undertaken the required strengthening work.   

The steps involved in the Active programme are set out in Appendix 1 to this Policy. 

Standard of Strengthening Required  
20. There is no specific provision in the Building Act 2004 or related regulations that the Council can 

rely on to insist that a particular capacity be attained.  The Council will encourage owners of 
earthquake-prone buildings to strengthen them to the greatest extent possible.  
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Passive Programme 

21. A building owner applying for a building consent to change the use of a pre-1977 commercial 
building not covered by the active programme will be required to provide an assessment by a 
structural engineer of the seismic strength of the building.   

Standard of Strengthening Required  
22. If the building is considered by Council to be earthquake-prone, a structural upgrade of the building 

will be required as part of the building consent for the change of use.  The building will be required 
to be upgraded to “as nearly as is reasonably practicable” with the Building Code current at the 
time of application for the building consent.  Once upgraded, the building would no longer be 
earthquake-prone. 

Section 122 BA04 

Assessing Earthquake-Prone Buildings  
23. The assessment methodology will continue to be that set out in the New Zealand Society for 

Earthquake Engineering’s document “Assessment and Improvement of the Structural Performance 
of Buildings in Earthquakes, June 2006”.   

Buildings Previously Strengthened are not Distinguished or Treated Differently  
24. Buildings that were strengthened prior to the 2006 Policy and buildings previously damaged by 

earthquakes will be covered by this Policy. 

Demolition of Earthquake-Prone Buildings  
25. Once a building is classified as earthquake-prone, the building owner may choose to strengthen it, 

or if appropriate, demolish all or part of the building. A demolition proposal may require resource 
consent to be obtained from the Council, particularly for heritage buildings before commencing 
work.  

Heritage Buildings  
26. Heritage buildings will be assessed no differently to other buildings under this Policy.  For the 

purposes of this Policy, heritage buildings include: 

(a) all buildings listed in the Register of Significant Heritage Resources in Appendix A of the 
Wairau/Awatere Resource Management Plan; and 

(b) all buildings listed in the Register of Significant Heritage Resources in Appendix A of the 
Marlborough Sounds Resource Management Plan; and 

(c) all buildings listed in the register of historic places, historic areas, wahi tapu and wahi tapu 
areas under the Historic Places Act 1993.   

27. The building owner will need to make a direct approach to the Council if financial support is 
required and that will be treated in terms of the current heritage policies in the resource 
management plans, the Long term Community Council Plan and the Council’s Heritage Strategy.  If 
the building cannot be made safe above the threshold level of strengthening, then demolition may 
be an outcome. 

28. A resource consent may be required before the building may be altered or demolished.  

29. Where a heritage building is required to be strengthened, the New Zealand Historic Places Trust 
will be notified. 
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Verandahs and Other Connection Points in buildings subject to this Policy 
30. Verandahs that are not adequately anchored performed poorly in the Christchurch earthquakes.  

Other aspects of buildings not currently considered are sub-floor connections and connections and 
parts that carry load and that are subject to the effects of weather such as anchor points and 
connection cleats.  Many of these elements could be upgraded easily which would significantly 
improve seismic capacity. 

31. It is not clear whether Council can include verandahs and other connection points separately from 
the building itself in either the active or the passive programme.  However Council will investigate 
these issues with the aim that these elements can be actively assessed and be required to be 
strengthened or demolished as appropriate.   

Earthquake-Prone Building Information  
Register of unreinforced masonry buildings 
32. Council will establish a register of unreinforced masonry buildings.  The register will contain the 

physical and legal addresses of the building, the property number, the reference number of any 
building consents associated with the building, the IEP assessment, any requirements for 
strengthening or demolition, the dates by which such work must be undertaken, and amendments 
to such requirements and the results of any strengthening work or demolition.  The register will be 
made available to the public through Council’s website. 

Land Information Memoranda and Project Information Memoranda  
33. Land Information Memoranda (LIMs) or Project Information Memoranda (PIMs), will state in 

respect of buildings covered by this Policy, whether the building has been evaluated for earthquake 
risk, and if so, copies of the relevant documentation will be included in the Memorandum.  

Property files 
34. Information on the buildings subject to this Policy is available on Council’s property files.  It is able 

to be accessed electronically through Council’s website www.marlborough.govt.nz.  
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Appendix 1 - Active Programme Procedure 
The procedure the Council will use to establish the earthquake-prone status of buildings is set out below.  

Step 1.  Desk Top Review  
1. A desk top review of Council files will be undertaken by the Council to identify all commercial 

buildings built before 1977 that are two or more storeys.  In some circumstances a building may 
need to be assessed notwithstanding its age, although this seems generally unlikely for buildings 
post-1976.  

Step 2.  Initial Evaluation Process 
2. Council will use the Initial Evaluation Process (IEP) set out in the New Zealand Society for 

Earthquake Engineering’s “Assessment and Improvement of the Structural Performance of 
Buildings in an Earthquake 2006” to determine the structural performance of potentially earthquake-
prone buildings in relation to the current loading code.  Council will employ engineers qualified in 
such assessments to undertake the initial evaluations. 

3. The cost of the initial procedures, including employing independent and appropriately qualified 
engineers to undertake the evaluations, will be borne by Council.  The evaluation will be carried out 
in the shortest practicable time to maintain the highest degree of consistency possible. 

Step 3.  Advice of IEP Outcome  
4. IEP evaluations will be supplied to building owners by the investigator at the earliest possible time. 

Building owners will have 12 months to consider the conclusions of the evaluation and have any 
reasonable matter revisited by the investigator.  Owners may have informal discussions with 
Council on any aspect of the report in that time. 

Step 4.  Issue of Notice to Strengthen Building  
5. Where, after consideration of any further information provided in Step 3, Council is satisfied that a 

building is earthquake-prone it will advise the owner of the building and issue a written notice under 
section 124 of the Building Act 2004, requiring that structural strengthening work be undertaken or 
that the building be demolished.  The timeframe within which the work must be undertaken is 
determined in paragraph xx to xx of this Policy.  The building owner will need to obtain a building 
consent before the work is undertaken. 

6. Council will encourage building owners to voluntarily comply with these notices but will pursue legal 
outcomes if necessary.   

Step 5.  Dispute of Earthquake-Prone Classification of Building  
7. Council has decided not to establish an appeals process against the classification of a building as 

earthquake-prone as the Building Act sets out whether a building is or is not earthquake-prone. 

8. A building owner that disputes Council’s assessment of their building as earthquake-prone may 
apply for a Determination to the Chief Executive of the Department of Building and Housing under 
section 177 of the Building Act.  The determination of the Chief Executive is binding on the Council.  

Step 6.  Request by Building Owner for Extension of Timeframe to Complete Work  
9. The Council will establish a hearings process to consider requests from building owners for a longer 

timeframe to complete the strengthening or demolition work.  Council will only grant extensions in 
exceptionally compelling circumstances as Council must at all times have regard for public safety 
and well being.   

The costs of hearing such applications will fall to the applicant. 

10. If an extension is granted, Council may take action to ensure the public is aware of the 
earthquake-prone status of the building and the risk associated with occupying the building.  This 
may include placing a notice on the building or putting up a hoarding or fence around the building.  
The section 124 notice will be reissued to reflect amended timeframes. 
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Step 7.  Updates 
11. As buildings are strengthened or demolished, Council’s records will be updated to reflect the status 

of the building.  The Code Compliance Certificate will state that the building is no longer 
earthquake-prone in terms of the loadings code then in force.  

Step 8.  Enforcement Action  
12. If strengthening or demolition is undertaken in accordance with the notice issued at Step 4, Council 

will consider taking enforcement action under the BA04 to ensure the work is undertaken. 
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Appendix 2 - Calculation of Time for Strengthening or Demolition 
The timeframe for strengthening or demolition is determined by whether the building falls into Class 1 or 
Class 2. 

Class 1-10 years to complete strengthening or demolition 

Class 2- 5 years to complete strengthening or demolition 

The class is determined by: 

OCCUPANCY CLASSIFICATION
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where  

OI =  OL x 100   x Weekly Hours of Normal Occupancy 

 Gross Floor Area     40 

 

and where 

OL is the number of persons either in a building or who might reasonably be in the proximity of the 
building in the event of an earthquake when the building is functioning normally 
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7. Marlborough Sounds Perception Survey  

(Clr Dew) (Report prepared by Pere Hawes) R425-02-19-01 

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this report is to inform the Committee of the outcome of a nationwide survey 

undertaken to establish how people value the Marlborough Sounds and why. 

Background  
2. The Plan Review Sub-committee has recognised that the Marlborough Sounds is the “jewel in the 

crown” in terms of Marlborough’s natural assets.  The landscapes and seascapes within the 
Marlborough Sounds, and the ecology and natural processes that occur within them, are unique 
and highly valued.  Draft Regional Policy Statement and resource management plan provisions 
have been prepared to maintain and enhance these qualities.  

3. In 2001 the Council commissioned Corydon Consultants to undertake a nationwide perception 
survey to find out how people viewed the importance of the Marlborough Sounds.  The results of 
this survey were published in May 2001 in the report “Perceptions of the Marlborough Sounds and 
the Impacts of Marine Farms”.  To validate the policy position above, the Sub-committee decided to 
undertake a further survey. 

Comments 
4. The results of the survey are included in the Corydon Consultants report: “New Zealanders’ 

Perceptions of The Marlborough Sounds In 2012 - Results of a Nationwide Survey”.  A copy of the 
report is separately attached. 

5. The objective of the survey was to establish whether the perceptions of the Marlborough Sounds 
have changed over the ten year period from 2001.  To ensure continuity in approach, Corydon 
Consultants were engaged to undertake the survey.  The same methodology, involving a telephone 
questionnaire, was used. A total of 1534 people were surveyed during February and March 2012.  
The questionnaire was based on the questionnaire used in 2001.  A copy of the questionnaire is 
appended to the report. 

6. One key difference in methodology was a specific focus on Marlborough residents.  A 
“Marlborough booster” of 331 people was used for this purpose.  

7. The survey looked into the importance of the Marlborough Sounds, why people value the 
Marlborough Sounds and what activities could adversely affect these values.  People in the 
Marlborough booster sample were asked additional questions about how well the Council is 
currently managing threats and the priorities for Council action. 

8. The findings of the survey are similar to the results of the 2001 survey.  People still value the 
Marlborough Sounds highly and more than they did in 2001.  The qualities that contributed to the 
perception included scenic beauty, unspoilt natural character, peace and tranquillity and the 
opportunity to undertake land and water based recreation.  

9. A range of land and water uses were perceived to threaten these values, including bush clearance, 
residential subdivision and development, marine farming, exotic forestry and renewable energy 
generation.  The report details why each of these uses is perceived to threaten values.  The survey 
also highlighted the importance of intervention by the Council to manage these threats.  

10. One of the changes that the survey picked up, compared to 2001, was the importance of water 
quality to the way in which people perceive the Marlborough Sounds and concern over the threats 
to water quality.  96% of Marlborough respondents identified that protecting water quality was a 
priority for the Council.  
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11. The importance of environmental restoration was an emerging trend and possibly reflects changing 
land use in the Marlborough Sounds.  

Summary 
12. The Council has undertaken a nationwide perception survey to establish the importance of the 

Marlborough Sounds.  The information collected will support development of resource 
management provisions to protect the values that make the Marlborough Sounds significant. 

RECOMMENDED 
That the report “New Zealanders’ Perceptions of The Marlborough Sounds In 2012 - Results of a 
Nationwide Survey” be received. 
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8. Resource Management Plan Review Sub-Committee  

 (Clr Dew) (Report prepared by Pere Hawes) C135-R14 

1. The notes of the Resource Management Plan Review Sub-Committee meeting held on 
17 April 2012 are attached for ratification by the Committee. 

RECOMMENDED 
That the notes of the Resource Management Plan Review Sub-Committee meeting held on 
17 April 2012 be ratified. 
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Notes of a Meeting of the RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN REVIEW 
SUB-COMMITTEE held in the Committee Room, District 

Administration Building, Seymour Street, Blenheim at 9.00am on 
Tuesday, 17 April 2012  

Present 
Mayor Sowman, Clrs D W R Dew, P J S Jerram F D Maher and G Taylor. 

In Attendance 
Clr G Evans, A Besley, P Hawes, L Craighead, E Richardson and S Bulfield-Johnston 

 
 

The following document was pre-circulated to the attendees prior to the meeting. 

 New Zealanders’ Perceptions of the Marlborough Sounds in 2012. Results of a Nationwide 
Survey prepared by Corydon Consultants Limited April 2012. 

Pere Hawes circulated the following document at the commencement of the meeting. 

 Activity report 20 February to 17 April - trim record ref 12117271 (copy appended Appendix 1). 

1. Matters Arising 

There were no matters arising from the previous meeting 

2. Activity Report 

Water Forum 
Pere reported that the water forum held at the Marlborough Convention Centre 26 and 27 March was well 
attended.  The attendees represented a good cross section of the water users in Marlborough.  Some 
good discussions occurred on the second day from which the main issues became apparent.  

Council has written to potential working group members, John Hickman (Flaxbourne), Guy Lissaman 
(representing Awatere Water Users), John Small (Rail Valley), Bala (Delegats), Mike Insley (Pernod 
Ricard), Dominic Pecchenino (New Zealand Wine Growers), Steve Wilkes (practitioner) and Neil Deans 
(Nelson Marlborough Fish and Game).   

A draft discussion document is being drafted following the water forum.  This document will be sent to all 
forum attendees prior to distributing it to the remaining water users.  The intention is to maintain the 
involvement of the forum attendees in this process.  The discussion document will be considered by the 
Sub-Committee at its meeting on 12 June 2012. 

The Sub-Committee agreed to this course of action. 

The attendees discussed whether the list of possible working group members represented the range of 
views put forward during discussion sessions at the forum.   

Pere and Rachel met with a representative from the Winepress who is keen to run a regular article on this 
project. 

Liquefaction Report 
Pere reported that Council has just received the liquefaction report and now needed to consider how to 
use the information. 
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Colonial Vineyard 
The Commissioners have decided they need to reconvene to consider recent information received in 
response to issues raised during the course of the hearing.  A date will be set aside in June. 

Plan Changes to date 
Pere anticipated bringing back to the Sub-Committee in written form the package of minor plan changes 
approved by the Environment Committee. 

Clr Dew raised the issue the definition of winery in the plan is nonsensical and incorrect.  Pere explained 
the definition related to cellar door practices rather than the wine making operation as a whole.  Clr Dew 
asked for the definition to be reviewed.  He asked whether it was necessary given the cellar door would 
require a liquor licence. The activity could fall under rural industry category. 

3. Results from Nationwide Survey on New Zealand’s Perceptions of the Marlborough Sounds 

This survey was previously undertaken in 2001.  Pere explained that the main motivation for once more 
undertaking this survey was to validate the message received through previous consultation processes 
that the Marlborough Sounds was the “jewel in Marlborough’s Crown”.      

He set out the manner in which the survey was undertaken and identified the key findings.  Linda noted 
that people still value the Marlborough Sounds highly, possibly more so in this survey than last time.   
Another change noted between the previous and current survey was the value placed on water quality.  
The survey also reflected a national trend regarding mining and oil drilling.  

Pere asked the Sub-Committee if it wanted to release the survey results to the general public. He 
cautioned that doing so now could be interpreted as a direct response to the recent NZKS public 
perception survey, which was not the intention of this survey. 

Clr Maher asked if it would be useful to have this information made available to the EPA.  The 
Sub-Committee recognised that Council did not want to trade views publicly with New Zealand King 
Salmon. 

The Sub-Committee agreed this survey should be tabled at the next Environment Committee set down for 
14 June.  

4. Results from on-site property assessments undertaken with landowners in limestone Coast 
ONFL 

Emma explained that Council had provided each landowner affected by the proposed landscape 
provisions the opportunity to meet with Landscape Architect James Bentley, to have the landscape 
evaluation for their site reviewed. Land owners with concerns about the mapping were encouraged to 
request a site visit. 

There were 9 private land owners within the Ward area, who were affected by the landscape provisions.  
Of those only 6 requested a visit and of the six only two were fundamentally opposed to the concept of 
landscape protection in principal.  Two landowners had concerns about the extent of the mapping, but 
acknowledge that parts of the coastal environment in that area were outstanding.  One land owner 
seemed to support the principal of ONFL identification and protection.  One land owner was comfortable 
with the proposed mapping, so long as farming of this site was able to continue. 

Emma reported that through conversations with the three landowners not visited she was of the view that 
two were comfortable with the proposed mapping provided they can continue to farm their land and the 
remaining one was aware of the proposed changes but had not requested consultation.  

Following the site visits, James Bentley made some amendments to the landscape maps for the area.  In 
some cases the extent of the ONFL area was reduced, and in some places it was increased.  An 
information package has been prepared for each owner affected by the map changes explaining the 
amendments.   
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Clr Evans requested a peer review of the proposed landscape maps.  Pere explained that this has been 
done as part of the preparation of the study.  

Clr Evans opposed that peer review because it had involved a second Boffa Miskell employee.   

The Sub-Committee approved the release of the review information to the landowners.  

Clr Evans formally requested a public briefing by Council and Boffa Miskell on the proposed landscape 
and natural character provisions in the proposed Regional Policy Statement and the Plan review (copy 
appended - Appendix 2).  He sought a public explanation of the report and its findings.    

The attendees discussed in general terms the potential outcomes arising from this course of action.  The 
Sub-Committee recognised the following points: 

 Affected party feedback from previous plan changes indicated a strong preference for 
consultation to occur prior to the plan change rather than having to respond through the plan 
change process. 

 Feedback from people affected by the landscape provisions within the Flaxbourne/Ward area 
indicated a preference for individualised consultation rather than receiving information about their 
properties in a public forum.  

 A public meeting may result in this information being publicly available before the affected 
landowners have been informed.  

The Sub-Committee agreed that consultation within the Southern Marlborough area should be 
personalised, and not initiated through a community type forum.   

5. Where to from here on consultation with landowners on ONFLs 

Emma will post the letters with the amended maps to the affected landowners.  She has also offered to 
meet with the affected persons to talk about plan rules.  

Pere advised there has been a request from Louise Robertson and Rob and Sally Peters to meet with 
staff and Councillors on Friday at 1.00 pm in Council Chambers.  Andrew Besley, Hans and Pere will be 
attending.  Clr Dew indicated an interest in attending Clrs Jerram and Maher were otherwise scheduled.  
It was suggested another time for the meeting be set aside when all relevant Clrs were available. 

Note: The meeting has been rescheduled and will be held on Thursday 14 June 2012 between 10.30 am 
and 12.00 pm in the Committee Room. 

The consultation process to continue in the southern Kekerengu (four properties affected) and Awatere 
Valley (four properties affected) areas.  Consultation will take place on a one on one basis rather than 
through a community meeting format.  

Due to the increasing public interest about the Landscape Review from the Southern Marlborough area 
the Sub-Committee agreed that consultation with affected land owners within the Molesworth, Upper 
Clarence, Inland Kaikoura’s, Northern Kekerengu, the Main Divide and Leatham Conservation Area 
should be next.   

The Sub-Committee requested that prior to this occurring, that a list of all affected land owners be 
provided to them for their reference. 
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9. Argentine Ant Control Proposal  

(Clr Evans) (Report prepared by Jono Underwood)  E315-005-009 

Purpose 
1. To put forward a proposal to undertake a progressive Argentine Ant (Linepithema humile) control 

programme in the Main Street area of Blenheim commencing October 2012.  

Background 
2. Argentine Ants are listed on the top 100 invasive species list by the IUCN Invasive Species 

Specialist Group.   

3. Social and economic impacts of Argentine Ants are very well documented both nationally and 
throughout the world.  When established in residential areas, they can become an extreme 
domestic nuisance pest.  On a more serious level of nuisance there are cases where ants invade 
open spaces of recreation.  There are documented cases of Argentine Ants disrupting such 
activities as children playing and picnics.  There are also cases of people selling and moving away 
from heavily infested areas. 

4. Economically, the risk to horticulture would be the greatest concern.  Argentine Ants are a major 
horticultural pest in many areas of New Zealand and internationally.  Their impact in this area is not 
through direct means but they protect and farm other horticultural pests such as mealy bugs and 
passion vine hoppers which produce secretions on which Argentine Ants feed.  Ants have 
established in a small number viticulture areas of Hawke’s Bay. 

5. Luckily, Marlborough’s cooler climate, particularly in South Marlborough, makes the establishment 
of Argentine Ants away from urban areas a lower probability.  The risk is still there but deemed low, 
with the exception of the warmer coastal environments. 

Distribution History   
6. Argentine Ants were first officially recorded in Blenheim in 2006.  However, anecdotal reports run 

back to 2001 in terms of their presence.  These early reports were from the Park Terrace area of 
Blenheim. 

7. Widespread surveillance since 2007 (annually since 2009) has provided valuable information on 
ant distributions.  There have been instances where isolated samples of Argentine Ants were 
identified in Picton, Waikawa and away from the main area in Blenheim.  Intensive follow-up 
surveys and searching did not find any evidence to match the finds and the samples were put 
down to operator error (numbering/processing).  This process has since been tightened up to avoid 
such errors.  

8. The biggest consistent outcome of the annual surveillance has been a very clear known 
distribution of Argentine Ants (see Figure 1).  This area will now be referred to as the Argentine Ant 
Core Area (AACA).  On the ground, it is bounded by Stuart Street to the east, State Highway 1 
roundabout to the west, Opawa River to the north and the railway line to the south.  In total, the 
area is approximately 20 hectares in size.   

9. The AACA provides a unique opportunity given it has very clear and effective boundaries, is of 
limited size and primarily consists of industrial land use.  These factors all lend themselves toward 
effective broad-scale control. 
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Figure 1 - Argentine Ant Core Area  
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Proposal 
10. Argentine Ants were not highlighted as a pest in the 2007 Regional Pest Management Strategy as 

little was known about their distribution or even a positive identification.  The lesser of the two evils, 
Darwin Ants, were identified as a Surveillance Pest.  It was through surveillance for Darwin Ants, 
the Argentine Ants were indentified and rose in stature as a future pest of concern.   

11. The proposed programme is a Council-led initiative where the consultation and control is directly 
carried out by Council staff and/or appointed contractors.   

12. In determining whether such a programme would be feasible, Mr Richard Toft (Entecol Limited) 
was engaged to prepare a control strategy for the AACA.  Richard is currently seen at the forefront 
of Argentine Ant control science in New Zealand.  It was highlighted that control would be feasible 
if the area is split in treatment blocks.  These blocks would all be controlled in an ‘outside-in’ 
fashion during the initial knock-down phase (see coloured blocks Figure 1). 

13. The suggested primary control tool for the initial knock-down is Xstinguish® ant bait.  This product 
is widely used for the control of Argentine Ants and has proven to be highly effective when used 
correctly and at the right time.  The other key tools used would be BiffAnt® surface spray and 
Biforce® granules.  

14. Ongoing surveillance coupled with efficacy monitoring will be another crucial component of the 
programme.  This will ensure the control has a) been successful and b), provide information 
regarding any small areas that may need follow-up treatment. 

15. Taking the approach of a Council-led programme was chosen due to the great difficulties seen in 
implementing a community-led programme in the Tasman district.  When the control of these 
invasive ants is left to the landholder, there is neither the knowledge nor motivation to control them 
on property-by-property basis.  A broad approach is needed and this is where a Council-led 
programme will come to the forefront.  

16. It is envisaged that if there is a successful control programme in 2012/13, Argentine Ants will be 
seriously looked at for inclusion into the upcoming proposed Regional Pest Management Strategy 
to ensure the gains from the programme are sustained into the future. 

17. Ongoing maintenance outside of this proposal will be required depending on the approach taken 
through the Regional Pest Management Strategy review.  If this programme is successful in 
reducing the numbers right down, ongoing control in this area would not exceed $5,000 per annum 
and should reduce over time.   

18. Since the introduction and establishment of Argentine Ants into the Main Street area, there has 
been a high risk of ants ‘jumping’ to other areas of Blenheim or the wider district.  To date this is 
not known to have happened but the risk is still ever present.  Even in their current distribution, 
they can build in numbers and/or density which also increases the risk of getting moved. 

Benefits  
19. The greatest benefit of conducting control in the AACA would be greatly reducing the risk of 

Argentine Ants spreading to recreational facilities and the wider Marlborough area through the 
movement of risk goods.  Argentine Ants are not great natural dispersers, recorded as dispersing 
c.150m per year naturally.  This dispersal is thought to be hampered further in Blenheim due to the 
prevalence of Darwin Ants on the fringes.  

20. The greatest risk comes from moving risk goods from an infested area to elsewhere.  By controlling 
Argentine Ants in the core area, this risk of ants getting moved on goods will be greatly reduced.  

21. There is a real opportunity to control Argentine Ants in their current limited distribution before 
jumping elsewhere in the district. 
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22. Some will view the programme as money spent for the benefit of only the landholders receiving the 
treatment.  This would not be the main thrust of the programme but a secondary benefit for the 
landholders involved.   

Costs 
23. An indication of cost for the initial control programme was present in the strategy written by Entecol 

Limited.  This was $15,000 excl GST and excluding any cost for additional labour to carry out the 
broad scale baiting.  Additional labour is a substantial cost as the baiting needs to be carried out 
over a large area in a short amount of time requiring many labour units.  

24. In summary the costs are as follows: 

Component Cost excl GST Source 

Initial baiting programme, follow-up control and 
contingency (excl labour) 

$15,000 Existing budget 

Labour $15,000 Existing budget 

Surveillance (efficacy) $2,000 Existing budget 

TOTAL $32,000  

Ongoing surveillance (for AACA only) $2,000 per annum Existing budget 

 

Source of Funding 
25. The cost of this initial project is able to be covered from existing budget 2012/13 budget as long as 

carry forward provision for Regional Pest Management Strategy planning and review budgets from 
2011/12 are approved.    

26. Part of the project cost is a follow-up component to control any small infestations found after the 
initial programme.  This follow-up control may extend into 2013/14.  By this time however, a more 
comprehensive review of the Regional Pest Management Strategy will be carried out with any 
ongoing objectives and commitments highlighted in the new Strategy.  

27. Ongoing surveillance for the AACA will be covered through existing annual surveillance throughout 
the district at high risk sites such as Havelock, Picton and Waikawa. 

Community Consultation  
28. Given this programme would fall outside the scope of the current Regional Pest Management 

Strategy, it would be run without any powers under the Biosecurity Act 1993 (such as Powers of 
Entry).  As a result, there would need to be extensive community consultation to gain support the 
support of landholders and approval of the programme.  

29. It is envisaged a combination of single site visits and a public advertising campaign would be 
needed to bring levels of support to a level required to run a successful control programme.  As the 
ant control itself is using toxins, a major component of consultation material will focussed upon 
product details and outlining associated risks (of which are minimal).  

30. If there is not greater than 90% support for the programme within the community, it would not be 
viable to continue as this would create gaps and source areas of re-infestation.  

31. Council staff have had a great deal of contact with landholders in the AACA over the last two years.  
It is envisaged that as the proposed programme is Council-led, there will be a great deal of 
support.  
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RECOMMENDED 
1. That the information be received. 

2. That the proposed Argentine Ant Control Programme is supported in principle for 
commencement in 2012/13. 

3. Argentine Ants are to be assessed for inclusion into the Regional Pest Management 
Strategy during the upcoming full review.  
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10. Derelict Vessel - Waikawa Bay   

(Clr Oddie) (Report prepared by the Harbour Master) H090-07 

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this report is to inform the Committee of a derelict vessel that requires further 

action. 

Background 
2. On the 13 April 2011, Harbours staff after receiving a complaint dealt with an unnamed launch 

about 8 metres long which was occupying the complainants mooring.  After an unsuccessful 
attempt to find the owner, staff arranged to relocate the vessel to a Port Marlborough mooring and 
left a letter on board asking the owner to contact the Harbours Office. 

3. A few months later a further complaint was received from another mooring owner in the same area 
of the same vessel squatting on his mooring.  Harbours staff again moved the vessel to a Port 
Marlborough mooring leaving on board another letter for the owner to contact the Harbours Office. 

4. On the 7 April 2012 a third mooring owner complained about this vessel now on his mooring.  This   
time the vessel was relocated to a Port Marlborough mooring in Shakespeare Bay, the usual letter 
left on board, and a photograph provided to Picton Police hoping that the owner might report the 
vessel missing.  Staff also had to pump the vessel out on this occasion. 

5. On the 11 May 2012 Harbours staff had to move this vessel back to Waikawa Bay as Port 
Marlborough required the Shakespeare Bay mooring for another client.  

6. On the 24 May 2012 it came to our attention that the vessel had once again been moved to a 
mooring in the vicinity of the Maori Rowing Club. The Harbours Office has still received no contact 
from the owner. 

7. On Saturday 26 May 2012 the Harbour Duty Officer was called with a report that the vessel was 
free from its mooring and drifting in Waikawa Bay making it necessary for Harbours Staff to attend 
and re-attach it to the Port Marlborough mooring.                   

8. Despite all efforts, the Harbour Master has been unable to identify a possible owner.  The vessel 
concerned is in poor condition with many deck and cabin fittings being fastened to rotting timber. 

9. The Local Government Act, at section 650 K provides guidance in this matter:  

S 650K Removal of wreck 

(1)  In this section, wreck includes— 

o (a)  Any ship or aircraft which is abandoned, stranded, or in distress, or any equipment 
or cargo or other articles belonging to or separated from any such ship or aircraft; 
and 

o (b)  Any derelict ship; and 

o (c)  Shipping containers and property lost overboard or similarly separated from a ship, 
other than cargo lost in the course of its unloading or discharge from the ship while 
the ship is in a port. 

(2)  If a wreck on or in any land or waters within the region of a regional council is a hazard to 
navigation, the council may take steps to remove and deal with the wreck in accordance with 
the following provisions: 
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o (a)  The council must, by a written request addressed to the owner of the wreck, or to an 
agent of the owner, ask the owner to either— 

 (i)  Remove the wreck within the time specified in the request and in a manner 
satisfactory to the council; or 

(ii)  Undertake, under a security satisfactory to the council, to remove the whole 
of the wreck within a time fixed by and in a manner satisfactory to the 
council: 

o (b)  If the owner or agent cannot be found, or fails within the time specified in the written 
request to remove the whole of the wreck in a way satisfactory to the council, or to 
enter into such an undertaking to remove the wreck, or having undertaken to 
remove the wreck, fails to remove it in accordance with that undertaking, the council 
may, if the council has made reasonable inquiries to find the owner or agent, 
remove the wreck, and may recover from the owner, in any court of competent 
jurisdiction, the expenses incurred in removing it (“the expenses of removal”): 

o (c)  The council may, for the purpose of removal, destroy the wreck or any part of it, and 
may remove and take possession of the wreck or any part of it, and may sell the 
wreck or any part of it; and may, out of the proceeds (if any) of the sale, without any 
reference to the part of the wreck from the sale of which those proceeds may 
accrue, reimburse itself for the whole of the expenses of removal, and must after 
reimbursing itself pay over the surplus (if any) to the owner: 

o (d)  If the proceeds of the sale are insufficient to pay the whole expenses of removal, 
the council may recover the balance from the owner of the wreck: 

o (e)  The council does not have to retain any unsaleable wreck and may dispose of or 
destroy it as it thinks fit: 

o (f)  If the council fails, within 14 days after notice in writing from the Director to remove 
or to take steps to cause the owner of the wreck, to remove the wreck, the Director 
may take steps to remove the wreck, and for that purpose has all the powers of a 
regional council under this section. 

(3)  For the purposes of this section, owner includes not only the owner of the wreck at the time 
of the sinking, stranding, or abandonment, but also includes any purchaser of any such 
wreck, or the materials of which the wreck may be or may have been composed, so long as 
the same remains sunk, stranded, or abandoned. 

(4)  Nothing in this section affects or limits anything in section 110 of the Maritime Transport 
Act 1994. 

Part 39A (comprising sections 650A to 650K) was inserted, as from 29 April 1999, by section 6 
Local Government Amendment Act (No 2) 1999 (1999 No 24). 

10. In accordance with the provisions of the Act above, if no owner can be found further action will 
need to be taken.     

11. To provide the Committee with an insight of the state of this vessel, photos, taken two weeks ago, 
are attached to this item.  Quite clearly, the vessel has been badly neglected and will require a lot 
of time, effort and funds to bring back to an acceptable seaworthy condition.  Council may take the 
view that this is not a matter with which it should concern itself.  The down-side of this approach is 
that the vessel may eventually sink creating both a navigational and environmental hazard which 
may be expensive to remove and if the owner cannot be found the cost will be borne by the 
ratepayers. 

Conclusion 
12. The Harbour Master is dealing with a derelict and apparently abandoned vessel.   

13. Attempts are being made to trace the owner and require him/her to remove the vessel from the 
waters of the region. 

http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1974/0066/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM336291#DLM336291�
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1974/0066/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM334659#DLM334659�
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1974/0066/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM334659#DLM334659�
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1974/0066/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM23541#DLM23541�
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14. Powers pursuant to the Local Government Act allow for derelict or abandoned vessels to be 
removed from the waters and costs incurred recovered from the owner where the owner is known. 

RECOMMENDED 
1. That the information be received 

2. That in the event of no owner being identified that this vessel be disposed of in accordance 
with the provisions of the Local Government Act section 650K through sale, if possible, of 
any or part of the vessel in an attempt to cover costs. 
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11. Marine Farm Light Audits  

(Clr Oddie) (Report prepared by the Harbour Master)  M045-02 

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this report is to update the Committee of the ongoing marine farm light audits that 

are being carried out. 

Background 
2. The Committee will be aware that over the past two years Council has reviewed conditions of 

consent attached to individual marine farm consents.  This process included a review of farm 
lighting requirements. 

3. Since authorisation of lighting requirements for individual farms/sites is dealt with under the 
Maritime Transport Act, this was seen as an ideal opportunity to rationalise the number of lights 
each farm required and to introduce retro reflective tape in conjunction with radar reflectors, where 
appropriate, in areas where it was considered that lights would be superfluous, particularly on the 
in-shore side of farms. 

4. Since the majority of consents have now been reviewed, an audit to record compliance with lighting 
requirements has now been resumed, a matter the Marine Farm Association was advised of in 
advance.   

5. Set out below, in tabular form, is a summary of the marine farm areas audited to date:   

Area Date Farms 
Inspected 

Farms 
Compliant 

Farms with 1 or 
More Light 

Extinguished or 
insufficient 

number of lights 
fitted 

Farms with no 
Lights Operational

Croisilles 
Harbour/Waikawa 
Bay 

6 & 7 
September 

41 17 21 3 

Port Gore 21/1/12 4 0 3 1 

Kenepuru 21/2/12 29 20 9 0 

Kenepuru - Four 
Fathom Bay 

      27/3/12 31 25 4 2 

Catherine Cove 5/5/12 7 1 5 1 

Admiralty Bay 4/5/12 45 33 11 1 

      

Total  157 96 53 8 

 
6. There is still considerable variability with respect to requirements relating to the inshore marking of 

marine farms and work to clarify matters in conjunction with the Marine Farming Association is 
ongoing. 

7. It has also been noted that on several farms more long-lines are in the water than is permitted by 
the resource consent.  Where this has occurred, the matter has been referred to the Compliance 
Unit. 
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8. Infringement Notices for those farms that did not have any operational lights have been issued. 

Conclusion 
9. Since the review of the majority of marine farm consent conditions have now been completed, an 

audit of lighting requirements has recently been resumed.   

10. The results of the audit undertaken to date are shown in tabular form.  It has been noted that there 
is still some confusion with respect to the inshore marking of marine farms and work with the 
Marine Farming Association is ongoing. 

11. Infringement Notices have been issued for those farms that did not have any operational lights  

RECOMMENDED 
That the information be received. 
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12. Information Package 

 

RECOMMENDED 
That the Regulatory Department Information Package dated 14 June 2012 be received and noted. 
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13. Decision to Conduct Business with the Public Excluded 

Decided  

That the public be excluded from the following parts of the proceedings of this meeting, namely: 

- Response Strategy 

- Infringement Notices 

- Monitoring Reports 

The general subject of each matter to be considered while the public is excluded, the reason for passing 
this resolution in relation to each matter and the specific grounds under section 48(1) of the Local 
Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987 for the passing of this resolution are as follows: 

General subject of each 
matter to be considered 

Reason for passing this 
resolution in relation to 
each matter 

Ground(s) under section 48(1) 
for the passing of this resolution

Response Strategy 

Infringement Notices 

Monitoring Reports 

In order to protect the 
privacy of natural persons, 
as provided for under 
Section 7(2)(a). 

That the public conduct of the 
relevant part of the proceedings 
of the meeting would be likely to 
result in the disclosure of 
information for which good 
reason for withholding exists 
under Section 7 of the Local 
Government Official Information 
and Meetings Act 1987. 
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