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1. Confirmation of Sub-Committee Business  

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

 P J & G P McEwan - 226 Wrekin Road, Brancott, Blenheim - approval to use a lockable 
cover on an unfenced spa pool (exemption pursuant to section 6 of the Fencing of 
Swimming Pools Act 1987). 

 B & S Hayton - 58A Old Renwick Road, Springlands, Blenheim - exemption for 
windows opening into pool area (exemption pursuant to section 6 of the Fencing of 
Swimming Pools Act 1987). 

 J Richmond – 84 Richmond Brook Road, Seddon - exemption to install a Save T 
Cover III automatic pool cover in lieu of a fence (exemption pursuant to section 6 of 
the Fencing of Swimming Pools Act 1987). 

 J S Baird & M Scott – 6 Penrith Place, Blenheim - exemption to install an Eclipse 
Coverstar automatic pool cover in lieu of a fence and approval to use a lockable cover 
on an unfenced spa pool (exemption pursuant to section 6 of the Fencing of 
Swimming Pools Act 1987). 
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2. Water Resources Update and Report on Consent 
Restrictions 

(Chairman) (Report prepared by Peter Davidson and Val Wadsworth) E345-007 

Purpose 
1. Marlborough District Council surface water hydrologist, Val Wadsworth, and aquifer scientist, 

Peter Davidson, will update the Committee on the status of Marlborough water resources and 
report on the effectiveness of any restrictions introduced in early March.  

2. The briefing will present the latest information on rainfall, river flows and aquifer pressures 
across the Marlborough district.   

 

RECOMMENDED 
That the information be received. 
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3. Update on Argentine Ant Programme 

(Clr Evans) (Report prepared by Jono Underwood) E315-005-009-01 

Purpose 
1. To provide an update to the Committee on progress made to date with the Argentine Ant 

Programme.   

Background 
2. The initial phase of the planned Argentine Ant Programme in Blenheim is complete, along with an 

additional component at Rarangi after an isolated population was confirmed in December 2012.  

Comments 

2. A short presentation will be provided outlining the planning, control efforts and preliminary 
results and feedback post-control.  (10 minutes) 

 

RECOMMENDED 
That the information be received. 
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4. Chilean Needlegrass Regional Programme - Challenges 
and Future Direction 

(Clr Evans) (Report prepared by Jono Underwood and Alan Johnson) E315-004-003-01 

Purpose 
1. To outline the current challenges faced in the management of Chilean Needlegrass, provide an 

update on the National Review of Chilean Needlegrass and outline the proposed future direction of 
this Council’s regional programme. 

Background 
2. Chilean Needlegrass is an erect tufted perennial grass growing up to a metre tall.  It is unpalatable 

to stock when mature and can form dense infestations, excluding desirable pasture species.  
Sharp tipped seeds form from the flowers, on the plant stems and also in the base of the plant.  
The seed is adapted to ‘drill’ into soil and germinate.  This behaviour has significant animal health 
and production implications for farmers.  These seeds may bore into the eyes and pelt of grazing 
animals, injuring the animal and rendering the pelt unusable.  Restrictions on production and 
activities, such as seed production, also have significant economic and social impacts within the 
affected areas.   

3. Chilean Needlegrass has been under some form of management right from under the Noxious 
Plants Authority to more recent management under Regional Pest Management Strategies.  While 
managed as a pest under Regional Pest Management Strategies, the programme has been 
strongly regulation-based with the majority of landholders under obligation to carry out the control 
work. 

4. Over this time, adequate tools, resources and skilled personnel to carry out the control work has 
been a major limiting factor.  As a result, the distribution of the pest has continued to expand and 
the quality of control work carried out by landholders has not been able to keep pace. 

5. Whilst not explicitly linked, in 2008 Chilean Needlegrass was also found to have taken hold in 
areas of North Canterbury.  There is increasing worry and concern from Environment Canterbury 
about the pressure of potential spread from their north.   

6. The introduction of a new herbicide (Taskforce®) has certainly gone a long way to addressing the 
issue of not having tools available for effective control.  However, a major barrier remains in that 
resource and skilled personnel are still severely lacking.  

7. Given the challenges faced by Environment Canterbury, this Council and Hawkes Bay Regional 
Council in the management of Chilean Needlegrass, an approach was made to the Ministry for 
Primary Industries for some national leadership on the issue.  Out of this an agreement was 
reached whereby they would undertake a review of the situation and produce an options paper for 
the future management.  

Comments 
8. A draft options paper was produced by the Ministry for Primary Industries outlining a preferred 

national management objective and subsequent implementation recommendations.  The three 
councils involved have provided technical feedback on the initial draft and are awaiting further 
consultation.  Notwithstanding any form of national intervention in the future, the national review 
needs to be viewed as a stand-alone process.  Regardless of any form of national assistance, it is 
expected that Council will need to increase its resources in the future and be more adaptive in its 
approach with the community managing this problem. 
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9. At this stage it is important to make progress and focus on Council’s own regional programme.  
There is scope for a Council regional programme to alter course and try a new approach to slow 
the spread and limit the risk to non-infested parts of Marlborough (and further afield). 

10. It is proposed to shift the regional programme away from an entirely regulatory approach and move 
toward a structure of assistance and working with landholders toward a common goal.  This will 
involve Council resource being directed to help break down some of the barriers of a lack of 
resource and skilled personnel.  At a regional level, it is hoped this approach will go further toward 
reaching the objective of limiting spread. 

11. There will still be a regulatory structure to the programme, but it will no longer be the entire 
emphasis.  The regulation component will be the default management approach where an 
assistance approach is not successful on individual properties.   

12. The details of the proposed assistance programme is yet to be finalised, but as a first step, a pilot 
stage is proposed whereby Council will gauge the level of interest within the community and work 
toward building the shape of the longer term assistance programme.  

13. Such a shift is timely in that the pilot stage can be implemented whilst the current Regional Pest 
Management Strategy is under review, with the final assistance programme formalised within the 
new Regional Pest Management Plan.  

14. The resource required to implement the pilot scheme is available through reprioritisation of existing 
budget.  Initially it is expected Council would need to allocate in the order of $50,000 per year.  
However, in order to provide sound and professional project management it is also expected that 
staff resourcing will need to be prioritised.  This process is currently under review.  

15. At this stage Committee agreement is sought in principal that a non regulatory approach is 
undertaken and an incentive programme developed as a pilot in conjunction with the community.  
The details of the programme are expected to be identified through this process.  

Summary 
16. Chilean Needlegrass is a serious threat to the pastoral industry.  It has continued to spread under 

existing programmes that have placed the emphasis on landholder obligations, with Council in a 
regulatory role.  

17. Regardless of the outcome from the ongoing national review, a shift in approach is required at the 
regional level in order to get closer to achieving the desired objective of containing the spread of 
Chilean Needlegrass. 

18. Council involvement over the previous 10 year period has been one based on regulation.  There is 
no doubt that such Council involvement has been beneficial in slowing the spread.  However, over 
this same period, serious barriers have been forming making it ever more difficult for Council staff 
to effectively implement a regulation based programme.  Such barriers include resource availability 
to undertake the required control work (both financial and operators), ability to identify and 
understand the requirements to control the plant successfully, and active education and advocacy 
within the community.    

19. A new approach to Chilean Needlegrass management at a regional level is proposed where the 
emphasis will be placed on an assistance programme.  Under this programme, landholders and 
Council will work together on individual properties in order to work toward the regional objective.  
Also, by having a dedicated project manager, there will be more emphasis on education and 
advocacy.     



 

Environment 21 March 2013 - Page 6 

RECOMMENDED 
1. That the information be received. 

2. That the Committee support the implementation of a pilot assistance programme for 
Chilean Needlegrass management with the long-term goal to establish a formal assistance 
programme during the Regional Pest Management Strategy Review. 
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5. Soil properties in the Kaituna/Havelock and Linkwater Districts - 
Technical Report 

(Chairman) (Report prepared by Colin Gray) E355-004-008-04 

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this report is to present information on soils collected in the Kaituna/Havelock and 

Linkwater districts (Soil Properties in the Kaituna/Havelock and Linkwater Districts 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 there is very little or, more often, no soils information 
available.  An example is the Kaituna/Havelock district where there is no available information on 
important soil parameters such as water holding capacity, drainage, soil depth and permeability.  
This information is critical to help landowners manage their soils for activities such as irrigation 
scheduling, effluent application, stock management, etc.  Furthermore, a range of models such as 
Overseer, SPASMO and the Dairy Pond Calculator, which are increasingly being used by Council 
and industry, require accurate soils information to help predict things like nutrient losses from soils, 
water requirements and the suitability of soils for effluent application. 

3. Because soils act as buffers to capture and store nutrients and microbes, treat a range of waste 
products and store and filter water, accurate soils information is critical.  Council, industry and 
landowners require this information to maintain and enhance water quality, accurately allocate/use 
water and protect our important soil resources. 

4. The aim of this project was therefore to describe, sample and analyse soils from representative 
sites in the Kaituna/Havelock and Linkwater districts.  This information will be summarised into fact 
sheets and made available to landowners in the region and be available for incorporation of 
various models used by Council and industry to ensure the most efficient use and protection of our 
natural resources. 

Material and Methods 
5. A series of soil auger observations were made across a range of sites in the Kaituna/Havelock and 

Linkwater districts to identify the dominant soil types.  Nineteen soil profiles were described and top 
and subsoils sampled and analysed for a range of soil physical and chemical properties. 

Results 
6. Three soil families were identified, i.e. Koromiko, Manaroa and Kaituna soils which occupy different 

parts of the landscape.  The Koromiko family of soils occurs on the lower land surfaces - on stream 
and river floodplains and low terraces.  The Manaroa family occur on surfaces intermediate 
between the lower floodplains and remnant terrace and fan surface.  The Kaituna soil occurs on 
terraces and fans that occur above the valley floor. 

7. All three soils were generally well or moderately well drained, moderately deep to deep, had 
moderate to moderately rapid permeability and had high water storage capacities - although there 
were some exceptions.  These properties make the soils generally ‘low risk’ in terms of direct 
losses from land application of effluent because of their ability to store and treat effluent.   

8. However, farm scale soil mapping (i.e. 1:5,000) would help separate out soils within the families 
which are not as well drained or those with lower permeability and it is recommended this mapping 
is undertaken on a site specific basis when categorising soils for effluent or irrigation scheduling.  
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Summary 
9. Detailed information has been collected for the first time for soils in the Kaituna/Havelock and 

Linkwater Areas.  This information will help landowners manage their soils for activities such as 
irrigation scheduling, effluent application and stock management.  The information will also be 
available for incorporation of various models that Council and industry uses to help protect our 
natural resources. 

10. 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 Kaituna/Havelock and Linkwater Districts”, be received. 

 



 

Environment 21 March 2013 - Page 9 

6. Geo-technical  Investigations 2012 - Urban Growth Stage 2  

(Clr Dew) (Report prepared Neil Morris) M225-M01-02 

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this item is to report the results of the geo-technical investigations carried out in the 

period October - November 2012  

Authority to Act 
2. Under the Local Government Act 2002 (the Act) Council has the authority to give effect to the 

decisions it makes under the Act, subject to sufficient consideration of all options. 

Investigation Objective 
3. The objective of the investigations was to characterise the soils in selected areas on the north and 

west periphery of the Blenheim urban area for consideration for urban use. 

Factual Findings 
4. The investigations comprised 27 borehole, 18 Cone Penetrometer Tests (CPT), a shear wave 

velocity test and laboratory examination of sediment size, distribution and characterisation.  I  

5. The bores vary in depth but are generally about 15 metres, the CPT generally reached refusal 
around 2 metres where compact gravel layers were encountered. 

6. The report is 217 pages in length showing the individual logs. 

Interpretative Findings 
7. The findings are contained in a separate document ii drawing from the factual report and some key 

aspects are commented on here.  This report has been circulated to Councillors. 

Consolidation of Soils  
8. Areas 6 and 8 have properties making them susceptible to settlement over time by imposed 

surcharge from, for instance, buildings.  An evaluation of this would be required to be made as part 
of any development proposal to ensure that allowance can be made for buildings, in particular. 

Seismically Induced Subsidence  
9. The relatively high water table in the localities of Na:Nb, Areas 1,3,4, 5 and 6 along with the 

presence of susceptible soils is expected to cause subsidence to varying degrees.  Area 8 appears 
to be the least susceptible as the water table is at a greater depth than the other sites.  The 
estimated settlement under three design scenarios is set out in Table 2 below; for development 
approval there will be a need for controlling provisions to ensure these effects are properly catered 
for.   

Area 6 
10. The land in this area is the most problematical given the level of the water table and the bounding 

water courses.  Lateral translation is a risk for much of the area and while there may be 
engineering solutions it is noted that these have not, in the Christchurch experience, been 
entertained because of the anticipated cost. 
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Lateral Spreading 
11. A number of the areas are bounded by waterways and risk buffers assigned.  It is possible that at 

some distance from the indicated margins it may be economic to provide measures to control 
movement and this could be covered in the Policies and rules drafted in the Plan change with 
some considered technical advice.  

Developmental Standards 
12. There are no specific standards prescribed for the development of land in this context; however, 

having regard for the strong similarities between some areas of eastern Christchurch and the areas 
under consideration here the guidelines of the Department of Building and Housing iii are seen to 
be particularly pertinent. 

13. An extract from the guideline provides: 

Table 1 - DBH Guideline 

Technical 
Category 

Deformation Limits Vertical Settlement 
Implications for 

Foundations 

Service Limit State 
Ultimate Limit 

State 
  

1 15 25 Standard NZS 3604 

2 50 100 DBH Enhanced Solutions 

3 > 50 > 100 Pile, Ground Improvement 

 

14. The two criterion, “Service Limit State” and “Ultimate Limit State”, are descriptors of performance in 
the ordinary course of the life of buildings and in the event of reaching design loading. 

15.  The investigation reports the following in Table 3 of the Interpretative Report: 

Table 2 - Opus Predicted Settlements 

Return 
Period 
Event 

Predicted Seismic Subsidence  (millimetres) 

Area 
Na-Nb 

Area 1 Area 3 Area 4 Area 5 Area 6 Area 8 

1 in 500 
years 

0-50 0-50 0-56 0-50 0-25 0-25 0-25 

1 in 1000 
years 

0-50 0-50 0-65 0-55 0-25 0-45 0-25 

1 in 2500 
years 

0-50 0-50 0-65 0-60 0-25 0-65 0-25 

 

Comments 
16. Using the DBH classification for seismic subsidence set out in Table 1 above, Table 2 above 

highlights those parts for Areas 5, 6 and 8 that align with the DBH recommendations for the 
ultimate limit state.  That is to say that for the design event the settlement would be acceptable.  
What is not established in this project is whether the soils will meet service loading requirements or 
if some treatment would be required, for instance cutting out and replacing weaker soils. 

17. It must be particularly kept in mind that for Area 6 it is severely compromised by the risk of lateral 
translation.   

18. Accordingly there remains a need to determine by way of detailed investigation what remediation 
work might be required to meet the service limit state in each case.    
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19. The other areas appear to meet the ultimate limit state for category 2 (DBH Enhanced Solutions) 
and similarly there would be a need for investigation to meet the service limit state. 

20. The forgoing has also to take account of the probable compression induced settlement which 
combined with the liquefaction settlement may be limiting as noted particularly for Area 8. 

21. It is thought pertinent to keep in mind an observation of the Christchurch Royal Commission in this 
context: 

“…remained incumbent … to ensure that any earthquake risk associated with the 
land subject to development and/or subdivision plans was considered, and where 
necessary managed and/or mitigated. Where appropriate, applicants should have 
been required to undertake geotechnical investigations or other hazard assessment 
and if, as a result of those inquiries, risk was found to be present, mitigation actions 
should have been identified and monitored.” 
At Volume 7 - 5.8 para. 3 iv 
  

Note 
22. The southern portion of Area 5 is the subject of a Resource Consent application, the hearing of this 

matter has not be held at the time of this report. 

Summary 
23. It is considered that land in the 50 metre and 100 metre buffers noted on Figure 3 of the Opus 

Interpretative report be excluded from consideration. 

24. The land in the 100-200 metre buffers be subject of controls addressing lateral spread. 

25. The data indicates that soil characteristics exhibit properties requiring remedial treatment generally 
and in some instances may be uneconomic (e.g. lateral constraint). 

26. For the most part development should be able to proceed within well-defined control rules. 

RECOMMENDED 
That the “Blenheim Urban Growth Study Stage 2 - Interpretive Report” be received.    

 

i  Williams, Mason & Brabhaharan 2013.  Blenheim Urban Growth Study Stage 2 Factual Report .                        Opus 
International Consultants Limited.  217 pages. 

ii  Mason and Brabhaharan, 2013.  Blenheim Urban Growth Study Stage 2 Interpretive Report .                             
Opus International Consultants Limited. 

iii  Department for Building and Housing, 2012. Guidelines for the investigation and assessment of subdivisions on   
the flat in Canterbury. Version 2 September 2012. 

iv  Canterbury Earthquakes Royal Commission, Roles and Responsibilities. Volume 7 
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7. Urban Growth Strategy 

(Clr Dew)  (Report prepared by Pere Hawes and Neil Henry) E225-M01-00 

Purpose   
1. The purpose of this report is to present the completed Urban Growth Strategy to the Committee 

and to recommend that it authorise the preparation of plan changes to rezone land identified within 
the Strategy to accommodate residential growth. 

Background 
2. The process of preparing the Urban Growth Strategy commenced in 2009.  This work was initiated 

as a cross council project to plan for the accommodation of residential, commercial and industrial 
growth through to 2031.  The Strategy has been a key strategic project for the past four years and 
informs the review of the Marlborough RPS and resource management plans, and assists with 
planning for the provision of community infrastructure and services.  Urbanism+ was contracted to 
assist with the completion of the Urban Growth Strategy.  

3. The task was split in two parts with emphasis first on townships and small settlements in South 
Marlborough (August 2009 to May 2011) and then in North Marlborough (February 2010 to 
November 2011).  The approach taken in each case was an “inquiry by design” process involving 
Council staff and politicians, external stakeholders and affected landowners to develop a proposal.  
Each proposal was notified for public submission in accordance with the Local Government 
Act 2002.  Submissions tended to cover two key topics, the zoning and servicing of land, and the 
provision of new community infrastructure.  All submitters were given the opportunity to be heard 
and decisions were made on those submissions. The decisions were made publicly available at the 
time. 

4. The completion of the Urban Growth Strategy has been delayed due to geotechnical investigations 
to establish the risk of liquefaction on growth areas identified on the periphery of Blenheim.  The 
results of the initial report were reported to the Environment Committee on 3 May 2012.  The 
growth areas on the east of Blenheim were removed from the Urban Growth Strategy due to the 
significant risk and likely severity of liquefaction in the event of an earthquake.  This left the growth 
areas Na:Nb and SW, although Na:Nb required further geotechnical investigation. 

5. While the geotechnical investigations were being undertaken, the owners of area SW, Colonial 
Vineyard Ltd, requested a plan change to rezone the site to a mix of Urban Residential 1 and 2.  
This request was declined by the hearing commissioners in August 2012 and is now subject to 
appeal.  That appeal is schedule to be heard by the Environment Court in the week commencing 
19 August 2013. 

Discussion 
6. The Plan Review Sub-committee, acting under delegated authority from the Environment 

Committee, initiated further investigations to establish replacement areas to accommodate growth 
on the periphery of Blenheim.  Initial results were reported to the Sub-committee on 
27 November 2012, and involved four additional growth areas on the north-west periphery of 
Blenheim (Areas 1, 3, 4, 5). These areas were themselves subject to geotechnical investigations.  
This work has been completed and is subject to a separate report to the Committee.  In summary, 
the four new areas as well as Na:Nb and the area around David Street (now referred to as Area 6) 
from the original South Marlborough Urban Growth Strategy Proposal, have been established as 
appropriate for residential use.  Land in Na:Nb and Area 6 has been removed due to the risk of 
lateral spread.  

7. All areas will require further geotechnical investigation at time of subdivision to establish 
appropriate foundations for dwellings to be built upon the land. 
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8. With the completion of these geotechnical investigations, the Urban Growth Strategy has been able 
to be completed.  The final document is the culmination of a significant body or work to which staff, 
Councillors and the community made important contributions.  The Strategy will be used as a basis 
of guiding growth in residential, commercial and industrial activity to 2031 and beyond.  It will form 
the basis of provisions for the Marlborough Regional Policy Statement  and resource management 
plan, and will guide the provision of new community infrastructure.  In this way, the Strategy will 
have a significant influence on the nature and direction of growth and will provide certainty to the 
community in this regard.  A copy of the final Urban Growth Strategy is attached separately.  It 
includes the detail of the effect of decisions on submissions in terms of zoning and amenity 
outcomes in Section 4.  The amenity outcomes were separately reported to the Assets & Services 
Committee on the 29 November 2012.  For the reasons set out above, it is recommended that the 
Strategy be received by the Committee. 

9. While the Urban Growth Strategy has been underway, the availability of land for residential 
development has been reducing.  Although previous investigations have identified land able to be 
subdivided and developed, current landowners are not necessarily willing to undertake infill 
development.  Land availability has also been a key focus for recent central government initiatives 
to improve the affordability of housing. 

10. For these reasons, there is justification to proceed with rezoning the areas in the Urban Growth 
Strategy on the periphery of Blenheim.  These are areas Na:Nb, 1, 3, 4, 5 and 6.  It is therefore 
recommended that plan changes be prepared to rezone this land.  It is proposed to apply the 
existing Urban Residential 2 zoning.  This zoning applies to majority of the existing urban area of 
Blenheim.  Any application for subdivision consent would be assessed in accordance with the 
existing Wairau/Awatere Resource Management Plan provisions that apply to land zoned Urban 
Residential 2.  The plan changes will provide a supply of land to meet current and anticipated 
demand in the short term. 

11. Additional provisions are likely to be required in the plan changes to enable judgements to be 
made on the appropriateness of foundation design to mitigate any liquefaction hazard, proposed 
roading layout and any provision of open space provided as part of individual subdivision consent 
applications.  

12. The plan changes and Section 32 Report will be reported to the next Committee meeting for 
approval if the recommendations of this report are adopted. 

13. Area 8 identified in the Urban Growth Strategy has not been put forward for rezoning at this stage. 
It was included in the Strategy as an alternative to W2 included in the South Marlborough Urban 
Growth Strategy Proposal. There is limited sewer capacity in west and south west of Blenheim and 
there is insufficient capacity to provide for both Area 8 and W2. As identified above, W2 is subject 
to Environment Court proceedings this year. The outcome of these proceedings will influence the 
nature of future use at W2 and therefore Area 8. It is therefore recommended that the rezoning of 
Area 8 not be pursued at this point in time.  

14. W2 has also been considered as a substitute for employment land removed from the Strategy on 
the eastern periphery Blenheim as a result of the initial liquefaction study.  After consideration of 
the constraints and opportunities, the Strategy recommends that W2 and other land in the vicinity 
of Omaka Aerodrome be utilised for employment purposes.  

Summary 
15. The Urban Growth Strategy has been completed and is attached to this report for the Committee’s 

consideration.  It is recommended that the Strategy be received.  There is a shortage of land 
available to be developed within and on the periphery of Blenheim.  It is recommended that action 
be taken to immediately rezone all of the growth areas identified in the Strategy, with the exception 
of Area 8. 

RECOMMENDED 
1. That the Urban Growth Strategy be received by the Committee. 
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2. That a plan change be prepared to rezone growth areas Na:Nb, 1, 3, 4, 5 and 6 in the Urban 
Growth Strategy from Rural 3 to Urban Residential 2.   
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8. Plan Change 61 and Plan Change 26 Minor Amendments  

(Clr Dew) (Report prepared by Mark Caldwell) (W045-15-61 & M135-15-26) 

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this report is to provide an update on Plan Change 61 to the Wairau/Awatere 

Resource Management Plan and Plan Change 27 to the Marlborough Sounds Resource 
Management Plan and to recommend the authority to hear and make decisions on the 
submissions on the plan changes be delegated to a sub-committee. 

Background 
2. The proposed plan changes are to address a number of issues that have been identified over the 

years that have caused inconsistencies and uncertainty over definitions and the appropriate 
application of rules.   

3. Both plan changes were notified on the 22 November 2012.  Fifteen submissions have been 
received on Plan Change 26 and 81 submissions were received on Plan Change 61.  The 
summary of submissions will be notified on the 14 March 2013, with the closing date for further 
submissions being the 28 March 2013. 

4. The authority to hear and make decisions on submissions to plan changes is delegated to the 
Environment Committee.  However, due to the impracticalities of having the whole Committee 
attend the hearings, the authority is usually delegated to a sub-committee specially formed for the 
purpose of hearing and making decisions on the plan changes. 

Comments 
5. It is recommended that a sub-committee of three be formed consisting of at least one Councillor 

who is accredited under the Making Good Decisions programme and two other Councillors from 
the Environment Committee.  The Councillors responsible for plan making and consenting 
functions would be appropriate in this regard. 

Summary 
6. It is recommended that a sub-committee be formed and delegated powers to hear and make 

decisions on submissions to Plan Change 61 to the Wairau/Awatere Resource Management Plan 
and Plan Change 26 to the Marlborough Sounds Resource Management Plan. 

RECOMMENDED 
3. That the information be received. 

4. That a sub-committee be formed consisting of Councillors Arbuckle, Dew and Jerram and 
that sub-committee be delegated the power to hear and make decisions on submissions to 
Plan Changes 61 and 26 - Minor Amendments. 

 



 

Environment 21 March 2013 - Page 16 

9. Plan Changes 27 and 62 – New Dairy Farm Plan Change 

(Clr Dew) (Report prepared by Rachel Anderson) W045-15-62 & M135-15-27 

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this report is for the Committee to consider Plan Change 62 to the Wairau/Awatere 

Resource Management Plan and Plan Change 26 to the Marlborough Sounds Resource 
Management Plan and for the Committee to formally adopt the Section 32 report for the plan 
changes and to approve the notification of the plan changes. 

Summary of the Plan Change 
7. The new provisions comprise policies and methods relating to the requirement for a land use 

consent to be obtained for the establishment and operation of any new dairy farm. 

8. The purpose of the provisions is not to prevent the establishment of new dairy farming, but to 
ensure that each new development is sustainable.  The best time to put appropriate management 
in place is at the time a new dairy farm is established.  The new policies direct that land use 
consents should be granted where the proposed farming will have no more than minor effects on 
freshwater quality.  To reach this determination, applicants must identify the risks of the new 
activity and set out the measures that will address those risks.  The methods to achieve the 
relevant objectives and policies are the introduction of a rule requiring new dairy farms to apply for 
resource consent as a discretionary activity including the requirement for Nutrient Management 
and Water Quality Management Plans.  A definition of “New Dairy Farming” is to be introduced into 
the two plans. 

9. The new provisions would have effect immediately on notification. 

Discussion 
10. There has been increasing awareness of the connection between intensive land uses and 

deterioration in water quality both nationally and locally.  Awareness at a national level has been 
elevated since the release in 2012 of the Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment’s report 
“Water Quality in New Zealand: Understanding the Science”, and a local level through the 2011 
State of Environment Report. 

11. At the June 2011 Environment Committee meeting information regarding the National Policy 
Statement on Freshwater Management (NPSFW) was received.  The NPSFW came into effect in 
July 2011 and included the requirement for the Council to set cumulative water quality limits, and to 
establish an implementation programme for giving effect to the NPSFW.   

12.  In October 2011 the Plan Review Sub-Committee discussed the NPSFW, including the 
implementation plan required to be developed with specific time frames.  In particular the 
Sub-Committee recognised the need to consider how best to approach future land use changes 
given the vulnerability of water resources.  This is especially pertinent where there is the possibility 
for change to a more intensive activity, which has been shown to have the potential for significant 
adverse effects on water quality.  The Sub-Committee directed staff to investigate options to better 
manage changes to more intensive land use activities, in particular dairy farming. 

13. The Plan Review Sub-Committee, at its June 2012 meeting, considered a draft set of provisions 
developed to address the potential impacts of new dairy farming on water quality.  The Committee 
decided that the provisions should be adopted into the existing framework by way of plan changes 
to the Wairau/Awatere Resource Management Plan and the Marlborough Sounds Resource 
Management Plan.  At this meeting, and over subsequent meetings in July, August and 
October 2012, the provisions were further developed and refined. 
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14. In October 2012 the Environment Committee adopted a staged programme to give effect to the 
Policy A1 of the NPSFW, this is the policy relating to setting water quality limits.  Stage 1 of the 
programme was to provide interim water quality protection until this part of the NPS is fully 
implemented.  Specifically, this included notification of plan changes to require a resource consent 
for the conversion of land to dairy farming.  This regulatory approach is to run concurrently with 
non-regulatory initiatives (such as the Farm Planning Service) and ongoing environment monitoring 
to establish baseline water quality conditions.  Pursuant to the direction given by the Environment 
Committee, and in accordance with the requirements of the NPSFW, the staged implementation 
programme was publicly notified in November 2011. 

Consultation 
15. As directed by the Plan-Review Sub-Committee, Council Environmental Policy staff met with 

representatives of Fonterra, Federated Farmers and Dairy NZ in November 2012 to discussed the 
proposed new dairy farm plan change.  As a result of this consultation, the industry parties 
requested an audience with the Plan Review Sub-Committee.  Representatives from Fonterra and 
Federated Farmers gave presentations to the Sub-Committee on 19 February 2013.  The 
presentations focused on the programmes these entities had in place, the new dairy industry 
accord and their relationships with farmers. 

16. Consultation with Fish and Game has also taken place over the last few months with valuable 
feedback provided. 

Section 32 Report 
17. The Section 32 process under the Resource Management Act is in place to ensure that good 

environmental outcomes are achieved, plan provisions are targeted at achieving the purpose of the 
Resource Management Act by the most appropriate methods and there is sound policy analysis on 
which to base decisions.  An evaluation under Section 32 has to be carried out before the Council 
publicly notifies the proposed plan change and then again before making decisions on the 
submissions received.   

18. A report prepared under Section 32 of the Resource Management Act has been prepared to 
accompany the proposed plan change (attached separately).  The assessment required under 
Section 32 considers whether the changes proposed will be effective and efficient in achieving the 
purpose of the Act.  The assessment has also taken into account the benefits and costs of the 
changes. 

Summary of Section 32 Assessment 
19. Land use control is an efficient and effective tool to ensure that any potential effects on water 

quality from the conversion of land to dairy farming are minimised.  The proposed provisions are 
the most appropriate way to achieve the relevant water quality related objectives of the Resource 
Management Plans.  The benefits of the plan change outweigh the costs, and the risk of acting is 
considered lower than the risk of not acting.  This Plan Change is an interim measure ahead of the 
setting of cumulative freshwater quality limits region wide by 2024. 

RECOMMENDED 
1.  That the Section 32 reports (which include the schedule of changes) for Plan Change 62 to 

the Wairau/Awatere Resource Management Plan and Plan Change 27 to the Marlborough 
Sounds Resource Management Plan, as attached, be adopted. 

2.  That the notification of Plan Change 62 to the Wairau/Awatere Resource Management Plan 
and Plan Change 27 to the Marlborough Sounds Resource Management Plan, in accordance 
with the First Schedule of the Resource Management Act 1991, be approved. 
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10. Improving our Resource Management System  

(Clr Arbuckle) (Report prepared by Pere Hawes/Kaye McIlveney) L225-01 

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this report is to advise the Committee on a discussion document “Improving our 

resource management system” launched by the Minister for the Environment on the 
28 February 2013. 

Background 
2. The Minister in her introduction to the discussion document states that “Resource management is 

a priority for this Government”.  The proposals set out in the discussion document are designed to 
“enhance the contribution that good resource management can make to our future environmental 
and economic prosperity”.  A copy of the discussion document has been forwarded to Councillors 
and can be viewed on the Ministry for the Environment website 
http://www.mfe.govt.nz/publications/rma/improving-our-resource-management-system-discussion-
document.pdf  

3. The proposals are intended to achieve: 

 Greater national consistency and guidance; and 

 Fewer and better resource management plans; and 

 More efficient and effective consenting; and 

 Better natural hazard management; and 

 Effective and meaningful iwi/Maori participation. 

Comments 
4. The government is seeking submissions from councils and the general public.  The Ministry will be 

hosting public meetings around the country.   

5. The proposals within the discussion document will be considered in terms of whether they are 
likely to improve resource management locally.  A draft submission may be prepared as a result.  It 
is recommended that the Councillors responsible for plan making and consenting functions 
approve any submission. 

6. Submissions close at 5:00 pm on Tuesday 2 April 2013.  

RECOMMENDED 
1. That the discussion document “Improving our resource management system” be rceived.   

2. That Councillors Arbuckle, Dew and Jerram approve any submission prepared on the 
discussion document.  
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11. 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 
27 November 2012 and 19 February 2013 are attached for ratification by the Committee. 

RECOMMENDED 
That the notes of the Resource Management Plan Review Sub-Committee meeting held on 
27 November 2012 and 19 February 2013 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 3.00pm on Tuesday, 27 November 2012 

Present 
Clrs D W R Dew, F Maher and G Taylor. 

In Attendance 
Clr G Evans, Clr G Barsanti, D Oddie, H Versteegh, P Hawes, L Craighead, E Richardson, M Wheeler, 
J Lyall and S Bulfield-Johnston. 

Apologies 
Mayor Sowman, Clr P J S Jerram, R Anderson, A Besley. 

 
 

The following documents were pre-circulated to the attendees prior to the meeting: 

 Activity report.  Trim ref 12397436.  Copy attached - Appendix 1. 

 Revision of the Strategy for Blenheim’s Urban Growth prepared November 2012.  Trim refs 
12401340, 12395891.  Copy attached - Appendix 2. 

 ETS and Marlborough Sounds Forestry report - John Patterson.  Trim ref 12400754.  Copy 
attached - Appendix 3. 

 Glenhill Drive/Brilyn Crescent (Appendix H1) Site Density review.  Trim ref 12395045.  Site 
Density Review - Response Forms - filed in trim under M090-02-44-03. Copy attached - Appendix 
4. 

1. Matters arising 

There were no matters arising. 

2. Report on progress with review  

Pere spoke briefly to the items in the activity report (copy attached - Appendix 1). 

Item 2 - Pere reported that the water project is gaining momentum with the delivery of the SPASMO tool.  
The model works very well for pasture and grape allocation and the allocations are generous when 
compared with actual water use.  He anticipated a claw back on the paper allocation through the use of 
the model while still providing for 1 in 5 year and 1 in 10 year return events.   

The model may not as accurate for broad acre crops and the team is working with Guy Lissaman to 
overcome this issue.  Prior work on crop types has shown that they all have a similar water demand 
pattern.  Pere advocated the approach whereby the allocation be calculated based on the worse case 
scenario. 

Plan Change 60 - Maxwell Hills.  The hearing took place over three days last week.  The Commissioners 
have significant challenges to grapple with in terms of site constraints and the overarching strategic plan 
about where growth should go.  The Commissioners have expressed concern about the level of planning 
detail provided in support of the plan change.  They have asked the applicant to prepare more policies 
and to describe in qualitative terms what the appropriate level of mitigation will be.   
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Minor Plan Changes - This plan change was notified this week and has generated a raft of calls from rate 
payers wanting to know how they will be affected.  The two areas that have generated the most enquiries 
are the family flat provisions (and whether they will be retrospective) and home occupations. 

3. Aquaculture provisions 

Pere discussed issues that have recently arisen and the implications of these issues for the aquaculture 
provisions of the draft Regional Policy Statement.  Most of the issues have been generated via the New 
Zealand King Salmon (NZKS) process. 

There were three weeks of submissions made by members of the public at the NZKS hearing. By and 
large the submitters supported the Council position and supported the fact that there had been a pre-
determination about the balance between provisions for aquaculture with the protection of natural and 
human use values in the Marlborough Sounds.  In Pere’s view the Plan had reached a balance by way of 
CMZ1 and CMZ2 and he reported that there had been a majority submitter support for that approach at 
the hearing.   

Council has become aware there is industry concern regarding a lack of certainty around renewal 
processes resulting from the Port Gore decision.   Some of the direction in the Port Gore decision relating 
to regenerating vegetation and the subsequent enhanced natural character and increased landscape 
values. This forms the backdrop for the reassessment of the marine farms. 

Pere referred to the draft Aquaculture provisions previously presented to the Sub-Committee. The draft 
provisions had a proposed Discretionary status for existing marine farms, which is a change from the 
existing Controlled Activity status in the current Plan.  One of the motivators for this proposed status was 
the fact that some of the existing marine farms have not yet been through a Resource Management Act 
1991 process.   

Pere suggested the Sub-Committee might want to consider some form of trade off between recognising 
the community desire to retain the CMZ1 and CMZ2 distinction and also providing existing marine 
farmers increased certainty on renewal by retaining the existing Controlled activity status on renewal for 
existing farms.  

Pere reported back on a meeting with Graeme Coates of the Marine Farming Association.  Graeme 
supports retaining the Controlled Activity status on existing marine farms in return for effectively retaining 
the existing balance between CMZ1 and CMZ2.  Graeme’s stance was that there was no desire to 
expand marine farming into new areas and he went so far as to suggest there are some areas zoned 
CMZ2 that should be CMZ1, e.g. mid bay Admiralty bay. 

The exception to this approach is the 23 farms in the CMZ1 that will still need to go through a 
Discretionary Activity consent to work out the appropriateness of their location.  Graeme has suggested 
there may be the ability to relocate these farms into CMZ2 or within CMZ1 but to more appropriate 
locations. Graeme will be considering this concept over the Christmas break and will provide Pere with a 
list of more appropriate locations in the New Year. 

The Sub-Committee signalled an interest in this approach and requested that any proposal be formally 
documented though a Memorandum of Understanding.   

The Sub-Committee recognised that Graeme Coates did not represent fin fish farmers and that a similar 
conversation needed to be held with NZKS in the New Year. Similarly a discussion needed to be held 
with local Iwi before any concept could be put through the public consultation process. 

Pere reported that the draft decision for NZKA is to be released around the 19 December with a final 
decision by 28 February 2013.  Feedback to the draft decision is limited to errors and technical matters.  

4. Notes from Water Allocation Working Group 

Meeting notes circulated to group. Trim ref 12401614. Copy attached - Appendix 5.  
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Francis reported back from the Water Allocation Working Group meeting on 6 November 2012.     

Pere added that the group suggested that historical water use data be loaded into the SPASMO model.  
Pernod Ricard have supplied this information and a letter of thanks will be sent to the company.  The 
historical data has demonstrated that SPASMO will provide for their normal and extreme irrigation needs.  
The data has shown minor additional water use at the start of the season for wash down purposes.  

Regarding the single band allocation regime whereby all water permits are surrendered and water is 
allocated on a per property per hectare basis.   Pere reported that Val Wadsworth has investigated this 
concept in the context of the Waihopai and concluded that there is not enough water to irrigate all 
irrigable land on this basis.  Additionally there is the issue of the Class A water permit holders who are 
unlikely to surrender their more reliable water permits in exchange for a less reliable water supply.  The 
WAWG concluded that if starting afresh a single band system could be considered, but with an 
entrenched triple class system transitioning to a single band system is not realistic.  

Clr Evans reminded the attendees that the third report of the Land and Water Forum has been released.  
Pere added the report held little of consequence for Marlborough District Council in terms of where this 
Council is at and where it is going.  The directions in the report, i.e. the setting of limits and allocating 
within those limits, have been practised by Council for some time.  The substantive issues of resource 
rentals and Iwi involvement were unresolved in the report.  There is a push to move towards more 
efficient allocation and a market place regime, which is what Council is doing.  Pere advised he may also 
try to secure Central Government funding to continue to assist with the water project. 

Clr Maher spoke of the importance of real time reporting of water use through metering.  

Following the WAWG meeting Pere sent a memo to the SVIS Sub-Committee regarding the three options 
for the uptake of the SVIS scheme and the subsequent recommendation from the group.  Clr Maher 
conveyed to the attendees that the SVIS Sub-Committee were looking for guidance from the RM Plan 
Review and WAWG Sub-Committees on this matter. 

5. Presentation - Irrigation application rates/water use 

A demonstration of a model that can be used to determine reasonable crop water demand given crop 
type, soil type and climate. 

This item was postponed to the next meeting due to Rachel’s absence. 

6. Draft Blenheim Urban Growth Strategy (attached) 

Jamie gave a brief presentation and discussed the final Revision of the Strategy for Blenheim’s Urban 
Growth prepared November 2012 (Appendix 2). Refer PowerPoint presentation copy attached - 
Appendix 2A. 

He provided a brief overview of how the strategy had changed following the identification of liquefiable 
land in the Blenheim North area and the subsequent removal of this area from the growth strategy.  In 
essence the parameters of the 2009 report have been retained in the latest iteration and Blenheim North 
has been extracted and replaced with potential land in the north-west.  The report has been generated 
with a qualifier that liquefaction testing has commenced with the final report scheduled to be received by 
Council mid-February 2013.  

Jamie clarified that the Colonial Vineyard land identified in the strategy (area 11) as an area for 
employment potential is no longer available post the Plan Change 59 decision.  The owners of area 12 
have signalled an interest in developing their block for industrial use and so it has been identified as 
having employment potential.  This land is adjacent to the Colonial Vineyard Limited land and so Jamie 
intends to approach Colonial Vineyard Limited to participating in this process. Area 8 has been included 
in the strategy to offset the residential potential lost via the Plan Change 59 decision. 

He added that many of the property owners in David Street had indicated a desire to be included in the 
growth strategy.  However, potential flooding issues precluded them from this process. 
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Clr Dew anticipated that Block 14 (the former golf course at Woodbourne) denoting a potential area for 
employment may have water supply and quality issues. 

The Sub-Committee instructed that the revised strategy document should not be publicly circulated until 
the liquefaction report has been received and Council is satisfied that the potential growth areas identified 
in the document are able to be proceeded with.  Until such time the Sub-Committee agreed that the 
strategy could be circulated to the remaining members of the Council with an explanation of the 
document’s current ‘in-house’ status. 

7. Report on Emissions Trading Scheme and the implications for forestry in the Marlborough 
Sounds  

John Patterson spoke to his report on the Emissions Trading Scheme (copy attached - Appendix 3).   

The Sub-Committee acknowledged that there is very little or no return on investment in forestry in the 
Marlborough Sounds and that the land has limited alternative economic uses. Furthermore the natural 
regeneration of this land will likely meet the thresholds for non-deforestation and so will not trigger 
liabilities associated with deforestation under the Emissions Trading Scheme.  The Sub-Committee 
recognised there is little incentive for landowners to manage their properties post harvest.  

The Sub-Committee considered whether a planning response was required to encourage landowners to 
combat naturally regenerating wilding pine and to re-vegetate the land with native bush species instead.  
It instructed Pere to draft a suite of recommendations in terms of paragraph 13 of John’s report.  

8. Appendix H Review  

Emma provided a summary of feedback from landowners re the future of the current 3000m2 lot 
requirement. Copy attached - Appendix 4.  She also circulated a diagram provided by the Charltons and 
Burroughs owners of two properties at the top end of Glenhill Drive - copy attached Appendix 4A. 

The Charltons and Burroughs have requested the minimum lot size of 3000m² be amended to 
accommodate 700m², which would allow subdivision of the land.  The request was sent to all property 
owners in Appendix H in this area seeking feedback on three options: 

 Retain the minimum allotment size of 300m²,  

 Reduce the existing minimum allotment size to 1500m², or  

 Reduce it further to 400m².   

The majority of feedback supported the retention of the status quo, some supported a reduction in the 
minimum area whilst retaining the high level of amenities.   

Emma asked the Sub-Committee how it wanted to proceed. She added that Assets and Services have 
advised that the stormwater system has not designed to accommodate high density development in this 
area and similarly water pressure issues may occur.   

An option to consider would be to remove the Burroughs and Charlton properties from Appendix H and 
allow development to occur.  Any newly created allotments would have access to Wither Road. 
Marlborough Roads have indicted that such development would require a higher level of vehicle access 
than the Plan currently stipulates.  However the properties would be rezoned Residential 2 and so could 
be subdivided down to 400m² under a Controlled activity consent.  It may be difficult under this process to 
require the higher level of vehicle access required by Marlborough Roads.    

An alternative would be to maintain the status quo and inform the property owners that the appropriate 
means for them to subdivide will be through the resource consent process, suggesting also that they 
consult with the appropriate Council staff on technical matters before lodging their application. 
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The Sub-Committee recognised that a substantial infrastructure upgrade would be required if rezoning 
was allowed.  Any development of this area would have to be on an ‘all or nothing’ basis.  

Pere reminded the attendees that there is a strategy in the policies of the Plan to provide for large lot 
residential on the periphery of the town.  This strategy has been reconfirmed through the urban growth 
strategy work.  Glenhill is consistent with this approach.  

The Sub-Committee recommended the status quo be retained.  It instructed the property owners be 
advised. 

9. Dairy conversion plan change update 

Pere reported on a meeting he and Rachel had with planning representatives from Federated Farmers, 
Fonterra and Dairy NZ to discuss the plan change.  The representatives initially wanted justification for 
the proposed changes in particular to protection for the southern tributaries for the Wairau River and 
other locations.  Pere and Rachel provided Council’s State of the Environment reports which 
demonstrated a clear link between pastoral farming and degraded water quality.  The representatives 
were reasonably satisfied there was a risk involved and that it had to be appropriately managed.  

The representatives raised the issue of non-regulatory methods implemented by the industry.  However, 
Pere pointed out that one of their worst offenders has shown disregard for industry standards.  
Additionally the industry standards are applied post conversion as opposed to regulatory provisions are 
applied pre-conversion.  

Finally the representatives raised the issue of equity with other intensive land uses.  Pere acknowledged 
there is an issue and invited their representative to offer suggestions to manage this, e.g. setting stocking 
densities.   Despite the representatives having dealt with this issue in Southland, no solutions were 
offered either at the meeting or since.  

Other than the equity issue the representatives were not overly concerned over the proposed Plan 
Change.  They asked to be able to meet with the Sub-Committee in the New Year to present on the new 
Clean Stream Accord about to be released by Fonterra. They gave assurance there would be improved 
auditing under the new accord.  The Sub-Committee welcomed the meeting.   

10. Landscape/Wetlands consultation update 

Landscape Consultation 

Emma updated the sub-Committee on the landscape consultation process.   

Following meetings with affected land owners, covering 14 properties from the Inland Kaikoura Range, 
the Molesworth and Chalk Range, Emma received 8 requests for a review of the landscape overlay. To 
date she has visited 5 landowners to discuss the draft rules and methods.  The exercise has been very 
useful because: 

 It has increased the level of understanding of the process amongst landowners,  

 It has increased the accuracy of mapping, and  

 It has highlighted the need for diversity in the landscape rules to ensure the outstanding natural 
values are protected but also to recognise that the values and the levels of threat will change 
within the different landscape areas.   

As a result of the consultation there will be separate character areas with different landscape rules 
reflecting the differing sensitivity of the environments. 

The Inland Kaikoura Range area will be completed in December at the end of which each land owner will 
be supplied with a set of amended draft rules and an amended map. 
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Emma has also notified 63 landowners in the Southern Hills and has received both positive and negative 
feedback in conjunction with wide agreement that there are issues in terms of inappropriate buildings on 
ridgelines.  To date Emma has visited 3 landowners with the expectation of more to come. 

Pere concluded that this is a 2 way process with both Council and the land owners learning from this 
exercise. 

Wetlands Consultation 

All landowners have been contacted by Lew Metcalfe.  801 site visits have been undertaken with another 
40 scheduled.  The overwhelming feedback from property owners is that the wetlands values and 
protections measures are welcomed.  The last area is the Marlborough Sounds and Peter Hamill has a 
number of visits scheduled.   

Other Matters 
There were no other matters. 

 

Record No: 1344976 
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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 3.00pm on Tuesday, 19 February 2013 

Present 
Mayor Sowman, Clrs D W R Dew, P J S Jerram. 

In Attendance 
Clr G Evans, Clr G Barsanti, A Besley, H Versteegh, A Johnston, P Hawes, L Craighead, R Anderson 
and S Bulfield-Johnston. 

Apologies 
Clr G Taylor 

Absent 
Clr F Maher 

 
 

The following documents were pre-circulated to the attendees prior to the meeting: 

 Coastal Occupancy Charges report prepared by Executive Finesse Limited.  Trim ref 1344189.  
Copy attached - Appendix 1. 

 Allocation of Public Resources – Draft Regional Policy Statement Provisions.  Trim ref 1344691.  
Copy attached - Appendix 2. 

 Notes from the water Allocation Working Group.  Trim ref 1340539.  Copy attached – Appendix 3. 

 Glenhill Dr/Brilyn Cres - Letter from M Charlton (re Appendix H).  Trim ref 1337310.  Copy 
attached - Appendix 4. 

 Letter from Physicians and Scientists for Global Responsibility.  Trim ref 1344470.  Copy 
attached - Appendix 5. 

 

1. Presentation from Fonterra/Federated Farmers 

Pere introduced the following persons representing Federated Farmers and Fonterra: 

 Michael Bennett, Regional Policy Advisor (Marlborough, Nelson, Golden Bay and West Coast), 
Federated Farmers 

 Gary Barnett, Marlborough Provincial President, Federated Farmers 

 Sue Rushton, Environmental Policy Manager, South Island, Fonterra 

 Charlotte Rutherford, Environmental Policy Manager, North Island, Fonterra 

Pere and Rachel had met with representatives from Fonterra, Federated Farmers and Dairy New 
Zealand in November 2012 to discuss the proposed Plan Change for dairy conversion and the land use 



 

Environment 21 March 2013 - Page 27 

controls it contains.  From that meeting the representatives considered it would be useful for them to 
provide background information on their non-regulatory initiatives to Council.  It was in this context that 
the representatives from Federated Farmers and Fonterra were present at this meeting.  

Michael Bennett, presented an overview of Federated Farmers, its role in terms of Central and Local 
Government policy development and implementation and its advocacy function on behalf of its members.  
Copy of presentation attached – Appendix 6. Trim ref 1353878. 

Charlotte Rutherford then presented an overview of Fonterra’s environmental programmes designed to 
establish/maintain/enhance shareholder’s on-farm environmental performance.    Copy of presentation 
attached – Appendix 7. Trim ref 1353879.  

Michael, Sue, Charlotte and Gary left the meeting at the end of the presentations.  

2. Matters Arising 

Clr Evans tabled an article from the February 2013 edition of the Nelson-Marlborough Farming 
newspaper entitled Undermining Farmers Must Be Avoided written by Colin King MP.  Trim ref 1354571.  
Copy attached – Appendix 8.  

3. Report of progress with review 

Rachel and Linda reported that submissions on the minor plan changes package included submissions 
on radio transmitter towers and the terms of the changes to water permit policy.  

Item 1: Pere advised the draft package of RPS and RMP coastal provisions would soon be complete.  
The RM Plan Review Sub-Committee had been made aware of most of this body of work through 
previous meetings.  Pere asked the Sub-Committee if it agreed to the team distributing the package 
amongst focus groups for informal feedback.  The Sub-Committee instructed the team to proceed. 

In response to a query from Mayor Sowman, Pere and Linda advised that the Biodiversity chapter 
included provisions to constrain scallop dredging in marine areas identified as significant by DoC and 
Council in a recent joint publication.  To this end Pere has drafted a letter to Challenger Scallop informing 
it of these draft provisions. The Sub-Committee instructed that he send the letter.  

Item 9: Pere reported on two meetings with Graeme Coates of the Marine Farmers Association regarding 
aquaculture management. He informed the attendees that the industry overall had moved from an 
expansion phase to one of consolidation.  In line with this the Association is seeking increased certainty 
on renewal of resource consents.  Pere has discussed with Graeme the concept of a controlled activity 
status for existing farms.  In return the Association has offered to rezone substantial area of CMZ2 in mid-
bay situations to CMZ1. This would make marine farming prohibited in large areas in Admiralty Bay, 
Tawhitinui Reach, Waitata Bay, Port Ligar, Port Gore, Melville cove, Forsyth Bay, Anakoha Bay.  

They have also discussed existing farms in CMZ1. Graeme Coates has advocated for the creation of 
space for these existing farms to relocate to.  The team has been looking at options for creating this 
alternative space in CMZ1 and is in the process of identifying what values are present in the selected 
areas.  

In instances where farmers do not want to relocate, the activity status for these sites will remain 
discretionary to enable an assessment of the suitability of the site for this activity.  

The result of this approach would be increased certainty for marine farmers as well as the removal of 
anomalies from the Outer Sounds in areas that tend to have higher values.  

Plan Maintenance  

Item 1:  Plan Change 24 – New Zealand King Salmon.  The Board of Inquiry have accepted Council’s 
feedback to the draft decision but requested Council have dialogue with King Salmon about its view on 
the feedback.  King Salmon agreed to half of the schedule put forward but have not offered any response 
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to the more difficult aspects of Council’s feedback.  Pere suggested a meeting to discuss how Council 
wants to proceed in terms of the appeal process. 

Item 2: Plan Change 59 – Colonial Vineyard Appeal.  Following the receipt of evidence Friday 
22 February 2013, Council will have six weeks to respond. 

Item 3: Plan Change 60 – Maxwell Hills.  Hans reported that the draft decision was well underway. 

Item 5: Dairy Conversion Plan Change.  Pere agreed to bring the material relating to this proposed plan 
change and Section 32 report back to the Sub-Committee at the next meeting, to be reviewed prior to it 
making a decision.  

4. Coastal Occupancy Charges 

Pere explained that no council in New Zealand has imposed coastal occupancy charges.  Southland has 
them, however they are a rollover of pre-existing charges.  Marlborough District Council has a strong 
statement in the operative Plans saying that Council will impose a charge, although it has yet to do so.  
The charges have to be used for the sustainable use of the coastal environment.  To enable this Council 
has upgraded its record of coastal structures.  Council has also developed a work programme of 
environmental management and can now quantify the work and indicative cost of the programme.  From 
this Council can now calculate how the cost can be distributed amongst users.  

John Patterson provided an overview of his report. 

The attendees discussed the report and covered the following points: 

 The ability to apply coastal occupancy charges is already established in the Plan and there is no 
need to revisit the basis on which this decision was made.   

 Some private jetties served multiple adjacent and nearby property owners and so could be 
construed as a community facility.  The holder of the coastal permit, e.g. a community association 
or charity, may also have some bearing of the granting of a waiver.  

 Large coastal structures incorporating a jetty and boatshed would attract a charge for each 
structure category. 

 Structures encroaching onto the foreshore would only be charged for the area of encroachment.   

 There are a number of mechanisms that could be applied in terms of coastal occupancy charges. 
The method and implementation of the charges could be set in the Plan but the actual charges 
could be included in the annual plan.  In this way the schedule of charge could be reviewed on an 
annual basis rather than having to go through a plan change process.  

Linda provided an overview of the draft Regional Policy Statement provisions for coastal occupancy 
charges in the Allocation of Public Resources chapter. Copy attached – Appendix 2.  The provisions 
included policy that supported coastal occupancy charges.  The Sub-Committee instructed the team to 
take the draft provision to focus groups and report on the feedback at a future meeting.  The focus groups 
in this instance are Marine Focus Group, the Sounds Advisory Group and the Marine Farming 
association.   

5. Update on the Urban Growth Strategy 

Andrew provided an update on the Urban Growth Strategy.  The final liquefaction report is pending and it 
is expected to confirm the areas identified in the amended strategy are suitable for residential 
development.  An aerial diagram depicting these areas was circulated to the attendees.  It was 
anticipated that approximately two thirds of the Na-Nb area will be suitable for development also. Copy 
attached – refer Appendix 9. 
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Andrew reminded the attended that it is Council’s responsibility to ensure there is land available in 
Blenheim for future development.  It is then up to land owners and developers to proceed beyond that 
point.  Not all land is or will be available on the market despite its development potential. 

While it was recognised that development may occur on productive land the Sub-Committee 
acknowledged that there were few options available in terms of future development.  The strategy 
provides for residential growth potential over the next 20-30 year period.  It was anticipated that the last to 
be developed will be the areas on the north-western periphery.  Beyond that 20-30 year timeframe 
development will likely continue westwards.  

Although the decision on Plan Change 60 was pending it was agreed that the proposed development in 
Maxwell Hills was not of the nature anticipated by the strategy and should not be an impediment to the 
strategy proceeding.  

The Sub-Committee confirmed that it was satisfied with the areas identified.   

The strategy team will proceed to the next phase of this project.  It needs to provide an indication to the 
local market where Council desires development to occur.  It also needs to begin work on planning and 
infrastructure to support development in targeted areas.  Additionally it needs to establish a strategy on 
how to manage developers who wanted to proceed out of sequence.   

Pere advised that despite having to await the outcome of the liquefaction report, work had still continued 
on the South and North Marlborough strategy documents.  He anticipated being able to put the final 
documents up to the next Environment Committee.  

Pere indicated that the Plan would need to signal the inappropriateness of intensive development of land 
east of Redwood Street and State Highway 1 due to the 100 percent probability of liquefaction in a 
significant earthquake.  He will present related material to the Sub-Committee at a future meeting.  

6. Notes from the Water Allocation Working Group Meeting 

Pere reported that the group was working well together. 

The group has been focussed on water storage and has reached a resolution on how to encourage and 
enable this to occur.  The group has recommended a continuation of the current policy of taking to 
storage when flows are high to use when flows are low.  Additionally they have sought increased flexibility 
to take water for storage outside of Class C provided that the take is at irrigation rates.      

The will be an ongoing record of the high level principles that the group agrees to and these will be 
reported back to the Sub-Committee in addition to the meeting notes.   

The group is starting to consider the issue of full allocation and how to encourage economic growth when 
the Government has directed councils not to allocate any further water when resources are fully allocated 
on paper.  The group is beginning to grapple with question of whether to remain solely with the existing 
water permit transfer system or to incorporate an enhanced water transfer mechanism.  The next WAWG 
meeting will be dedicated to this issue. 

7. Appendix H Review 

The Sub-Committee noted as received a letter from M Charlton regarding subdivision of properties in 
Glenhill Drive. Copy attached – refer Appendix 4.  The Sub-Committee agreed a reply should be sent 
informing Mr Charlton that Council’s decision is not to remove his or other properties from Appendix H 
and his remaining option is to apply for resource consent.   

Clr Jerram reported that the Burroughs had accepted Council’s decision.  

8. Letter from Physicians and Scientists for Global Responsibility 

The Sub-Committee noted the letter as received.  
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9. Landscape/Wetlands Consultation Update 

Wetlands 

Rachel provided an update on the wetlands consultation process.  Consultation with private land owners 
is now finished.  The consultation process with Doc, Linz, Port Marlborough is at varying stages but 
nonetheless underway.   

The team will next talk to the Iwi Working Group to see if they can suggest an approach in regard to 
multiple owned Maori lands.  There is a Maori land on-line website but it does not appear to be current 
nor does it provide sufficient contact details.   

The majority of site visits have been completed and the responses from the landowners were positive in 
general.  Some landowners are now looking for to Council for support to enhance their wetlands.  The 
result of the private consultation will be published in the next couple of months. 

Clr Evans requested to see the report supplied by Lew Metcalfe as part of his contract fulfilment.  

Landscapes 

Pere provided an update on the landscape consultation process.  All of the South Marlborough land 
owners will have received letters confirming the final landscape areas.  For some there are changes to 
the original proposal.  There has been no feedback to date.  

Clrs Dew and Evans attended a meeting with Southern Hills landowners in December 2012 which went 
well, although a low number of land owners attended.  There was particular support for ridge protection 
resulting in the inclusion of the other two southern valley ridges and consultation with those landowners is 
about to commence.  Due to the level of development of those two ridges there will be provision for colour 
protection only.  The consultation on the properties identified earlier in the process is completed and they 
will be receiving their letter soon.  The team has worked with the Balfour family who are the property 
owners most affected by both the wetlands and landscape provisions.  

Consultation is now beginning in the Marlborough North area excluding the Sounds which involves 
approximately thirty properties.  The final set will be Marlborough Sounds.  Boffa Miskell will not be used 
for this exercise - Council will engage Liz Kidson, a consultant with extensive background in the Sounds.   

Pere informed the Sub-Committee that Council has been notified by the Ministry for the Environment that 
it has received a complaint about how Council is handling landscape management, particularly the 
proposal to include VALs in the RMP.  MfE had requested information on the current programme in order 
to prepare a response to the complainant.   

Record No: 1361068 
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12. Who Should Pay for Animal Control? 

(Clr Arbuckle) (Prepared by Garth Congdon) E305-001-001 

1. The purpose of this agenda item is to consider the recommendations of the Animal Control 
Sub-Committee for the community / ratepayer contribution to the Animal Control function. 

Background 
2. Mr Dick Murray, veterinary scientist at an Animal Control Conference (November 2011) highlighted 

that there is an element of public good associated with the function which should be rate funded. 

3. Council considered an agenda item on Wednesday 29 February 2012 regarding the funding of the 
Animal Control Activity.  The agenda item used Mr Murray’s methodology for the allocation of 
benefits associated with the Animal Control function and derived a community / Dog owner 
allocation of costs and recommended funding.  The allocation undertaken suggested an 80 / 20 
allocation between dog owners and the community respectively. 

4. Council accepted that a proportion of the Animal Control Activity should be funded by the 
community as a whole.  Council referred the determination of the split between user pays and 
community back to the Animal Control Sub-Committee for fine tuning and that the Animal Control 
Sub-Committee form a recommendation for Council consideration. 

Benefit Allocation 
5. The Animal Control Sub-Committee chaired by Clr Jamie Arbuckle convened and reviewed the 

model previously developed to reach a consensus on the benefit allocation between Dog owners 
and Community for the range of activities carried out. 

6. The following table provides the benefit allocation outcome reached by the Sub-Committee for the 
Animal Control functions: 

Service / Function Total Cost Benefit Allocation Funded 
From 

  Dog Owners Community Dog Fees 

1.  Maintain a 100% complete 
database of registered dog owners 
to provide current, accurate and 
reliable owner linkages at all times. 

$139,324 100% 0% $139,324 

2.  Provide 100% complete record 
of all dog owner, dog breed, 
infringement and owner rating 
details to the National Dog 
Database 

$12,419 50% 50% $6,210 

3.  Provide a dog owner 
information service about re-
registration, advertising lost and 
found dogs, bylaws, policy etc. 

$59,240 90% 10% $53,316 
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Service / Function Total Cost Benefit Allocation Funded 
From 

  Dog Owners Community Dog Fees 

4.  Maintain a permit system to 
accommodate deviations from the 
standard (as of right) set of 
ownership arrangement. 

$8,090 100% 0% $8,090 

5.  Maintain a Council website that 
specifically explains all about the 
Council's animal management 
policy and the regulatory 
processes that are involved 
(bylaws, policy). 

$3,000 50% 50% $1,500 

6.  Provide a public relations and 
education service (e.g. school 
visits, pre-schools and events) 
about “doggy Do’s and Don’ts, 
Charlie’s Safety Tips and 
“Children’s Day Out” held at 
Brayshaw Park 

$24,300 50% 50% $12,150 

7.  Ensure adequate equipment 
training and qualification 
opportunity for animal control staff 

$26,849 90% 10% $24,164 

8.  Provide a stray cat control 
service 

$13,352 0% 100% $0 

9.  Undertake appropriate R&D to 
support currency of service delivery 
e.g. research projects and 
conference, continuing  education 
etc 

$14,794 

 

90% 10% $13,315 

10.  Maintain a visible regulatory 
profile that actively checks on local 
law compliance  and deals with 
infringements 

$97,784 

(net of 
infringement 
income) 

80% 20% $78,227 

11.  Provide a pound service  to 
hold and process stray animals 
and straying animals 

$71,005 

(net of 
impounding 
fees) 

80% 

 

20% $56,804 

12.  Provide a prompt public 
danger incident response capability  
e.g. Dog attack,  livestock on roads 
and lost and found dogs 

$97,979 50% 50% $48,990 

Total $568,137   $442,089  

 

7. The Sub-Committee followed Council’s direction and reviewed and refined the benefit allocation for 
each of the 12 functions outlined above.  The resulting conclusion was while individual functions 
benefit allocations changed the benefit allocation of 80% user pays and 20% community funding 
was still appropriate.   
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8. In terms of benefit allocation the Animal Control Sub-Committee reached the conclusion that Dog 
owners through registration fees should fund $442,089 per annum (GST exclusive). 

9. The balance of the Animal Control budget $126,048 should be funded by Marlborough Roads 
$8,000 (1%) for stock control leaving a balance of $118,048 or 20% to be funded from general 
rates. 

10. The Animal Control Sub Committee recommend the funding of Animal Control as follows: 

Dog registration  $442,089  74% 

Infringement and Impounding income  $ 28,000    5% 

Stock Control Marlborough Roads contribution  $   8,000    1% 

General rates  $118,047  20% 

Total  $596,136  100% 

11. The 2012/13 general rates and charges for Animal Control are $43,652 per annum.  The proposed 
increase as a result of the benefit allocation is $74,395 per annum.  This equates to an increase in 
the general rate of approximately 0.23%.   

12. If the benefit allocation is approved by Council this would enable dog registration fees to be 
reduced by between 16% and 19% due to the reduction in income ($74,000) required from 
registration fees.  A formal fee review will need to be undertaken in order to ascertain the 
appropriate fee structure to achieve the new required income from registration.  However as a 
guide a comparison of existing fees and likely fees are shown as follows: 

Registration Fees  Existing Fee 

(GST inclusive) 

Potential Fee 

(GST Inclusive) 

% Change 

Category One  $57.00 $48.00 16% 

Category Two  $86.00 $70.00 19% 

Working Dogs  $24.50 $20.00 18% 

 

13. There are other factors to consider in determining the appropriate fees for each category.  The 
potential fees are only provided as a guide to highlight the likely impact on registration fees if 
Council adopt the Sub-Committees recommendations. 

Timing 
14. The timing of the implementation of any change to rating will need to take place as part of the 

2014/15 Annual Plan. 

RECOMMENDED 
The Animal Control Sub Committee recommend: 

 That the Environment Committee adopt the benefit allocation of the functions carried 
out in the Animal Control activity as highlighted in this paper. 
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 That the Council approve 20% of the cost of Animal Control be funded from general 
rates and increase $74,000 per annum and that this be introduced into the 2014/15 
Annual Plan. 

 That staff be asked to review dog registration fees in light of the reduced funding 
requirement from dog owners and report back to the Animal Control Sub-Committee. 
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13. Information Package 

 

RECOMMENDED 
That the Regulatory Department Information Package dated 21 March 2013 be received and noted. 

 


