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1. Submissions and Hearings on Alterations to Resource 
Management Fees - Resource Management Act 1991 - 
Special Consultative Procedure under section 83 of the 
Local Government Act 2002  

(Clr Arbuckle)  (Report prepared by Anna Eatherley) (C270-05) 

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this report is to fulfil the requirements of the special consultative procedures under 

section 83 of the Local Government Act 2002. 

Background 
2. At its December 2011 meeting the Committee considered the report – Alterations to Resource 

Management Fees – Resource Management Act 1991 and resolved that the proposed schedule of 
fees under the Resource Management Act 1991 be notified for consultative purposes as required by 
section 83 of the Local Government Act 2002.  At its meeting on 15 December 2011 the Council 
resolved to endorse the Committee’s recommendations.  The Proposed Amendments to Council’s 
Charging Policy – Resource Management Act 1991 were publicly notified in the Marlborough 
Express and on Council’s website.  Council also posted a copy of the revised schedule of fees to 
resource management practitioners, Marlborough iwi and the Marlborough Chamber of Commerce. 
The submission period started on 22 December 2011 and finished on 31 January 2012.  

 Summary of Submissions 
3. A total of two submissions were received during the submission period.  The complete submissions 

are attached to this report.  The following table summarises the points raised in each.  

Submissions received from: Summary of Submission: 

New Zealand Institute of Surveyors  Does not include differential rates. 

 Economic climate. 

 Overhead 

 Increase to cover decrease in income. 

 Charging for public enquiries. 

Khalid Suleiman  Economic climate 

 Hourly rate. 

 

Representatives from the New Zealand Institute of Surveyors and Mr K Suleiman will attend the 
meeting to speak to their submissions. 

Comments 
4. The Committee is bound to receive the submissions and hear the submitters.  It is intended that 

deliberations on the proposed fees and charges will be considered at the Committee meeting to be 
held on 3 May 2012.  Staff comments on the issues raised by the submitters will be provided at the 
next Committee meeting.  The Committee is required to notify the submitters of its decision and the 
reasons for the decision. 
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RECOMMENDED 
That the Committee considers this report and the submissions and hears the submitters who wish 
to present their views prior to conducting it deliberations at the meeting to be held on 3 May 2012.  
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2. Restricted Building Work 
(Clr Hook)  (Report prepared by Graham Roberts)  (C270-01) 

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this report is to provide an overview of the Restricted Building Work Scheme and 

Licensed Building Practitioners. 

Background 
2. When the Building Act was substantially amended in 2004 one of the provisions was to establish 

Restricted Building Work which can only be undertaken by Licensed Building Practitioners. 

3. After a couple of time delays the scheme has commenced on 1 March 2012. 

Comments 
4. The scheme only applies to residential work.  Commercial and industrial work may be incorporated 

into the scheme in the future. 

5. Restricted Building Work is described as work which is critical to the integrity of a building.  It 
includes structural items and weathertightness items.  No definitive guideline has been produced 
about what is exactly Restricted Building Work but any component that contributes to the stability 
of the building and keeps out the weather will be restricted work.  There are some grey areas which 
will come to the fore over time. 

6. Licensed Building Practitioners are people who have been assessed as being competent to do the 
type of building they hold a licence for. 

7. There are a number of different licences and they are as follows: 

 Design  

 Carpentry  

 Foundation  

 Roofing  

 Brick and Block Laying  

 External Plastering  

8. Within each licence there are several separate classes which restrict the holder to certain work. 

What this means for the industry 
9. Restricted Building Work can only be undertaken by a Licensed Building Practitioner. 

10. Applications for work that contains restricted work must include a certificate signed by a design 
Licensed Building Practitioner.  Apart from people who are independently licensed, a Registered 
Architect or a Chartered Professional Engineer who is competent to take responsibility for the 
restricted work is also deemed to be a Licensed Building Practitioner.   

11. Licensed or certified plumbers or gasfitters are also deemed to be Licensed Building Practitioners. 

12. Applications for Building Consent should include a list of all Licensed Building Practitioners to be 
used on the project for restricted building work.  
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13. No inspections can be undertaken until the name of the Licensed Building Practitioner responsible 
for that work is provided. 

14. Licensed Building Practitioners must take responsibility for the work they do.  They do so by 
signing a document at the end of the project or when the work is completed.  These are submitted 
to Council. 

15. The Council will continue to undertake building inspections as previously.  There is a rumour that 
the scheme takes away the need for Building Consents or Council inspections but this is wrong on 
both counts. 

16. At the moment a non licensed person cannot do restricted work on his/her own home.  That is 
likely to change but it is the case now. 

What this means for the Council 
17. In general terms it is work as usual.  The main impact on Council is a record keeping role and 

monitoring to make sure that certificates are provided. 

18. No inspections will be made on projects until the Council hold the names of the Licensed Building 
Practitioner who has done the restricted work and this will no doubt catch some tradesmen out who 
have not been diligent about getting the paperwork done. 

RECOMMENDED 
That the information be received. 
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3. Recreational Water Quality 2010/11 
(Clr Jerram) (Report prepared by Fleur Tiernan) (E370-007) 

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this report is to present the recreational water quality monitoring report for the 

summer 2010-11 (attached separately).  

2. To present the 2010-11 recreational water quality report card (attached).  

Background 
3. Monitoring recreational water quality is one of two water quality monitoring programmes currently 

being carried out by the Marlborough District Council.  Its purpose is to assess the state of the 
region’s rivers and beaches to determine their suitability for contact recreation and to assess the 
degree of risk of contracting illness/infection from being in contact with the waters.  Results are 
sent to the Nelson/Marlborough District Health Board for consideration on a regular basis.  The 
Ministry for the Environment (MfE) sets guidelines as to how beaches and rivers should be 
monitored and assessed in relation to contact recreational activities.  These guidelines are used to 
structure the recreational water quality monitoring programme.  This allows for national 
comparisons to be made and allows water quality results from Marlborough to be used in the 
assessment of one of the core national environmental indicators, which are reported on annually by 
MfE.  It also allows for trends over time to be assessed to determine whether recreational water 
quality is improving or declining for the region.  

4. Thirty one sites (13 river and 18 coastal) are monitored weekly from November to March inclusive 
and assessed against MfE’s guidelines.  Results are posted on the Council’s website and rated 
whether:  

1.  They are safe to swim at;  

2.  There is an increased risk of contracting illness/infection from contact with the water; or  

3.  If there is an unacceptable (as defined by MfE) risk of contracting illness/infection from 
contact with the water.  

5. At the end of each summer results are used to update beach grades.  The methodology for grading 
beaches/rivers for recreational use is defined by MfE and incorporates five years of monitored data 
and a risk assessment for each site.  In order to accurately grade beaches it is important to have 
consistent long term data for each site. 

6. Historically sites have been chosen principally based on popularity of use, location (beside popular 
campgrounds and/or resorts) and use by clubs/outdoor pursuit’s institutes.  The addition of new 
sites and/or the dropping of old sites should be assessed on a five yearly basis to coincide with 
when complete grades have been assessed and should consider the degree of use of the site.  

Comments 
7. Coastal water quality is of a higher standard than freshwater quality in terms of compliance with 

recreational water quality guidelines.   

8. Marlborough’s recreational water quality is on a par with that reported nationally, however 
2010/11 saw a significant decline in both freshwater and coastal waters, due mainly to the wet 
summer.  It is important for Marlborough to maintain a high standard of recreational water quality 
as the region is an important national and international holiday destination, particularly the 
Marlborough Sounds region. 
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9. There were four changes to the beach grades compared with the 2009/10 summer.  Three sites saw 
an improvement and one saw a deterioration.  The Wairau River at the Blenheim Rowing Club is 
the first freshwater site to be graded as Good.  

 Anakiwa  Poor → Good 

 Shelly Beach Fair → Good 

 Wairau River at Blenheim Rowing Club Fair → Good 

 The Wairau Diversion (coastal) Good → Fair 

10. Microbial source tracking (MST) was carried out at three of the bathing water sites and at a site 
located upstream of one of the bathing water sites.  The sites chosen were the Brown River, the Rai 
River, Moenui Beach and Momorangi Bay.  The results showed that ruminants are the primary 
source of faecal contamination for the Brown River, the Rai River and Moenui Beach.  The results 
for Momorangi were inconclusive, however there was no indication of a human or ruminant source 
present, this supports earlier work which suggested wildfowl and possums were the primary source.  
MST is a useful tool for helping to manage faecal contamination at coastal and freshwater sites.  
The identification of ruminants as the main source of faecal contamination at Moenui allows 
management options to be targeted to better land management practices in the surrounding 
catchments as opposed to managing onsite sewage schemes which would have little impact on 
improving water quality at the site.  

Summary 
11. Routine monitoring is required to accurately assess the state of our recreational waters and to 

compare rivers and beaches on a national scale.  Over the last two years five sites have shown an 
improvement in the bathing water grade whilst one deteriorated. 

12. Water quality is good in a national context but improvements are still required.  This is especially 
true for the freshwater sites.  Improvements to land management practices and in particular to the 
management of farm effluent will result in better swimming water quality in our rivers and in some 
coastal water sites.  

13. It is recommended that the feasibility of MST studies for poorly performing sites, e.g. Wairau 
Diversion at Neals Road, the Taylor River at Riverside, Hakahaka Bay, Tirimoana and Picton 
Foreshore, be investigated further. 

RECOMMENDED 
That the report, Recreational Water Quality Report, 2010-11, be received. 
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4. Proposed Strategy for Working Towards Improved 
Environmental Sustainability in the Dairy Industry in 
Marlborough  

(Chairman) (Report prepared by Nicky Eade) (E355-008-004) 

Purpose  
1. The Council is seeking to work more closely with the dairy industry in Marlborough to improve 

environmental performance, particularly in relation to water quality outcomes in local waterways 
and coastal areas. 

2. This item sets out a strategy to provide for an expanded role in assisting the dairy industry to meet 
the required environmental standards and industry best practices for the Council’s consideration.  
The attached paper provides further background and detail. 

Background 
3. The dairy sector in Marlborough is relatively small, consisting of a total of 62 farms with a 

combined herd size of 17,300 cows.  About half of the farms occur in the Rai/Pelorus catchment 
with the others spread through the Havelock, Linkwater, Tuamarina and Wairau Plain areas. 

4. The Council has been working alongside the dairy industry to improve environmental performance 
in Marlborough for some time.  However, while some good progress has been made, compliance 
with existing Council and industry standards is still not satisfactory and water quality results 
indicate that impacts on waterways and some coastal areas are occurring.   

5. It is likely that environmental performance standards will increase as the resource management 
plans are reviewed and industry targets are strengthened over the next few years. 

6. Council compliance staff have carried out annual dairy shed surveys in the Rai catchment 
since 1996.  Since 2002 the Council has also had a programme to eliminate the majority of stream 
crossing points.  Both of these programmes are ongoing. 

7. However, the Council has not had an active non-regulatory programme to work with dairy farmers 
to improve environmental performance.  The New Zealand Landcare Trust, a non governmental 
agency, has had a three year programme running in the Rai/Pelorus catchment area from July 2009 
to June 2012 and the Council has worked cooperatively with the Trust over this time. 

8. In June 2010 the Council considered an Annual Plan submission from the NZ Landcare Trust, on 
behalf of some dairy farmers, which proposed that the Council should invest in a riparian fencing 
programme to assist, encourage and enable landowners to protect and enhance waterways in the 
region.  The Council signalled that it would continue to work with the community on water quality 
issues and review its policies but did not at the time commit to a specific programme of action.  

9. In late 2010 the Council engaged Bob Wilcock from the National Institute of Water and 
Atmospheric Research (NIWA) to review the water quality data for the Rai catchment and provide 
analysis and guidance about future management action required to address any issues identified.  
This review concluded that a range of issues required addressing to reduce the adverse effects of 
dairy farming, including basic measures like improvements to dairy effluent systems, stock 
exclusion from waterways and reducing hot spot areas on farms like stream crossings and standoff 
areas. 
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10. A draft discussion document was produced by staff in September 2011, setting out several possible 
ways in which the Council could assist in improving the situation.  These included the possible 
establishment of a stream fencing fund, strengthening the compliance role and providing farm plans 
to individual farmers to encourage targeted environmental improvements on the ground.  
Councillors and staff travelled to Golden Bay in the Tasman District in November 2011 to look at 
the work carried out in that area and further consider how best to progress things in the 
Marlborough context. 

11. It is within the context of all of the above that the Council is seeking to develop and extend its 
current programmes to assist Marlborough dairy farmers to improve their farming practices and 
minimise the impact of dairy farming on the waterways of Marlborough. 

Comments 
12. The strategy includes: 

 Continuing the current annual dairy shed effluent and stream crossing compliance 
programme. 

 Forming a working group to more actively engage with industry and farmer representatives 
and developing an effective communication strategy to ensure that dairy farmers are aware of 
the new programme. 

 Providing an environmental farm plan service (10 new plans annually for three years) to 
enable farmers to plan and prioritise work they need to undertake.  It is suggested that the 
North Marlborough area, as defined by the Marlborough Sounds Resource Management Plan 
boundaries, is prioritised.  This includes 43 dairy farms, 10 of which already have farm plans.  

 The Council to provide a 50% contribution per environmental farm plan and also fully 
funded annual follow up visits to assist with the implementation of the works set out in plan.  

13. The purpose of this strategy is to build on and complement existing programmes to provide some 
additional practical assistance to dairy farmers to help them to meet the required standards and 
targets through a non-regulatory programme.  It is an interim measure intended to bridge the next 
2-3 year period before the resource management plan reviews and possible new industry targets, 
come into effect.  

14. The budget and additional staff time would be drawn from existing staff in the Environmental 
Science and Monitoring group.  The suggested strategy is a fairly modest pilot programme (costed 
at $27,500 per year for three years), designed to work proactively with farmers in a voluntary 
capacity, to assist them to plan and prioritise required work.  It does not provide any direct funding 
for on farm works although there may be some funding available for biodiversity enhancement 
work through the existing significant natural areas project. 

15. The use of existing staff resources to implement the programme is currently seen as achievable, 
however this would need to be reviewed if the scope and scale of the programme changed. 

Summary 
16. The above three year strategy is designed to expand the Council’s current role in working with the 

dairy industry in Marlborough.  It complements the existing compliance programme run by the 
Council and also the recent advocacy work carried out by the NZ Landcare Trust. 

RECOMMENDED 
1. That the Council consider adopting the strategy to be implemented for three years from 

July 2012 to June 2015. 

2. That Council approve funding of $27,500 per year for three years for the implementation of a 
non regulatory approach to encourage diary farmers to develop environmental farm plans. 
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Water Quality and Dairy Farming in Marlborough  

 

An Implementation Strategy for Working Towards 
Improved Environmental Sustainability 

March 2012 

 

Introduction 
The Council has been working alongside the dairy industry to improve environmental performance in 
Marlborough for some time. However, while some good progress has been made, compliance with 
existing Council and industry standards is still not satisfactory and water quality results indicate that 
impacts on waterways and some coastal areas are occurring. It is likely that environmental performance 
standards will increase as the resource management plans are reviewed and industry targets are 
strengthened over the next few years. 

The purpose of this strategy is to build on existing programmes to provide some additional practical 
assistance to dairy farmers to assist them to meet the required standards and targets through a 
non-regulatory programme. It is an interim measure intended to bridge the next 2-3 year period before the 
resource management plan reviews and possible new industry targets, come into effect.  It follows in the 
footsteps of a three year programme (June 2009 – June 2012), by the Landcare Trust in the Rai/Pelorus 
part of the Marlborough region, which introduced the concept of environmental farm plans and farmer led 
action on environmental issues. 

The budget and additional staff time would be drawn from the Environmental Science and Monitoring 
group which has a mandate to assist with non-regulatory land management issues. The suggested strategy 
is a fairly modest programme designed to work proactively with farmers in a voluntary capacity, to assist 
them to plan and prioritise required work. It does not provide any direct funding for on farm works.  

The strategy includes:-  

- forming a working group to more actively engage with industry and farmer representatives 

- developing an effective communication strategy to ensure that dairy farmers are aware of the 
new programme. 

- providing an environmental farm plan service to enable farmers to plan and prioritise work 
they need to undertake. 

- continuing the current annual dairy shed effluent and stream crossing compliance 
programme 

- continuing with State of the Environment water quality monitoring 
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Background 

The health and condition of waterways and water quality issues currently have a high profile in New 
Zealand at all levels of government and community. There is an abundance of science to show that there 
is a high correlation between intensive livestock farming and poor or declining water quality regardless of 
each circumstance being slightly different (for instance geology and soils, topography, climate, farming 
methods).   

This research is reflected in the Marlborough region with water quality monitoring results demonstrating 
that water quality is impacted by intensive livestock farming (predominantly dairy farming) in the 
Rai/Pelorus catchment, Duncan Stream and Cullens Creek (Linkwater), Tuamarina River, Are Are Creek, 
the Kaituna River (Havelock) and Mill Stream (Wairau Valley). Recent faecal tracking at three strategic 
sites, including one coastal and two freshwater locations, showed that the contamination was coming 
from ruminant animals (i.e., cattle). 

In response, there are many industry initiatives underway to further improve the environmental 
sustainability of livestock farming, including a range of initiatives within the dairy industry promoted by 
DairyNZ and Fonterra.  These include the five Clean Streams Accord targets set in 2003, guidelines and a 
code of practice for dairy effluent management and the new “Every Farm Every Year” programme 
initiated in 2010 to ensure all farmers are visited by industry representatives and given a clear message 
about their environmental performance. In late 2011 Fonterra announced that as of 2013 all of its 
suppliers must have stock excluded from waterways (as defined in the Accord), as a new condition of 
supply.   
 
At this stage (as of the 20/10/11 Clean Streams Accord Snapshot of Progress Report), Marlborough is one 
of the lowest performing regions in the country.  
 
There are also other industry codes of practice and environmental plans designed to promote voluntary 
best practice and sustainable land and water management.  Some examples include the NZ 
Environmental Code of Practice for Plantation Forestry, Beef and Lamb NZ’s Land and Environment 
Plans and the NZ Deer Farmers’ Landcare Manual. 

The New Zealand Landcare Trust has been running a three year Sustainable Farming Fund project in the 
Rai catchment aimed at building and implementing a farmer leadership model to address water quality 
issues. The project builds on work done in the Aorere catchment in Golden Bay and brings farmers 
together to share solutions.  The project has funded the development of 10 individual farm plans with 
volunteer farmers in the Rai/Pelorus catchment. It is due for completion in mid 2012 although there is a 
possibility that the programme may continue at a lower level for a further year.   

Marlborough’s dairy industry is relatively small, consisting of 62 farms in total with a combined herd 
size of approximately 17,300 cows. Thirty of these farms are located in the Rai/Pelorus catchment with a 
combined herd size of 8530 cows.  Others are located as follows: 

- Kaituna catchment (Havelock area) - 6 farms (1000 cows) 

- Cullens Creek catchment (Linkwater area) - 5 farms (1300 cows) 

- Duncan Stream catchment (Linkwater area) - 2 farms (560 cows) 

- Tuamarina catchment (Koromiko area) – 10 farms (2700 cows) 

- Wairau Plains – 5 farms (1200) 

- Are Are Creek catchment – 1 farm (275 cows) 

- Northbank – 1 farm (300 cows) 

- Wairau valley (west of township) – 2 farms (1400 cows) 

See Map in Appendix A for locations of dairy farms in Marlborough. 
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The Councils’ involvement to date 
Council compliance staff have carried out annual dairy shed surveys in the Rai catchment since 1996. 
Since 2002 the Council has also had a programme to eliminate the majority of stream crossing points. 
Both of these programmes are ongoing. 

In June 2010 the Council considered an Annual Plan submission from the NZ Landcare Trust on behalf of 
some dairy farmers, which proposed that the Council should invest in a riparian fencing programme to 
assist, encourage and enable landowners to protect and enhance waterways in the region.  The Council 
signalled that it would continue to work with the community on water quality issues and review its 
policies but did not at the time commit to a specific programme of action.  

Most local authorities, including the Marlborough District Council, are in the process of reviewing their 
resource management plans and local water quality issues are required to be addressed in these reviews. 
The government has provided strong indications and direction in relation to the pivotal role of Regional 
Councils in achieving improvements in water quality where required through the Land and Water Forum, 
the July 2011 National Policy Statement on Freshwater and other related reports such as the Auditor 
Generals September 2011 report “Managing Freshwater Quality- Challenges for Councils”. 

The Council recognises the varying interests in local waterways, including private landowners with 
forestry, farming and lifestyle block operations, iwi, Fish and Game, the Outward Bound School and 
other recreational users such as kayakers, swimmers and fishers. 

As part of reviewing Councils direction in terms of integrating the existing compliance programme with 
other possible non-regulatory initiatives, in late 2010 the Council engaged Bob Wilcock from the 
National Institute of Water and Atmospheric Research (NIWA), to review the water quality data for the 
Rai catchment and provide analysis and guidance about future management action required to address any 
issues identified. This review concluded that a range of issues required addressing to reduce the adverse 
effects of dairy farming, including basic measures like improvements to dairy effluent systems, stock 
exclusion from waterways and reducing hot spots areas on farms like stream crossings and standoff areas. 

A draft discussion document was produced by staff in September 2011, setting out several possible ways 
in which the Council could assist in improving the situation. These included the possible establishment of 
a stream fencing fund, strengthening the compliance role and providing farm plans to individual farmers 
to encourage targeted improvements on the ground.  Councillors and staff travelled to Golden Bay in the 
Tasman District in November 2011 to look at the work carried out in that area and further consider how 
best to progress things in the Marlborough context. 

It is within the context of all of the above that the Council is seeking to develop and extend its current 
programmes to assist Marlborough dairy farmers to improve their farming practices and minimise the 
impact of dairy farming on the water ways of Marlborough. 

Where we are at as of February 2012 
Water quality monitoring – The Marlborough District Council has a water quality monitoring 
programme in place.  This has provided information on the state and trends in water quality across the 
district and has confirmed that intensive livestock farming (predominantly dairy), is having an impact on 
a number of Marlborough’s waterways.  The Rai catchment has been most intensively monitored over the 
past decade and has received the most attention, however other catchments are similarly affected by the 
effects of intensive livestock farming. These impacts are somewhat softened by the fact that most affected 
catchments have significant proportions in indigenous forest cover, for instance, the Rai/Pelorus 
catchment is approximately 60% indigenous forest, 20% plantation forest and 15% dairy farming and 
5% other livestock farming.  

Overtime there has been a measurable improvement in some water quality parameters in the Rai 
catchment (bacteria rates), which is a credit to previous interventions by Council, industry and the 
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farming community, however, further improvements are required to meet with regional and national 
targets. 

Clean Streams Accord – this was established in 2003 and sets out five targets. The Council worked to 
develop a Regional Action Plan for Marlborough which was formalised in February 2004. This Action 
Plan endorsed all five of Fonterra’s targets, with a particular emphasis on stream crossings, reflecting the 
local programme already in place in the Rai/Pelorus catchment at the time. As of 2010/11 a number of the 
targets have not been fully met in Marlborough. 

Wetland identification – there is currently a programme underway to identify all regionally significant 
wetlands throughout Marlborough so that these can be scheduled in the new resource management plans. 
Consultation with landowners in the Rai/Pelorus catchment is planned for the first half of 2012. Once the 
wetlands are confirmed, landowners will have more clarity about how to meet the Fonterra Clean Streams 
Accord target for fencing of these areas. 

Policy – Currently there are two separate resource management plans in the Marlborough region. Under 
the Wairau Awatere Plan (19 dairy farms) resource consent is required for dairy effluent discharge. Under 
the Marlborough Sounds Plan (43 dairy farms), dairy effluent discharge is a permitted activity subject to a 
set of standards.   

The standards in both plans include  a range of requirements, some of which are difficult to interpret and 
monitor. There are no practical guidelines on the types of systems required, recommended discharge 
application rates, storage pond size and so on. The plans do not directly address issues relating to stock 
access to waterways or wetlands. 

These plans are being reviewed and it is likely that there will be a single plan with more consistent and 
specific requirements publically notified in late 2012 or early 2013.  The new Plan will be pivotal in 
setting the scene in Marlborough for at least the next decade.  

Compliance – Dairy Effluent systems - Council compliance staff have carried out annual dairy shed 
surveys since 1996.  Unfortunately, compliance in relation to dairy effluent systems has decreased in 
recent years.  Part of the reason for this is that until the 2008/09 season the Council was not monitoring 
all of its standards in a way that was consistent with national standards, particularly in relation to the 
requirement that all wash down, collection and containment systems must be more then 20 metres from a 
surface water body and the requirement to have contingency measures in place for managing dairy 
effluent. When these standards were applied in the 2009/10 year the compliance rates dropped 
considerably.  However, against the same standard they dropped even further in the 2010/11 year. 
According to the Clean Stream Snapshot Report for the 2010/11 season, Marlborough was the third 
lowest performing region in the country. 

A lot of work is still needed to get some systems in compliance. Landowners have been advised that they 
will either need to upgrades their systems so that they comply or they will need to apply for resource 
consent.  Consents will only be issued for a short term to allow upgrades to occur. 

The main issues noted in the most recent report (2010/11) were:- 

- Location of wastewater collection, containment and application systems too close to 
waterways  

- Lack of back up storage for adverse weather conditions when it is not suitable to apply dairy 
shed effluent to land due to wet conditions 

- The storage of solid wastes directly to land. 

The Council’s Compliance team has also carried out a programme to eliminate most dairy stream crossing 
points. This was initiated in 2006 and while significant progress has been made there are still some 
crossings requiring attention. 
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 Proposed Implementation Strategy – 2012-2015 

Introduction 
Having reviewed the current approach and considered a range of possible ways to assist dairy farmers to 
achieve the required improvements to prevent ongoing impacts on water quality, the following 
environmental farm plan based non-regulatory approach is proposed to run alongside the existing 
compliance programme and state of the environment water quality monitoring programme. .  This is an 
interim measure (initially a three year programme from July 2012 to June 2015), to assist farmers to 
identify and prioritise specific issues requiring attention at the farm scale. It is intended to provide 
practical support to farmers in “raising the bar” to meet new industry and local government requirements 
that are likely to be in place in the future.  

The current resource management plan compliance role is critical and would continue to set clear 
guidelines to dairy farmers on the dairy shed effluent aspects of the operation.   

It will be important to clearly separate the compliance or regulatory approach with the non-regulatory 
farm plan approach.  

The environmental farm plan approach will cover aspects not included in the current regulatory approach, 
for instance, the fencing of waterways and wetlands, management of areas such as laneways, silage pits, 
farm nutrient budgeting and so on. Matters covered in the environmental farm plans will not be subject to 
a compliance regime, apart from any matters relating to dairy shed effluent which will be part of the usual 
existing compliance programme. 

The farm plan process involves a visit by a consultant contracted by the Council, who will talk through 
the issues with the farmer and inspect all aspects of the farm operation. A map and written instructions 
provide clear guidelines regarding work that need to be undertaken, including improvement to dairy 
effluent systems, waterways and wetlands that require fencing to exclude stock, and other activities that 
may require attention like silage pits, standoff areas and so on. 

This approach is considered potentially more useful then providing direct funding for on farm works such 
as fencing, as it assists the farmers to understand their own property and the priorities they have in regard 
to improvements. It also provides them with a prioritised programme of work, encouraging planned 
action on the ground and support through follow up visits. The approach assumes and is reliant on, a 
positive and proactive attitude from landowners. 

The weakness of this approach is that it is voluntary and the less proactive farmers may still choose the 
“do nothing” option, although industry pressure and the reality of the new planning framework being 
developed should provide sufficient incentive in most cases. 

Non-regulatory approach – establish a working group and an environmental farm plan 
service 

- Establish a working group consisting of Council staff and Councillors, industry and farmer 
representatives, key stakeholders, the Landcare Trust and environmental farm plan 
consultant, to strengthen relationships and assist with programme development and 
implementation and communication between Council, industry and the rural community.  
Where possible it is intended to merge into any existing group that has been set up through 
the Landcare Trust Initiative.  This group formation of a group will help to provide 
integration between groups and ensure that landowners are getting clear messages.  

- Develop an effective and ongoing communication strategy to ensure that dairy farmers are 
aware of the new programme and Council services. 
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- Provide an environmental farm planning service to dairy farmers in north Marlborough 
(continuing on the Landcare Trust approach) to ensure they have the opportunity to obtain a 
detailed property specific plan setting out management priorities. This service would be 
provided from a proven consultant and would include an annual follow up programme to 
promote the implementation of the work programme set out in the farm plan. 

- Promote biodiversity enhancement work where appropriate, for instance the planting of 
fenced riparian or wetland areas which can be funded through the existing Significant 
Natural Area (SNA) project or the more recent wetland identification project. This however, 
would exclude the general fencing of waterways, unless significant riparian native planting 
was intended to enhance the values of the waterway.   

- It is suggested that the North Marlborough area, as defined by the Marlborough Sounds 
Resource Management Plan boundaries, is prioritised. This includes 43 dairy farms, 10 of 
which already have farm plans.  

- Ten farm plans provided annually with a 50% contribution offered by the Marlborough 
District Council per farm plan. The Council would cover the full cost of follow up visits.   

Resources and timeframes 
This is a three year pilot programme which would be funded and staffed through existing resources in 
Environmental Science and Monitoring group.  

The total budget for this programme includes $27,500.00 per annum (50% of 10 farm plans @ $3500.00 
per property and 10 annual follow up visits by a consultant @$1000.00 per property).  

Additional follow up annual visits in subsequent years could be carried out by Council land management 
staff. 

Total staff time to manage the project and carry out follow up farm visits has been estimated at 
approximately .2 FTE or 1 day per week on average. This would need to be absorbed within existing 
staffing levels and would need to be reviewed if the overall scope and extent of the project changed. 

The existing compliance programme and resource levels would continue to be managed and funded 
through the Compliance group. 

Timeline: Year 1  July 2012 – June 2013 

2012 – April – June – prepare contract, communication strategy, 
review farm plans 

2012 - October – December – first 10 farm plans 

2013 - March-May – follow up existing Landcare Trust 10 farm 
plans with consultant visit 

Year 2  July 2013 – June 2014  

2013 - October – December - second 10 farm plans 

2014 - March – May – follow up 2012 10 farm plans with 
consultant visit 

2014 – March – May – follow up original Landcare Trust 10 farm 
plans with Council officer visit 

Year 3    July 2014 – June 2015 

2014 - October – December  – third 10 farm plans 
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2015 - March – May – follow up 2013 10 farm plans with 
consultant visit 

2015 – March – May – follow up Landcare Trust and 2012 farm 
plans with Council officer visit (20 plans) 

 

Other Matters 

Consultant:  Jan Derks is a private consultant (working under the company name TACCRA). Jan has 
been contracted by the NZ Landcare Trust to provide a limited number of farm plans as part of the current 
three year project running in the Rai catchment. Ten plans have been produced through this programme 
and Jan has become known to local farmers and also Council staff.  He has confirmed that he would be 
available to carry out similar work over the next few years through a programme run by the Marlborough 
District Council. 

Farm Plan template: The Landcare programme has used a template to produce the 10 farm plans to date. 
It is suggested that this template is reviewed with consultant Jan Derks and some farmer plan holders 
prior to the programme being extended. This would ensure that the plans are covering all the aspects 
required and are practical and usable for the landowners. 

Information Requirements: Information collected through this process will need to be stored and 
managed appropriately within the Marlborough District Council system including a method of tracking 
and monitoring follow up visits and works progress. 

Whenever information specifically relating to a private property is collected by a public organisation the 
issue of access to the information becomes relevant.  Landowners generally do not want property specific 
information made public.  However, because information held by public agencies can be requested 
through the Local Government Official Information Act (LGOIA), Council cannot guarantee that 
information would not be publically released if it was requested. However, the risk of this happening is 
likely to be low as the information would not serve any useful purpose beyond the property itself.  

The situation is similar to the issues faced by the Significant Natural Areas project in that the prospect of 
the information being made public could deter landowners from becoming involved.  It is recommended 
that the internal policy is that the farm plans would be confidential to the landowner, however, the 
possibility of a LGOIA request should be disclosed to the landowners at the outset. 

Communication strategy: An important part of this strategy will be communicating the programme 
clearly to the farming community. One or two Councillors may be delegated to “front” the project 
publicly. 

The approach can be promoted as a positive initiative to provide practical assistance to meet the stricter 
industry and resource management requirements which are imminent.  Linking with Fonterra and Dairy 
NZ will be important, along with the local branch of Federated Farmers. 

Given that the approach relies on support from the farming community, generating some positive media 
attention will be useful, along with the general message that the community believes that farmers want to 
lift their game and trusts that they will take the opportunity to do so. It may be possible to join with 
industry organisations to promote some positive local media about progress being made. 

While the focus will be on dairy farming, it should be made clear that any livestock farmer who can see 
that their stock are impacting on waterways through pugging, sedimentation and direct faecal inputs, must 
also take measures to exclude stock.  
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A meeting at Linkwater or Havelock to meet the people involved with the 13 dairy farms in the 
Kaituna/Linkwater area would be useful to build relationships outside of the Rai/Pelorus area. 

Working with other groups: The Rai/Pelorus community is already engaged with the NZ Landcare 
Trust and it should be possible for the Council to dovetail into the conclusion of that project and to 
continue to work effectively with the Trust.   

Dairy NZ has a local representative (Stephen Arends), and is planning an effluent management workshop 
in May 2012. There is also a newly established monitor farm in the Pelorus locality. 

The Marlborough Branch of Federated Farmers has a dairy section currently chaired by Sharyn Parkes of 
Linkwater. 

Rural Women Marlborough - the current president is Diane Payton, a dairy farmer from the Rai Valley 
area.  

Iwi groups - several iwi groups have interests in the dairy farming areas, including Ngati Kuia (Rai/ 
Pelorus Havelock areas), Rangitane (Havelock and Wairau areas) and possibly others. All iwi have an 
interest in water and water quality issues generally. 

Internal Council services - develop and maintain strong liaison role between the Policy, Compliance and 
Science and Monitoring teams.   



Appendix A: Dairy farms in the Marlborough Region 
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5. Soil Quality Monitoring - Technical Report  
(Clr Jerram) (Report prepared by Colin Gray) (E355-001-001-06) 

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this report is to present the findings of soil quality monitoring undertaken in the 

Marlborough region in 2011 (Soil Quality in the Marlborough Region in 2011 report separately 
attached). 

2. To present the 2011 Soil Quality report card (attached). 

Background 
3. The Marlborough District Council has a responsibility for promoting the sustainable management 

of the natural and physical resources of their region.  One of the physical resources that Council 
has a duty under Section 35 of the Resource Management Act 1991 to monitor and report on is 
soil; specifically to report on the “life supporting capacity of soil” and to determine whether current 
practices will meet the “foreseeable needs of future generations”.  The collection of detailed soil 
monitoring data is therefore vital because it provides information on what effect current land use 
activities are having on soil quality and whether there is a need to change or prioritise the way we 
manage the land environment.  This is essential as not all soils are equal and some are fragile and if 
not carefully managed are at risk of degradation.  This is becoming increasingly important as land 
use activities are intensifying across New Zealand and putting pressure on our soils. 

4. To help determine what effect land use practices are having on soil quality, the Council began a 
monitoring programme in 2000.  The monitoring programme involved collecting soil samples from 
a network of sites that represented the main land use activities and soil types within the region and 
analysing samples for a suite of soil physical, biological and chemical properties that have been 
shown to be robust indicators of soil quality. 

5. While a network of soil quality monitoring sites have been established over the last three years in 
Marlborough, it is recognised that there is still no soil information for soils under some land uses in 
some parts of the region.   

6. This report presents the results for nine new soil quality monitoring sites that were sampled and 
analysed for a suite of soil physical, biological and chemical properties to determine if they meet 
their target ranges for soil quality.  

Results 
7. In this investigation, soils were sampled from nine new soil quality monitoring sites that included 

eight dairy sites and one under native lowland forest.  These sites represent three different soil 
types from two soil orders.   

8. Results indicate that in general the soils are in fairly good condition.  For example, indicators of 
soil acidity, organic reserves and soil fertility were all within currently acceptable soil quality target 
ranges.   

9. The only concern was several sites that showed evidence of soil compaction, i.e. low 
macroporosity.  These results put these soils at risk of poor aeration and impeded drainage, which 
may potentially affect pasture production and predispose the soil to surface runoff, nutrient loss, 
erosion and flooding.  While soil compaction is not permanent, it clearly should be avoided and 
remediated where necessary.  A range of beneficial management options to prevent and remediate 
soil compaction are outlined in the report.   
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10. Trace elements were also well within suggested upper limits for concentrations in soils.  However 
for cadmium average concentrations were about double those of typical background concentrations 
for soils.  It is suggested there should be continued monitoring for cadmium in soils on intensively 
grazed pasture to determine how widely and to what concentrations cadmium has accumulated, 
especially at sites which have cadmium concentrations approaching new MAF trigger thresholds.  

11. It is recommended that to obtain reliable, long-term detection and prediction of trends in soil 
quality, at least three and preferably five points along a time sequence should be obtained.  
Therefore repeat monitoring of sites should be conducted in the medium-term (≈ 3-5 years) to 
determine trends over time. 

Summary 
12. Soil quality monitoring across nine new sites in Marlborough has highlighted that in general the 

sampled soils are in fairly good condition.  However there are some issues with soil compaction 
and cadmium accumulation at some sites which will need to be monitored over time.    

RECOMMENDED 
That the report, Soil Quality in the Marlborough Region in 2011, be received.  
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6. Soil Properties in the Rai/Pelorus Catchment - Technical 
Report  

(Clr Jerram) (Report prepared by Colin Gray) (E355-004-008-02) 

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this report is to present information on soils collected in the Rai/Pelorus region. 

(Soil Properties in the Rai/Pelorus Catchment separately attached.) 

Background 
2. Currently Council has detailed information for soils mapped on the Wairau Plain and the lower 

Awatere Valley.  For the rest of Marlborough we only have very little or more often no soils 
information available.  For example, in the Rai/Pelorus catchment there is no available information 
on important soil parameters such as water holding capacity, drainage, soil depth and permeability.  
This kind of information is critical if we want to help landowners manage their soils for activities 
such as irrigation scheduling, effluent application, stock management, etc.   

3. The aim of this investigation was therefore to describe and sample soils from representative sites in 
the Rai/Pelorus catchment and undertake a range of analysis for both topsoil and subsoils. 

4. A series of soil auger observations were made across a range of sites in the Ronga, Tunakino and 
Rai Valleys to identify soils which match the descriptions for the Ronga, Rai or Pelorus soil 
families previously mapped in this region.  Seventeen soil profiles were described and soils 
analysed for a range of soil physical and chemical properties. 

Results 
5. Three soil families were identified, i.e. Rai, Ronga and Pelorus soils, which occupied different 

parts of the landscape.   

6. The Rai family of soils occurred on the higher terraces and fan surfaces above the floodplain.  The 
Ronga family of soils occurred on the lower valley floodplain surface, while the Pelorus family of 
soils occurred on the strongly undulating or hilly land in the transition zone between the steeply 
sloping valley sides and valley floor. 

7. It was recognised that excavation and downcutting into the gravel aggradation surface and lower 
floodplain surface was not uniform and this has resulted in the formation of a series of degradation 
steps on these surfaces.  More detailed soil mapping on these surfaces would likely separate out the 
most recent, recent and older Rai and Ronga soils presently all included in their respective soil 
families.  Similarly more detailed mapping on the undulating or hilly land in the transition zone 
between the steeply sloping valley sides and valley floor would probably separate out the Pelorus 
Steepland soils which have been previously mapped on the steep slopes. 

8. All three soils were well drained, moderately deep to deep, had a moderate to moderately rapid 
permeability and have high water storage capacities.  

9. If this kind of fundamental information can be tied to real time soil moisture monitoring, it could be 
used to advise landowners of when soil conditions are suitable for things like dairy effluent or 
irrigation water application. 
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Summary 
10. Detailed information has been collected for the first time for soils in the Rai/Pelorus catchment.  

This information will help landowners manage their soils for activities such as irrigation 
scheduling, effluent application and stock management. 

11. This information will be compiled into soil fact sheets for each soil and presented to landowners at 
the dairy monitor farm group.   

RECOMMENDED 
That the report, Soil Properties in the Rai/Pelorus Catchment, be received. 
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7. Marine Farm Light Audits  
(Clr Oddie) (Report prepared by Alex Van Wijngaarden) (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.  Retro reflective tape was sought to be introduced 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 Farming 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 one or 
More Light 

Extinguished or 
Insufficient 

Number of Lights 
Fitted 

Farms with no 
Lights Operational

Port Gore 11 March 2011 6 4 1 1 

Maori Bay, Fairy 
Bay, Nikau Bay 

24 March 2011 25 22 3 0 

Port Underwood 23 May 2011 17 11 5 1 

Waitaria, Clarke 
Island, Goulter Bay 

15 June 2011 9 7 0 2 

Port Underwood 16 June 2011 27 16 8 3 

Croisilles 
Harbour/Waikawa 
Bay 

6 & 7 September 41 17 21 3 

Port Gore 21 January 2012 4 0 3 1 

Kenepuru 21 February 2012 29 20 9 0 

Totals  158 97 50 11 
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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 longlines are in the water than is permitted by the 
resource consent.  Where this has occurred, the matter has been referred to the Compliance Unit. 

8. A decision on the issue of Infringement Notices for those farms that did not have any operational 
lights has yet to be made. 

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 may be issued for those farms that did not have any operational lights. 

RECOMMENDED 
That the information be received. 
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8. R-Bay Limited - Road Name Request 
(Clr Arbuckle) (Report prepared by Ian Sutherland) (U061362) 

Background 
1. The purpose of this report is to consider naming a new cul-de-sac which is to be created in the 

Cloudy Bay Industrial Estate as part of a new subdivision.  A copy of the subdivision scheme plan 
showing Lot 13 to vest as road is appended.  

2. The other roads in the Riverlands Industrial Estate have all been named around wineries and 
associated industrial use.  These being Cloudy Bay Drive, Seafair Close, Winefair Close, and 
Chandler Close. 

Proposal 
3. The subdivision developer, R-Bay Limited, has presented several options for naming the new 

cul-de-sac.  These are 

 1st choice - Bakery (Drive/Terrace/Place) or 
 2nd choice - Fielder (Drive/Terrace/Place) 

4. These names are derived from the company Goodman Fielder New Zealand Limited which is to 
develop a large depot on Lot 2 of the subdivision, and their presence is guaranteed due to a lease to 
be signed initially for seven years.   The applicant has checked with Goodman Fielder and 
confirmed that they would be very happy to have a road named after their company.  The Goodman 
Fielder website shows that they are associated with baking, baking ingredients, dairy and meats. 

Evaluation against Road Naming Policy 
5. The following are relevant matters from the policy to consider in this proposal: 

6. Duplication: (That duplication of names not be allowed where the same or similar name occurs 
within the Marlborough District).  Marlborough Roads have commented that Bakery Place may 
cause confusion with Arthur Baker Place located near Brayshaw Park, and therefore perhaps should 
be avoided.  There are no existing road names that could cause confusion with Fielder. 

7. Length of Names: (That names to be short (as a guide - 15 characters or less), single words, 
which are readily pronounced and spelt to satisfy the requirements of emergency services, and 
chosen in proportion to the length of the road).  The two options proposed comply with this 
requirement. 

8. Road Type: (That road type terms be used in circumstances appropriate to the physical situation 
with the definitions acting as a guide).  There are several types in the definitions that could be used, 
these being: 

Drive:  being a main connecting route in a suburb, or a road with a scenic attraction.   

Terrace: being a street along the face or top of a slope. 

Place: being a no exit road with a turning circle at its blind end. 

Close: being a no exit road, short in length serving a small number of properties, similar to a 
Place. 

Road:  being a route or way between places. 
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Street:  being any road. 

9. The policy indicates that Place, Close, or Street would be the most acceptable types to use. 

10. The proposed type of road ‘Drive’ and ‘Terrace’ do not match the policy, whereas Place, Close or 
Street would be more appropriate.  Close has been used for the other cul-de-sacs in the Cloudy Bay 
Estate. 

Consultation 
11. The proposed names have been circulated by Council to all iwi, the Maori Advisory Committee, 

Marlborough Historic Society, and Marlborough Historic Places Trust for comment.  No comment 
has been received from any source. 

Conclusion 
12. There is a concern that Bakery Place may be confused with Arthur Baker Place.  This conflict 

could be avoided if it the word ‘Close’ or ‘Street’ was used to give it the name of Bakery Close or 
Bakery Street.  Unfortunately Bakery Close does sound more like a statement than a name, and 
therefore may not be entirely suitable either. 

13. This only leaves the following options that are suitable:  Bakery Street, Fielder Place, Fielder Close 
or Fielder Street.   

RECOMMENDED 
Recommendation based on Policy Guidelines 

 That the proposed new road as shown on proposed subdivision U061362, once vested in 
Council, be either named “Bakery Street”, or “Fielder Place, or “Fielder Close”. 
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9. Marlborough District’s Greenhouse Gas Inventory 
(Clr Dew) (Report prepared by Martin Fletcher)   (E225-CO1-02) 

Purpose 
1. To inform Council of the results of the district greenhouse gas inventory undertaken by URS New 

Zealand. 

Background 
2. In 2003, a Marlborough District greenhouse gas budget was compiled by a Lincoln University 

student Maurice Marquadt as his Masters thesis, with assistance provided Council staff.  The study 
was completed in 2005, and identified that whilst Marlborough District was a net emitter of 
greenhouse gases (310 Gg of CO2 equivalent), it was low compared to national estimates and by 
the region’s population – principally due to its forestry plantations. 

3. In 2010, Council undertook to update this report by contracting URS New Zealand to compile a 
new greenhouse gas inventory report and local consultant Kaara Wight to undertake the fieldwork 
to gather the raw data.  URS were selected as they had at that time recently completed a similar 
project for Auckland Regional Council using an updated methodology to the one used in the 
2005 report by Maurice Marquadt.  This report is separately attached. 

Issues 
4. The report covered the financial year 2009/10, and identified that Marlborough remains a net 

emitter of greenhouse gases with a carbon footprint of 871,187 tonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent 
(tCO2e).   

5. Agricultural emissions totals 55% of this figure, and road transport a further 25%.  The report 
considered that Council potentially had some influence over 32% of total emissions (road 
vehicles 25%, marine fuel emissions 3.6%, landfill emissions 3.4%). 

6. Marlborough’s significant forestry plantations provide balance to the community emissions.  It was 
estimated that –1,727,134 tCO2e was sequestrated and 1,050,473 tCO2e was released, resulting in 
a net carbon absorption figure of -676,661 tCO2e.  The report noted however that the demands of 
the Emissions Trading Scheme require that the emissions associated with the harvesting of forest 
be apportioned to the point of harvesting (in this case MDC).  However, it could be argued that the 
life time emissions from the wood should be allocated to where it is used, for example the 
emissions related to coal use are allocated to where the product is used as opposed to where it is 
mined.  If this thinking were applied to the Marlborough situation, the district would likely be a 
sequester of GHG emissions rather than an emitter. 

7. Therefore, adding the absorption figure to the district’s emissions produces a net emissions figure 
of + 194,526 tCO2e.  However, the report noted that the district would be a net sequester of 
emissions if the methodology for measuring forestry carbon release was similar to the methodology 
for other emissions such as coal and gas. 

8. Comparisons between this report and the earlier 2005 Marquadt report are difficult due to the 
differences in methodologies between the reports. 

Summary 
9. A 2009/10 greenhouse gas inventory has been prepared to measure community emissions, which 

updates an earlier greenhouse gas budget published in 2005. 
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10. Marlborough district emissions were estimated to be 871,187 tonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent 
(tCO2e), of which 55% is related to agricultural emissions. 

11. Council potentially has some influence over 32% of these emissions. 

12. Forestry sequestration balances these emissions by providing an estimated -676,661 tCO2e. 

13. The net emissions figure is 194,526 tCO2e.  However it was noted that Marlborough would be a 
net sequester of carbon if forestry emissions were measured in the same way as other emissions. 

14. Comparisons between this report and the earlier 2005 Marquadt report are difficult due to the 
differences in methodologies between the reports. 

RECOMMENDED 
That the information be received. 
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10. New Zealand King Salmon Ltd Plan Changes and 
Resource Consent Applications  

(Clr Dew) (Report prepared by Pere Hawes) (M135-15-24) 

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this report is to establish a sub-committee to consider and approve a Council 

submission to the New Zealand King Salmon Ltd (NZKS) plan change request and concurrent 
coastal permit applications.  

Background 
2. NZKS lodged a request with the Environmental Protection Authority on 15 August 2011 to change 

the Marlborough Sounds Resource Management Plan to enable the establishment of 8 new salmon 
farms within the Coastal Marine Zone 1.  The sites are in Waitata Reach of Pelorus Sound, Port 
Gore and in Queen Charlotte Sound/Tory Channel. 

3. NZKS subsequently applied for an additional site (White Horse Rock), and for coastal permits for 
salmon farming at the proposed sites, to be considered concurrently with the plan change request, 
on 3 October 2011. 

4. The Minister of Conservation directed that the applications be referred to a Board of Inquiry on 
3 November 2011.  A Board of Inquiry was subsequently appointed by the Minister and comprises 
Judge Gordon Whiting (chairperson), Helen Beaumont, Mark Farnsworth, Edward Ellison and 
Michael Briggs. 

5. The Board of Inquiry accepted the plan change request for processing on 15 February 2012.  

Comments 
6. The plan change request and concurrent coastal permit applications are required to be notified for 

public submissions.  The period for submissions is 20 working days.  Submitters will then have the 
opportunity to be heard by the Board of Inquiry. 

7. The NZKS proposal involves a change to the current planning framework for marine farming 
activities in the Marlborough Sounds.  There is an expectation that, as the planning authority for 
the Marlborough Sounds, the Council will therefore submit on the proposal.  The nature of that 
submission will depend on the nature of the proposal notified. 

8. According to the Environmental Protection Authority, notification is likely to occur at the end of 
March.  It is therefore probable that a submission will need to be made between Environment 
Committee meetings.  For this reason, and given the short period within which to make a 
submission, it is considered appropriate to appoint a sub-committee to consider and approve a 
Council submission. 

9. Given that this is predominantly a plan change process, it is recommended that the sub-committee 
consist of the Chair of the Environment Committee, the deputy Chair of the Environment 
Committee and the Chair of the Plan Review Sub-committee. 

Note 
10. The Council has received feedback from various community groups regarding the position that 

they feel the Council should take with respect to the proposal.  This feedback should be referred to 
the sub-committee to consider as part of the process of confirming a Council submission. 
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RECOMMENDED 
1. That the information be received. 

2. That a sub-committee be established to consider and approve a Council submission on the 
New Zealand King Salmon plan changes and concurrent coastal permit applications 
consisting of the Chair of the Environment Committee, the deputy Chair of the Environment 
Committee and the Chair of the Plan Review Sub-committee. 

3. That feedback from community groups on the New Zealand King Salmon proposal be 
referred to the Resource Management Plan Review Sub-committee. 
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11. Minor Plan Change  
(Clr Dew) (Report prepared by Pere Hawes) (M135-15, W045-15) 

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this report is to seek the authorisation to prepare a plan change to make minor 

changes to the Wairau/Awatere Resource Management Plan (WARMP) and Marlborough Sounds 
Resource Management Plan (MSRMP). 

Background 
2. The Council seeks to maintain the currency and accuracy of its resource management documents. 

For this reason, plan changes are notified from time to time to resolve minor administrative issues 
with the provisions of the documents.  These issues are highlighted through the application of the 
provisions on a day to day basis, particularly through the resource consent and environmental 
protection functions. 

3. At its last meeting on 20 February 2012, members of the Plan Review Sub-committee discussed the 
desirability of proceeding with a plan change of this nature ahead of the current review process. At 
a subsequent meeting on 1 March 2012, the Sub-committee identified administrative issues that 
they believe warranted such a plan change.  

4. The delegation to prepare a plan change is to the Environment Committee. 

Comments 
5. The following is a list of provisions that the Plan Review Sub-committee consider warrant a plan 

change: 

Family Flats 
A residential unit is allowed on any property as a permitted activity.  Family flats are provided for 
as part of a residential unit. There is confusion over what is meant by the term “family flat”. This 
could be resolved by defining the term in the Plan definitions.  

Building setbacks from water bodies for reasons other than avoiding flood hazard 
A building setback of 8 metres is required from lakes, rivers and wetlands under the current Plan 
provisions.  The Sub-committee believes that the Council should be able to exercise full discretion 
when determining any resource consent application to locate or build a structure within 8 metres.  
This will allow adverse effects on natural character and amenity values, amongst other things, to be 
considered.  The current Plan provisions restrict the exercise of this discretion to flood hazard and 
they believe that this should be rectified.   

Remove the reference to hazard register in the permitted activity rules 
The same rules referred above often have a reference to a hazard register.  No such register exists 
and the reference can therefore be deleted.  

Remove current controlled activity rule for development  
Currently there is a controlled activity rule in each zone for development in order for the Council to 
impose development contributions as a condition of resource consent. Development contributions 
are now imposed under the Local Government Act and Long Term Plan and these provisions can 
therefore be removed. 
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Clarify that utility provisions apply to “requiring authorities” 
The Plans currently permit a range of utility activities. However, “utility” is not defined which 
leads to some confusion over who can do what. Given that this rule was included to provide an 
alternative to designation processes, it would seem appropriate to limit the application of the utility 
provisions to “requiring authorities” (those authorities that can seek designations). 

Reconcile subdivision standards for Township residential and site density standards 
The subdivision standards for the Township Residential zone are not consistent with the site 
density standards for the same zone. The net effect is that landowners are unable to subdivide their 
properties as a controlled activity, to an equivalent size that a residential unit can be built upon as a 
permitted activity.  A plan change could make these standards consistent. 

Clarify that building platforms must be free from easements and yard setbacks 
The Plan subdivision standards require a building platform of certain dimensions (that vary 
according to zone) be available on any allotment to be created.  In other words, the Plans ensure 
that it is possible to build upon any allotment created. Applications have been received that include 
easements and yard setbacks encroaching onto the building platform (i.e., not all of the platform 
can be built upon). This can be resolved by excluding easements and yard setbacks from building 
platforms. 

Include rules for the damming of water 
The WARMP has rules for constructing a dam as a land use. However, under S14 of the RMA the 
damming of water is prohibited unless a rule in a plan permits it or it is authorised by resource 
consent. No such rules exist in the WARMP and these should be introduced to remove unnecessary 
consenting requirements. The status of damming of water could mirror that for construction of a 
dam. 

Amend policy on term of water permits 
Policy 6.3.1.1.1 of the WARMP suggests that water permits should be issued for periods of 
30 years. As demand has been experienced in areas/catchments where it was not originally 
anticipated, consenting practice has not reflected the policy. The majority of water permits issued 
since the WARMP was notified are for terms of between 10 and 20 years.  The term is determined 
on a case-by-case basis to reflect the certainty over the effects of abstracting the water.  Case law 
has also subsequently demonstrated that S128 reviews cannot fundamentally affect the allocation of 
water made through the granting of the water permit. Dealing with the effects of full and over-
allocation of water resources (as required by the Freshwater NPS) also encourages a term that is 
less than the maximum provided for in the RMA.  A policy with greater flexibility on the term of 
water permits could be introduced to ensure that the term reflects the circumstances of the proposal. 

Miscellaneous minor changes to subdivision provisions 
Various Environment Court decisions have identified changes that need to be made to subdivision 
rules to make them vires. 

Zoning updates 
Reserves and roads are created through the subdivision consent process. The zoning of the land in 
question needs to be adjusted to reflect the new status of the land. 

Land disturbance rules 
The Sub-committee thought that it was appropriate to place a limit on the slope on which permitted 
activity tracking could occur in the Marlborough Sounds. Any excavation or filling beyond the 
threshold slope would require a resource consent. 
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Cellphone towers 
The Sub-committee expressed a view that the appropriateness of locating new cellphone towers in 
residential zones should be considered through a resource consent process (as opposed to the 
current permitted activity rule). 

Proximity of discharges to drainage channels 
Currently, permitted activity rules for the discharge of contaminants to land require a setback from 
surface water bodies.  The term "surface water body" is not defined in the Plans, although the term 
surface water is.  The RMA defines "water body" and this definition does not include drains.  The 
object of the setback rules is to protect water quality.  As water flows in drains it would seem 
appropriate to take the same precaution in terms of discharge proximity for both surface water 
bodies and drainage channels.  It is therefore proposed to add "drainage channel" to the relevant 
discharge rules in the Plans.  The term "drainage channel" is already defined in the Plans. 

Exemptions for limits on excavation volume 
A number of WARMP zone rules limit the amount of material that may be excavated as a permitted 
activity.  In some circumstances, exemptions to the limit are provided for flood protection works, 
network utility structures, support structures for lawful structures and for lawful subdivisions.  The 
first and second exemption allows community infrastructure to be installed, but there appears to be 
no purpose to exempt excavation associated with lawful structures and subdivisions.  The effects of 
such excavation could be significant and these are not dealt with through either the building 
consent process or subdivision consent process.  For this reason, it is proposed to remove these 
exemptions where they occur. 

Summary 
6. The Plan Review sub-committee has identified administrative issues with the current provisions of 

the Wairau/Awatere Resource Management Plan and Marlborough Sounds Resource Management 
Plan. They seek to resolve these issues through the notification of a plan change in accordance with 
Clause 2 of the First Schedule of the RMA 1991. 

RECOMMENDED 
1. That the information be received. 

2. That a plan change be prepared to address the matters listed in this report in accordance 
with Clause 2 of the First Schedule of the RMA 1991. 

3. That the approval of the plan change content be delegated to the Resource Management Plan 
Review Sub-committee. 

 

Page 40 



 

12. 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 
20 February 2012 are attached for ratification by the Committee. 

RECOMMENDED 
That the notes of the Resource Management Plan Review Sub-Committee meeting held on 
20 February 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 Monday, 20 February 2012 

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

In Attendance 
Clr G Evans, Clr J Arbuckle, A Besley, H Versteegh, P Hawes, R Anderson, V Wadsworth, P Davidson, 
Mr J Patterson and S Bulfield-Johnston 

 
 

1. Matters Arising 

Clr Dew identified current issues requiring more immediate clarification than the plan review process will 
provide: 

 Forestry and land disturbance issues. 

 A recent court decision on second dwellings in the rural zone. 

 Building in proximity to water bodies, an issue that came to light when processing a recent Middle 
Renwick Road, Springlands resource consent application.  

He acknowledged that Policy staff were fully occupied and suggested an external consultant be secured to 
address these matters. 

It was decided that consideration be given to identifying the issues that needed to be dealt with and a 
meeting set down for the following week to consider what approach to take.  (The meeting was set down 
for 4.00pm on Thursday 1 March 2012 in the Committee room.) 

2. Activity Report 

Point 2 - Clr Taylor asked how willing the Surveyors Institute was to serve as a focus group for the rules 
relating to urban development.  Pere explained that historically this group has taken the most interest in 
Council’s planning for urban development and had offered in the past to be involved in the process.  Any 
feedback will be reported back to the Sub-Committee.  

Clr Dew referred to the Colonial Vineyard hearing (Plan Change 59).  Andrew reported that the 
arguments had been finely balanced and there was no clear indication of the outcome. 

Pere provided an update on the NZ King Salmon request before the EPA.  Council has completed the 
issues report.  The report identified nine issues that the Board will have to address ranging from 
administrative issues to integration with the existing Resource Management Plan.  

Pere also provided feedback on the perception survey. The survey is underway and it is anticipated an 
interim report will be available next week. 
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3. A Second Generation Water Allocation Framework 

Pere reminded the attendees that Marlborough relies on its water for its productivity and community uses 
and so is a vital resource for the district.  Council staff have undertaken work to gauge the state of the 
resource and can now begin reporting on the findings of this work to the Sub-Committee.  The overall 
message of the presentations by Peter Davidson and Val Wadsworth related to the state of allocation of 
ground and surface water at this point in time.  John Patterson’s presentation will set out the options in 
terms of addressing the issues regarding allocation.  

Pere provided a brief overview of the second generation water allocation framework and reasons for this 
planning/allocation structure (copy appended).  

Pere explained that when the Resource Management Plans were notified they included allocation 
frameworks developed specifically for the resources for which demand was anticipated at the time.  The 
rapid land conversion over the last decade has placed an unanticipated demand on other resources.  
Allocation limits for these additional catchments will have to be set through this current review process.  
There are currently allocation regimes designed for some specific catchments, e.g. the Flaxbourne River. 
These regimes are likely to be formalised through the plan process and a default regime may be 
developed for catchments that do not yet have an allocation regime.  

Clr Evans asked whether Council planned to have an integrated catchment management regime.  Pere 
considered that the Plans currently had that mechanism by way of the control of land use and the effects 
of land use on water.  Under the review process Council will reconsider the rural zones with a view to 
developing the zonings on a catchment basis.  This will allow for catchment specific land use 
management.  

Hans clarified that Marlborough District Council’s approach to catchment management was more 
advanced than catchment management concepts currently being discussed by other regional councils.   

He reported also that the regional councils were promoting the approach of having all catchment related 
resource consents expire simultaneously.  He did not advocate this approach for policy and administrative 
reasons.  This approach could result in an attack of the policies rather than the assessment of individual 
applications against policy framework.  Additionally Councils did not have the resources to process such 
a quantity of applications at the same time nor follow the applications through the courts.  

Pere added that the other regional councils still have not defined what the term catchment management 
means in terms of regulating the activities under the Resource Management Act 1991.  Some regional 
councils still do not have a Water Plan.  Hans added that many of the regional councils have not yet 
established allocation frameworks.  An example of language confusion amongst the regional councils 
related to the over-allocation of the water resource and what needed to be implemented in their Plans.  
The regional councils are viewing over-allocation as an allocation that has diminished their resource.  
Marlborough District Council deals with over-allocation in a statutory context, i.e. as an allocation over 
the allocation framework. 

Clrs Maher and Dew noted that the current planning structure provided a sound basis from which to 
develop the second generation framework.  They noted that the lack of adverse environmental effect was 
a result of both the planning structure and the reduction in the number of users of large volume of water.  

Slide - Freshwater Management NPS – Water Quantity Policies – point B.  Pere clarified that water right 
transfers commonly happens on property transfers but also occasionally occurs from site to site. Currently 
a site to site transfer requires a resource consent process, there may be an opportunity to provide a more 
flexible arrangement for transfer between users provided the allocation remains the same and the transfer 
occurs within the catchment.  
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Slide – Freshwater Management NPS – Policy D1.   Clr Jerram anticipated that recent political statements 
by Iwi regarding their ownership of water may give rise to tensions.  Pere added it remains unclear as to 
what iwi mean by these statements or what the outcome will be.  

Val Wadsworth then presented an overview of the current status of surface water allocation (copy 
appended).  He spoke to the current level of allocation of water in the district and identified water related 
factors that may limit continued growth in the district. 

Slide – Restrictions.  Clr Maher pointed put that the conversion of pastoral activity to viticulture resulted 
in a reduction in the water allocation per hectare.  Val clarified that there are a number of potentially high 
users now relying on surface flows that historically had not done so.  Val expressed concern that there are 
24000 ha of viticulture which may result in a drain on surface flows during a significant drought period. 
Measures may have to be taken to protect SFRs. 

Clr Dew noted the increased use of centre pivots up the Wairau Valley relying on Class B water.  Val 
expressed the view that anyone relying on Class B allocations has an element of risk.   

The attendees discussed the possibility of including additional tiers to the water class system; the 
management of such a system would be made easier by the use of telemetered meters.   

Pere noted the effect of the TrustPower Limited consent on the surface water availability above the 
discharge point. The review process would have to consider how to account for the surface water 
allocation authorised by this consent.  

Slide – Current level of allocation Pelorus, Rai, Kaituna.  Pere advised from a Plan perspective the long 
term and short term (issued on a on a year by years basis) consents are fully allocated so the effects on the 
resource resulting from both these classes of consent is evident.   Consideration will be given through the 
review process as to whether the short term consent class is required.  

Clr Jerram commented that Central Otago has had water transportation systems for approx 150 years. Val 
added that this system had been considered in Marlborough in 1936 but it was not taken up.  He 
anticipated if the Wairau Plains were cropped in the future the unallocated Wairau surface water could be 
transported to the plains and the groundwater could be used for a back up supply.  

Peter Davidson presented an overview of the status of ground water allocation in which he detailed the 
cumulative effects of extraction on the various aquifers in Marlborough (copy attached).  

Regarding the water allocation in the Omaka aquifer, Clr Maher recounted an earlier dry period during 
which Council informed groundwater permit holders of the safe yield from this aquifer.   Predominantly 
the consent holders abstracted water within the safe yield limits despite their consents authorising the 
abstraction of larger volumes of water.  Peter added that the vineyard operators were able to operate under 
a restricted water regime for one year but were unlikely to manage over a more prolonged drought period.  

Slides – Southern Springs Sector.  Mayor Sowman asked whether a significant sized residential 
development would have an impact on the aquifer, e.g. a residential development in the Battys Road area.  
Peter considered it a matter of scale in that a small amount of houses would have minimal impact whereas 
a 500 dwelling development would have effect.  However, he anticipated there was sufficient water in the 
area which could be piped in.  The Battys Road area was not as sensitive as some other areas.  

Slide – Wairau Aquifer Recharge Sector.  Clr Maher observed that the northern boundary of this 
catchment had recently been altered.  Peter clarified the boundaries on the diagram were indicative only.  

Slide – Rarangi Shallow Aquifer.  Clr Evans asked whether the calculation of available yield included 
water for irrigation and re-calculated back into the water table.  Peter explained that the re-circulation of 
trickle irrigation water in this area did not occur to the same extent as other regions.  Most of the water 
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was off-set by transpiration evaporation.  Val added that any irrigation (pastoral or viticulture) if done 
efficiently should not result in a significant return of water to the aquifer.  Incorrect irrigation led to the 
risk of introducing nutrients, etc, into the aquifer.  

Clr Jerram reported that this issue had been discussed during the Councillors trip to farms in Golden Bay.  
The use of k-lines resulted in a lesser and more efficient application of water to the land than did the use 
of centre pivots.  Run-off and excess resulted from the use of centre pivots.    

At the end of his presentation Peter concluded that whilst there was no current crisis regarding the state of 
the groundwater resource, he advocated the approach of “letting the science catch up” before allocating 
any more groundwater.  Clr Maher asked Peter how Council planned to improve its knowledge in this 
regard.  Peter suggested installing a sub set of water meters in specified areas to gauge how the aquifers 
are responding.  

John Paterson then presented an overview on issues created by current allocation status and options for 
addressing them (copy of presentation appended). 

Slides – Transition.  The attendees discussed possible methods and benefits of incentivising consent 
holders to reduce their allocations quickly. The Sub-Committee recognising the benefit of aligning water 
allocation to what people are doing on their land, i.e. crop demands specific to the various locations.  

Clr Evans sought surety that consent holders who cut back their allocations to actual use could still use 
their excess allocation if and when needed in the future.  The Sub-Committee concluded this approach 
would not achieve the goal of reducing the water allocation to sustainable yield levels.  The goal was to 
match allocation to crop demand. There would be no entitlement to get the surrendered allocations back 
except through the water allocation system.  Increased flexibility in water transfers would also benefit 
those land users who required additional water, e.g. when changing crop types.  The short term goal is to 
get the consent holders to reduce their authorised allocations to match crop demand.  

Clr Maher sought clarification on the proposed water entitlement component to resource consents.   John 
explained that the entitlement currently existed but it wasn’t transparent.  The total allocation under any 
given consent would equate to the entitlement which could then be compared to the yield of the aquifer 
and monitored actual use.  This would create a transparent picture of allocation by catchment, of entitle 
by catchment to safe yield against actual use.  This would provide the ability for those entitlements to 
have some criteria around their transferability, as required by the NPS.  The implication of reducing the 
amount of strictness around transferability will improve the efficiency of use of the water resource 
increasing the economic benefit to the reason.  John concluded that this system would have immediate 
benefits to the Awatere region where water was a limited resource.  Any benefit to the Wairau region 
would occur in the future should crop types change. 

Discussion followed n the concept of entitlements and enhanced transferability.  Pere, John and Hans 
made the following points: 

 Consent holders could view the concept of entitlements in terms of what their proportional share 
of the water resource is.  

 The enhanced transferability system would work well when operated in conjunction with storage 
regime.  

 The entitlement system with enhanced transferability could result in consent holders cooperating 
amongst themselves to bring about land use changes on their properties.  For example a group of 
entitlement holders could reach an agreement whereby one holder installs a storage facility on their 
farm allowing for transferability to other entitlement holders.   

 This system would make the process of rationing easier to administer.   
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 An intensive level of monitoring will be required and telemetry of all meters will be required.   

Water Forum 

Pere sought to take the above power point presentations to wider audience (see copies appended) .  
Nationally the issue of full allocation is being considered by the various ministries.  There is national 
interest particularly in the concept of enhanced transfer.  It is important to take the situation of over/full 
allocation to the community to seek options of how to deal with this. On this basis the concept of a water 
forum in Blenheim involving specific invitees has been developed.  The objective is to present the above 
information/presentations in order to stimulate discussion ion the issues raised.   From that a discussion 
paper will be drafted to take to all water users and invite further feedback.  There is already one fairly 
active water users group in the Awatere, this group has expressed concern that the new regime would 
involve a relinquishment of some of their allocation.  The Sub-Committee members will be invited to 
attend the forum and may also be invited to speak. The list of invitees and draft programme will be 
circulated to the Sub-Committee who were invited to provide feedback to The Environmental Policy 
team.  

Hard copies of reports drafted by Peter D and Val W were made available to the attendees to provide 
background information for their reports presented at this meeting.  

The Sub-Committee agreed the forum should go ahead. 
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Appendices 

1. Activity Report (Trim ref 1237639 

2. Presentations on a second generation water allocation framework 

a. Pere Hawes – Water Allocation Overview (Trim ref 1249970) 

b. Val Wadsworth – Surface Water Allocation Status (Trim ref 1251145) 

c. Peter Davidson – Water Forum Presentation (as at 20/02/2012), (Trim ref 1251132) 

d. John Patterson – Water Management Overview Presentation (Trim ref 1251130) 

 

 

Activity Report – 13 December to 20 February. 

Review processes 

1. Amended proposal for Na-Nb structure completed.  Further technical workshop with staff and 
meeting with landowners held on 1 December 2011. As a result of this process, a second option is 
currently being investigated which would remove the distinction between Na and Nb, but limit 
development of the overall area to 500 households until such time as the main trunk sewer is 
upgraded. It is planned to complete the structure plan very soon and release this to landowners for 
comment. 

2. Work has commenced on developing rules for residential and commercial development following the 
Sub-Committee’s consideration on 3 November 2011 of the advice received from Urbanism+. The 
Surveyors Institute are interested in acting as a focus group to consider this draft material. 

3. Work is ongoing on developing rules to establish a corridor for Transpower lines to manage reverse 
sensitivity effects, as required by the NPS on Electricity Transmission. This includes consultation 
with TDC and NCC to try and implement a consistent width of corridor. This is important given that 
the lines cross local authority boundaries. 

4. Meeting held on 13 December 2011 at the Ward Hall to meet with landowners affected by the 
Limestone Coast Outstanding Natural Landscape. Councillors Jerram and Evans attended the 
meeting. Landowners expressed significant concerns about the ONL and the effect of regulating 
activity within the ONL (and continue to do so). Site visits are to be scheduled for those landowners 
that want them on the week starting 27 February 2012. This will provide the opportunity for 
landowners to raise specific concerns regarding whether the values that make the Limestone Coast 
landscape significant exist on their property and where. 

Subject to discussion, approaches could be made to the remaining 13 landowners in South 
Marlborough (that cover the Molesworth, Inland Kaikoura, Northern Kekerengu and Main Divide 
ONLs).  

5. Consultation on significant wetlands ongoing with all properties in the Blenheim and Hillersden 
Ecological Districts for which a site visit was requested now visited. Approximately 50% of the 
wetlands visited in the Hillersden Ecological District were removed from the schedule because they 
were either artificial ponds and/or retained few natural values. Lew Metcalfe is still reporting positive 
feedback in terms of this process. Landowners in the Kekerengu and Pelorus Ecological Districts to 
be approached next.  

6. Ongoing consultation with Port Marlborough on the draft RPS and RMP provisions for port 
activities. 

7. Opus commenced on-site drilling work for the liquefaction study on 30 January 2012 and will be 
complete by the time of the sub-committee meeting.  
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8. Designation confirmations have been received from all current requiring authorities with the 
exception of the Council. These responses will now be considered and the designations to be included 
within the Plan confirmed. 

9. Staff are continuing the process of scoping a package of provisions to manage the effects of land use 
intensification on water quality. 

10. A meeting was held with practitioners on Monday 19 December to review the effectiveness of the 
existing land disturbance rules. The outcome of the meeting will be reported to a future sub-
committee meeting. 

Plan Maintenance:  

1. New Zealand King Salmon: The Board of Inquiry met for the first time on December 17, and 
subsequently are to meet during a preliminary site visit on 7 and 8 February. The Board is still 
targeting early March for notification. 

Council staff are required to prepare an issues report for the Board and this is due to be submitted to 
the Board by 17 February.  

At the time of writing it is not known how the Board has responded to the Council’s view that a 
navigational risk assessment should form part of the application notified. 

2. Plan Change 59 - Colonial Vineyard: The hearings panel of Mr John Maassen (chair) and Councillors 
Oddie and Barsanti are due to hear the plan change request on 8, 9 and 10 February.  

3. Plan Change 60 - Maxwell Hills: Staff have recommended that the plan change request be accepted 
for processing. It is also recommended that consultation with landowners in the Taylor Pass Road 
vicinity be undertaken prior to notification.  

Record No:   1237639 
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13. Information Package 
 

RECOMMENDED 
That the Regulatory Department Information Package dated 22 March 2012 be received and noted. 
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