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1. Animal Health Board Update 

(Clr Evans) (Report prepared by Alan Johnson) C315-11-37 

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this report is to provide the Animal Health Board with an opportunity to present to 

the Committee local accomplishments made implementing the Bovine Tb Pest Management 
Strategy.   

Comments 
2. The Animal Health Board, represented by Danny Templeton (regional coordinator), Stewart 

Hutchings (Acting CEO) and Richard Tripe (Marlborough TbFree Chairman), will provide the 
Committee with an update on changes to the movement control area and recent achievements 
made with the Tb vector control programme.  

3. Animal Health Board Tb vector control presentation (15 minutes). 

 

RECOMMENDED 
That the information be received. 
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2. Changes to Sale of Liquor Legislation 

(Clr Barsanti) (Report prepared by Karen Winter) E350-005-008-02 

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this report is to update the Committee on changes to the Sale of Liquor legislation 

which came into effect on the 18 December 2012.   

Background 
2. The Sale and Supply of Alcohol Act replaced the Sale of Liquor Act 1989.  This will result in 

changes to the way Council undertakes regulation of liquor licensing.     

3. Karen Winter, Council’s Licensing Inspector, will present the changes to the Sale of Liquor 
legislation (15 minutes). 

 

Comment 
4. These changes will be implemented through a staged approach during 2013. 

5. It is recommended that the Liquor Licensing Sub-Committee be appointed as the Steering 
Committee to oversee these changes, especially the Local Alcohol Policy process and the setting 
up of the District Licensing Committee. 

RECOMMENDED 
That the Liquor Licensing Sub-Committee be appointed as the Steering Committee to oversee the 
implementation of changes to the regulation of Council’s liquor licensing function. 
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3. Recreational Water Quality Monitoring Programme 
Update 

(Clr Jerram) (Report prepared by Steffi Henkel) E370-007-001 

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this report is to update Committee members on the recreational bathing water 

quality monitoring during the current summer season, with a focus on incidences when water was 
deemed unsafe for contact recreation. 

2. A short presentation will be given (10 minutes). 

 

Background 
3. The Committee will recall that a Recreational Bathing Water Monitoring Programme report for last 

summer (2011) was reported to the Committee at the December 2012 meeting.  That particular 
report also provided recommendations consolidating the number of sites to be monitored from 
2012 following a review.  

4. The Committee will also be aware that the Ministry for the Environment (MfE), in conjunction with 
the Ministry of Health, has guidelines that require councils to regularly sample river sites and 
beaches commonly used for contact recreation.  

5. Currently 12 coastal and 9 river sites are monitored from the beginning of November until the end 
of March.  During these months at least 20 samples must be taken at each site, which equates to 
one sample every week.  

6. The samples are analysed by measuring the concentration of faecal indicator bacteria, E. coli for 
river water and Enterococci for samples taken from the sea.  Bacteria concentrations are then 
compared to the guidelines in order to assess the health risk for people using the sites for 
swimming, surfing, fishing or other water related activities. 

7. Guideline values for river water and sea water have different thresholds.  However, both consist of 
a lower Alert (Amber) Guideline and a higher Action (Red) Guideline (see Figure 1).  If bacteria 
concentrations are within the Alert Guideline range there is an increased risk of illness or infection 
through contact with the water.  If there is no obvious explanation (i.e. no rainfall) monitoring 
frequency is increased to determine any trends in the water quality.  

8. When bacteria concentrations are above the Action Guideline, the water is considered unsafe for 
contact recreation and warning signs might be erected advising the public to avoid contact with the 
water.  While the public are advised to avoid contact with the water, the public notification process 
is not prohibiting the public from recreating in the water; that particular decision remains entirely 
with the public. 
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Figure 1: Ministry for the Environment Guidelines for Contact Recreational Water Quality 

9. Council staff correspond regularly with the District Health Board and collaborative decisions are 
made as to what actions will be taken when the guidelines are exceeded.  

Comments 
10. During this summer season warning signs had to be erected on occasions at seven river sites and 

three coastal beaches.  Most of these occurrences were related to heavy rainfall.  For example, 
during the Christmas/New Year break rain in the upper catchments of the Wairau River and 
Waihopai River washed significant amounts of sediment and faecal matter into the rivers.  As it did 
not rain around Blenheim, many people were surprised when warning signs had to be put up and 
several articles were published in the Marlborough Express.  

11. Recently heavy rainfall in the north of Marlborough caused high bacteria levels in samples taken 
from sites in the Marlborough Sounds and the Rai River.  As a precaution, warning signs were put 
up at Picton Foreshore even before the laboratory was able to provide bacteria numbers as it was 
known the sewer had overflowed during that event. 

12. At most sites bacteria levels dropped rapidly after the rainfall had ceased.  Samples from 
Momorangi Bay, Moetapu Bay and the Rai River at Rai Falls still had high bacteria concentrations 
two days after the event and warning signs were temporarily erected at those sites too. 

13. The Taylor River at Riverside (by the fountain) and the Opawa River at Elizabeth Street Bridge are 
exceptions as samples taken from these sites had high E. coli numbers, mainly during dry 
conditions.  

14. E. coli concentrations in the Taylor River have been high since late December and investigations to 
determine possible causes are being carried out.  Picton Foreshore also occasionally has high 
bacteria levels during dry conditions which appear to be connected to sediment re-suspension 
along the beach.  Genetic source tracking of the bacteria is planned for the Picton Forshore, the 
Taylor River and Opawa River.  This can give an indication whether the bacteria originate from 
human or animal sources.  This type of sampling is, however, very expensive and the laboratory is 
usually not able to provide results for at least four weeks after the samples are received. 

15. Figure 2 shows a summary of the sample results for this summer as they relate to the MfE 
guideline (Refer colour coding in Figure 1). 
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Figure 2: Results of the Contact Recreational Bathing Water Quality monitoring for the current summer  
(the colours relate to the MfE Guideline levels given in Figure 1) 
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Summary 
16. During the summer months popular river sites and coastal beaches are sampled weekly and 

results assessed according to the MfE recreational water quality guidelines.  So far this season, 
the majority of sites have been safe for contact recreation, except for a short period during and 
after heavy rainfall.  However, the Taylor River at Riverside, Opawa River at Elizabeth Street 
Bridge and Picton Foreshore have had elevated levels of faecal bacteria, even during dry 
conditions.  Investigations are underway to determine the causes. 

RECOMMENDED 
That the information be received. 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Environment 7 February 2013 - Page 7 

4. Rai/Pelorus Gravels Aquifer Exploratory Well Report 

(Clr Jerram) (Report prepared by Peter Davidson) E345-007 

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this report is to present the Council technical report ‘Rai/Pelorus Gravels Aquifer 

Exploratory Well Report’, as separately attached, describing the findings of the 2012 groundwater 
investigations at Rai Valley. 

Background 
2. The groundwater resources of the Rai/Pelorus River valley area are a focus of Council 

investigations in 2012 and 2013 because relatively little is known about them compared to other 
aquifers in Marlborough. 

3. A baseline understanding of groundwater resources is needed by Council because growth in 
settlement and land use intensification are increasing demand on groundwater, which in turn is 
generating more waste. 

4. The findings will benefit local water users by informing them of the extent of the resource they rely 
upon for their day to day activities and its quality.  

5. The results from the wider project will refine the catchment scale water balance and the 
significance of groundwater storage relative to rainfall runoff or river flow for water allocation and 
nutrient budgeting purposes.  

6. The area from the top of the catchment downstream to Pelorus Sound at Havelock will be surveyed 
as part of the project.  The first task was the drilling of test wells near Rai Valley Township in 
February 2012 to define the local geology, aquifer hydraulic properties and water quality.  The 
findings are the subject of this report. 

7. One of these test wells forms part of the permanent state of the environment monitoring network to 
track seasonal or long term changes in relation to climate variability, river flow or human activities. 

Summary 
8. Test drilling demonstrated that the aquifer forming gravels are thinner than expected and if 

representative of the depth to the basement rock underlying the wider area, then the reservoir size 
of the groundwater resource may be small.  

9. The shallow aquifer layer is much more productive than the deeper aquifer layer, which was 
surprising as the gravels were thought to be interconnected and hydraulically linked to streams or 
rivers.  The aquifer transmissivity of the shallow aquifer was estimated at 3,000m2/day and much 
less at 50m2/day for the deeper aquifer layer. 

10. Limited testing shows the chemistry of deeper groundwater is more evolved than shallower 
groundwater, which is consistent with the slower rates of throughflow deeper below the surface.  
However, more information is needed to understand the interaction between groundwater and local 
streams or the Rai River.  All four waters tested were suitable for human consumption. 

11. The residence time of groundwater varied from greater than 60 years for the deeper test well, to 
recent water in the shallow well that fell as rain within days or months. 
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12. The follow-up baseline reconnaissance report on the hydrogeology of the full catchment will be 
presented to Council in 2014 based on field work planned for this autumn.  It will be prepared in 
conjunction with GNS Science isotope and geochemistry staff based at the Lower Hutt research 
centre.  

RECOMMENDED 
That the report be received. 
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5. Regional Pest Management Strategy - Major Review 
Scoping Paper 

(Clr Evans) (Report prepared by Jono Underwood) E315-002-005-01 

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this report is to provide some background and describe the process required for 

undertaking the major review of the Regional Pest Management Strategy for Marlborough (RPMS).  
It will also identify the key issues for the review, and propose a framework to seek initial staff and 
Council input, before commencing with public consultation and the statutory processes. 

Introduction and Background  
2. The Marlborough District Council oversees (and to a lesser extent - undertakes) regional pest 

management to protect the economic and ecological sustainability of the district.  Council’s 
responsibility for pest management is set out in a policy framework prescribed under the Regional 
Policy Statement. 

3. The current strategy has been prepared pursuant to the Biosecurity Act 1993 which has a purpose 
to provide for the ‘eradication or effective management of harmful organisms that are present in 
New Zealand...’  The primary purpose of the RPMS is to set out the framework for efficient and 
effective pest management in the Marlborough District so as to:  

 Minimise actual and potential adverse and unintended effects associated with the targeted 
pests, and  

 Maximise the effectiveness of individual pest management via a regionally coordinated 
approach. 

4. The current RPMS classifies 34 plant and 4 animal species as pests in the Marlborough District.  
This strategy superseded two previous RPMS documents and was an outcome of considerable 
community consultation, input and review during the period from 2005 to mid 2007, and to a 
smaller degree over 2012 when the strategy was effectively ‘rolled over’.  The 2007 process 
involved the preparation of discussion documents, a proposal, technical analysis, cost benefit 
analyses, submission process, notification and hearings.  A very much trimmed-down process was 
used in 2012 due to impending changes in legislation.  

5. Alongside the current RPMS, other pest management and biosecurity activities occur within the 
district.  These activities, which are mostly managed without regulatory regimes, are not 
necessarily direct outcomes of the RPMS, however, they are closely aligned.  Such activities 
include the Animal Health Board’s vector management programme (as part of a National Pest 
Management Strategy for Bovine TB), Council’s biodiversity programme in relation to controlling 
pests which threaten the ecological sustainability of specific sites, and activities carried out by the 
Department of Conservation protecting high-value ecological sites.  Furthermore, Council has 
involvement as a stakeholder with national and regional biosecurity incursion matters.  Land 
occupiers and stakeholders also carry out a large degree of pest, weed and disease control to 
protect their own site assets, be it for economic or land management reasons.  

Strategy Review (Legislative Requirements) 
6. The Biosecurity Act 1993 has recently been substantially amended with direct relevance to the 

review of pest management strategies.  Given that, Council has recently adopted a ‘roll over’ 
RPMS (2012).  This has given 5 years until a statutory review will be required.  However, given the 
legislation changes that have been passed, and a National Policy Direction (NPD) will soon be in 
force, a major review under the new legislation will proceed as soon as practicable.  
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7. The review process under new legislation is clearly articulated in both the legislation 
(sections 70-77) and draft requirements within the NPD.  It is proposed the NPD will be in force by 
mid 2013.  From this time, each management agency with an RPMS must make a decision 
whether it is inconsistent with the NPD within 18 months.  

8. The process involves: 

 Council staff and Council elected members review 

 Analysis and key stakeholder consultation (discussion documents, community workshops) 

 Public notification of a proposal 

 Submission process 

 Summarising submissions and public notification 

 Hearing of submissions (optional) 

 Notification of decisions 

 Reference to Environment Court/hearing (if necessary) 

 Preparation of new RPMS  

 Formal Council adoption 

Other Legislation 
9. The preparation and review of the RPMS also needs to be aligned to the Regional Policy 

Statement, particularly in consideration of the pending review of this statutory plan, and the Long 
Term Council Community Plan. 

Scope of the Review  
10. There are two options available for Council to consider in the review: 

(a) Not to have a strategy at all (revoke). 

(b) Undertake a major review of the existing RPMS under the amended Biosecurity Act ensuring 
the new plan is also consistent with the impending NPD.  

11. The immediate issues which require review are: 

(a) Reconsideration of policies pertaining to existing pests:  

 Assessment of programme objectives and how they fit with NPD requirements. 

 Assess cost benefit data to ensure it is relevant and robust (some further analysis of 
existing pests may be required). 

(b) Major review of Chilean Needlegrass programme: 

 Programme objectives 

 Roles and responsibilities of landholders and Council 

 Funding structure   

(c) Examination of new potential pests, including cost benefit analysis. 

(d) Services and Council funding allocation.  

Proposed Review Process 
12. A suggested process and timeline is attached.   
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Internal Review 
13. The first step would be to carry out an internal review of the existing RPMS by Biosecurity and 

Environmental Policy staff.  This will involve reviewing the existing RPMS information for each pest, 
recording changes in pest distribution, issues, and legislative provisions, while identifying options 
for any change.  It would also involve identifying new pest candidates which could be suggested for 
inclusion in a proposal and developing options for policy in respect of managing ‘site led’ 
biodiversity programmes. 

14. The second step will be to carry out an assessment of cost benefit analysis data for those pests 
that have had an analysis undertaken in the past.  Further work may be required in order to bring 
the quality of analysis for each subject up to a level that satisfies the new legislation and NPD.  Any 
new subjects will require a new cost benefit analysis with the degree of analysis driven by the NPD 
and an assessment of risk.  

15. The third step would be Councillor input and decision making during the process.  This would 
include workshops, where necessary, reports to the Committee and consultation with key 
community and stakeholder groups.  

16. During the initial consultation process it is intended to prepare a discussion paper which would 
summarise the main consultation issues and proposed changes.  This would form a basis for 
consultation.  

17. Key community and stakeholder groups to be consulted are: 

Public Workshops Community Groups Stakeholders 

Seddon various - to be confirmed Iwi 

Blenheim  Department of Conservation 

Awatere Valley  Tasman District Council 

Wairau Valley  Environment Canterbury 

Havelock  Fish & Game NZ 

Picton  Marine Farming Association 

  Federated Farmers 

 

Formal Public Consultation 
18. After the initial stages of consultation, a Proposed Regional Pest Plan will be prepared and notified 

publicly with receipt of submissions.  

19. A hearing is no longer a requirement of the statutory process when reviewing an RPMS.  The 
Committee will need to decide whether to receive submissions then proceed straight to decisions 
or hold a hearing before making decisions.   

Project Team 
20. It is suggested that the following parties be involved in the review: 

Coordinator:  Jono Underwood 

Strategic Planner (contracted):  Sarah Edmonds 

Staff Project Team:  Ben Minehan, Dave Grueber, Rob Simons, Nicky Eade and 
Alan Johnson  

Environment Sub Committee:  Chairman - Environment Committee, Councillor (Biosecurity 
Portfolio), Councillor (Marlborough Sounds Ward), Councillor 
(Wairau Awatere Ward) (if not already represented by Chairman or 
Biosecurity Portfolio) and the elected Rural Representative 
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RECOMMENDED 
1. That the information be received. 

2. That the Committee commence a major review of the Regional Pest Management Strategy 
for Marlborough (2012) with the aim to prepare a Regional Pest Management Plan.  

3. That the Committee approve the review process in principle as outlined in the report. 

4. That the Committee approve to hold a hearing once submissions are received; unless 
decided otherwise.    

5. That a sub committee be formed represented by:  Chairman - Environment Committee, 
Councillor (Biosecurity Portfolio), Councillor (Marlborough Sounds Ward), Councillor 
(Wairau Awatere Ward) (if not already represented by Chairman or Biosecurity Portfolio) 
and the elected Rural Representative. 
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Regional Pest Management Strategy Review Process 

Estimated Timeline 

 2013 2014 
 J F M A M J J A S O N D J F M A M J J A S O N D 

Staff scoping of 
current RPMS issues 

                        

Staff assess current 
programmes and 
potential new pest 
inclusions 

                        

Informal consultation 
key parties 

                        

Cost benefit analysis                         

Sub-committee 
workshops as 
required 

                        

Preparation draft 
RPMP 

                        

Preparation of final 
proposal 

                        

Council adopts 
RPMP proposal 

                        

Notification of 
proposal 

                        

Summary 
submissions 

                        

Hearing                         

Notification of 
Decisions 

                        

Environment Court 
Appeals 

                        

Council adoption                         
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6. Boulevard Park on Taylor Stage 2 - Road Name Request  

(Clr Arbuckle)  (Report prepared by Ian Sutherland and Jamie Lyall) U080223 

Background  
1. The purpose of this report is to consider naming two roads which are to be created as part of a 

new subdivision in the Boulevard Park on Taylor development located off Taylor Pass Road.  A 
copy of the proposed subdivision scheme plan is provided in Figure 1.  

 

Figure 1: Proposed scheme plan of Boulevard Park on Taylor 

2. These are the first two roads to be named in the development and it is suggested that a theme of 
past and present local landowner names be adopted as a naming convention for this and future 
Boulevard Park on Taylor subdivisions. 

Proposal  
3. The subdivision developer has presented the following for naming the proposed new cul-de-sac 

and the proposed road.  These are Payne Place and Grigg Drive.  Marlborough Archives 
researcher, Lloyd Kerr, has provided the following information on the families. 

4. Payne Family - Faulkland Doring (Rollo) Payne was a farmer who grazed stock on the land on 
both sides of the Taylor Pass Road southwards from Wither Road.  Just how far is uncertain but 
the Bluegums and Meadowbank must have been his next southern neighbours.  On the east side 
his land took in the flats of the then rifle range and the foothills, possibly along to points as far east 
as today's Howick Road or Weld Street.  His farm house and sheds are still used by the current 
manager of the Wither Hills Farm Park and are just west of the first bend of the Taylor Pass Road 
going south. 

5. Rollo Payne and his wife originally came from the Grovetown area.  He began farming on the south 
side of Blenheim, possibly in the 1950s, and was there until at least 1974.  He was well known to 
the locals and had to put up with much from the Army, Rifle Club and Boys' College cadet 
marksmen who were always “disturbing his stock” or “leaving the Taylor Pass Road entrance gate 
open”!  Heated verbal exchanges were numerous with the College. 

Grigg Drive 

Payne Place 
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6. Grigg Family - The Griggs have occupied Meadowbank estate since 1913.  William J Grigg farms 
the property today.  Andrew Grigg preceded him.  Apart from river flats along the Taylor River, 
there are 2,800 hectares of hill country to the west which carry cattle and Merinos.  Since 2000 
quite a bit of expensive hill country pasture improvement has been carried out.  Since 2001 the 
flats have supported a commercial vineyard.  

7. In Andrew Grigg's time during the 1990s Meadowbank saw several annual Tux Dog Trials which 
were recorded and used in spectacular television programmes.  Andrew Grigg's wife, Jo, greatly 
developed the showpiece gardens about the homestead.  The property is interesting as it is an 
easily recognised, working sheep station particularly close to Blenheim and thus draws attention of 
the many that travel the Taylor Pass Road or visit the Taylor Dam Reserve.  The sprawling and 
traditional looking farm buildings on the flat are very noticeable.  

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

Duplication:  That duplication of names not be allowed where the same or similar name occurs 
within the Marlborough District.  

Marlborough Roads has commented that recently a Canvastown road was named ‘Greig Lane’.  It 
is not believed that this will cause confusion due to the geographical separation of the two areas.  
No other duplication problems have been detected. 

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 names proposed comply with this requirement.  

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.  

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.  

Street: being any road.  

The policy indicates that ‘Drive’ would be appropriate for Grigg Drive as the formation will 
eventually be extended at future stages of development to reconnect to Taylor Pass Road.  
‘Place’ would also be appropriate for Payne Place as it is a no exit cul-de-sac.   

Consultation  
9. Mr Lyall has consulted with the Grigg and Payne families in relation to the proposed road names. 

10. The proposed names were also circulated by Council on 1 November 2012 to all iwi, the Maori 
Advisory Committee, Marlborough Historic Society and Marlborough Historic Places Trust for 
comment.  As at 15 January 2012 the only comments received are as follows: 

 Robin Cox (Marlborough Historic Places Trust) - Mr Cox advises that the changes to the 
Historic Places Act in June 2012 have resulted in the closure of all Historic Places Trust 
Branches, and instead recommended that the Marlborough Historic Society be consulted. 

 John Orchard (Marlborough Historic Society) - He fully concurs with the research that Lloyd 
Kerr has carried out and points out that if there are any more roads to be created in the 
vicinity the names could also be sourced by other early run holders in this area.  
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Conclusion  
11. The proposed road names conform to Council's road naming policy and no concerns have been 

received from iwi, or others consulted. 

RECOMMENDED  
That the proposed new roads, as shown in Figure 1 hereon to be created on subdivision U080223, 
shall be named ‘Payne Place’ and ‘Grigg Drive’ once vested in Council. 
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7. Harbour Patrols  

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

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this report is to update the Committee of the Harbour Patrol over the holiday 

period. 

Background 
2. Over the past years regular harbour patrols have been in place between Labour weekend and 

Easter of the following year. 

Generally, patrols are run over weekends, but change to a daily schedule over the busy holiday 
period.  This summer, the daily patrols commenced on 15 December with no patrols scheduled for 
Christmas day, although staff were available had there been an incident.  Between 27 December 
and 4 January, patrols operated between 0700 and 2100 daily with additional patrols put in place 
on New Year’s Eve around midnight and also for the Picton Maritime Festival to control vessel 
traffic at times of the firework displays.  However, two days were lost due to extreme weather.  
Daily patrols will cease at the end of January and revert to weekends only.  

3. Daily reports from the patrol note that there was a similar number of recreational vessels traffic as 
last year.  In addition, there was also the seasonal increase in small commercial operations – water 
taxis etc. 

Comment 
4. Wearing of Personal Floatation Devices (PFDs), particularly in small (less than 6m) was a matter 

patrols reported on frequently.  An amendment to Maritime Rule Part 90 proposed compulsory 
wearing of lifejackets for vessels of less than 6 metres.  The amendment has not, as yet, come into 
force and as a consequence, current bylaws still require the person in charge of such vessels to 
make the judgement call on this issue. 

5. Speed of vessels within 200 metres of the shore remains an area that requires constant attention, 
particularly in the vicinity of headlands with Harbour Rangers reporting the need to stop a large 
number of recreational vessels breaching this requirement.  It was pleasing to note the absence of 
complaints involving commercial vessels compared to previous years.  

6. Personal Water Craft on the whole were reported as being generally well behaved.  There were no 
large groups of these as have been seen in previous years.  

7. Patrol staff interacts with the boating public both on the water, at launching ramps, water ski lanes, 
at jetties and baches, campgrounds and popular locations including Ngakuta, Momorangi, Elmslie 
and Okiwi Bays. in the Sounds.  These opportunities are seen as being ideal to reinforce 
educational themes as well as a means of distributing the ‘Sounds Safe Boating’ brochure and 
other educational material.  For this summer season a total of 7,000 brochures were printed and 
also distributed via Port Company marinas, Marlborough Radio, camp grounds, 
campervan/Caravan parks, charter companies, lodges/resorts and fuel stations.  The inclusion of 
tidal information spanning the entire year has been well received and is considered a valuable 
resource that is likely to remain on board vessels rather than being discarded once tidal date 
became out-of-date. 

8. It is always difficult to find the correct balance of patrol time between Queen Charlotte Sound and 
Pelorus/Kenepuru Sounds with the available resources.  Six patrol days were spent in 
Pelorus/Kenepuru Sounds this summer with two of these days extending out to French Pass 
(Elmslie Bay),Catherine Cove and one to Okiwi Bay.  Comments from patrol staff indicate that 
there is still the need for ongoing boating education, especially in the trailer/power boat sector. 
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9. On completion of the patrol schedule after Easter, a general de-brief of staff will be undertaken 
which will form the basis of the brochure review, the number required as well as patrol schedules 
and staff requirements for next summer. 

Conclusion 
10. Harbour Patrols have been undertaken in a similar format to those of previous years but this period 

included the extra hours of patrol over the very busy period between 27 December and 4 January. 

11. The matters of speed in particular, general behaviour and wearing of PFDs have been noted by 
patrol staff as being an issue from time to time, but on the whole the patrols have been well 
received and seem to have the support of the boating public. 

 RECOMMENDED 
That the information be received 
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8. Carriage of Personal Floatation Devices (Life Jackets)  

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

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this report is to advise the Committee that a zero tolerance on the carriage of 

Personal Floatation Devices (PFDs) starting in October 2013 is being taken. 

Background 

2. The Council’s Navigation Bylaws 2009 requires the following: 

 2.1 Personal Flotation Devices 
1. No person in charge of a recreational craft shall use it unless there are on board at the time 

of use, and in a readily accessible location, sufficient personal flotation devices of an 
appropriate size for each person on board. 

2. Clauses 2.1.1 and 2.1.6 shall not apply to- 

(a) any surfboard or similar unpowered craft; and 

(b) any sailboarder, kiteboarder, or windsurfer, if a wetsuit is worn at all times; and 

(c) a diver on a boat of 6 metres or less in length overall that is used for recreational 
diving within 5 nautical miles of the shore, if a  full body dive suit is worn at all times; 
and 

(d) a person training for or participating in a sporting event, if the training  or the event is 
supervised in accordance with the safety system of the sporting organisation 
approved by the Harbour Master under this Bylaw, or the Director under Maritime 
Rule Part 91.4(3); and 

(e) a member of a visiting foreign watersports team, if the person carries or wears a 
personal flotation device that is approved by the competent authority for use in that 
person’s country of residence. 

3. In relation to clause 2.1.2(d) above- 

(a) the Harbour Master may approve a sporting organisation for the purposes of clause 
2.1.2(d) if that organisation has in place a safety system that the Harbour Master is 
satisfied provides an equivalent level of safety to the carriage or wearing of personal 
flotation devices. 

(b) the Director, under Maritime Rule Part 91.4(3), may approve a national sporting 
organisation for the purposes of clause 2.1.2(d) if that organisation has in place a 
safety system that the Director is satisfied  provides an equivalent level of safety to 
the carriage or wearing of personal flotation devices. 

4. Subject to clause 2.1.5, clause 2.1.1 shall not apply in respect of any sporting event, 
training activity, or ceremonial event if a support vessel that is capable of providing 
adequate assistance in the event of an emergency remains in the immediate vicinity of the 
recreational craft, and the recreational craft or support vessel, or both, carry personal 
flotation devices or buoyancy aids of an appropriate size for each person on board the 
recreational craft.  

5. Clauses 2.1.1 and 2.1.6 shall not apply in respect of any sporting event, training activity, 
ceremonial event, or other organised recreational activity if the Harbour Master with 
jurisdiction for the applicable region has granted an exemption in writing.  The Harbour 
Master may grant an exemption for a specified period if he/she is satisfied that adequate 
safety precautions are made for any person participating in the event or activity. 
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6. Despite clause 2.1.4, no person in charge of a recreational craft may use that craft in 
circumstances where tides, river flows, visibility, rough seas, adverse weather, emergency 
or other situations cause danger or a risk to the safety of persons on board, unless every 
person on board is wearing properly secured personal flotation device of an appropriate 
size for that person. 

7. No person in charge of a vessel shall use it to tow any person, and no person shall cause 
himself or herself to be towed by any vessel, unless the person being towed wears a 
properly secured personal flotation device of an appropriate size for that person. 

8. Clause 2.1.7 shall not apply to that person when- 

(a) training for any trick waterskiing element of a sporting event administered by a 
national sporting  organisation approved under clause 2.1.3, or Maritime Rule 
Part 91.4(4); or 

(b) participating in a sporting event that is administered by a national sporting 
organisation approved under clause 2.1.3 or Maritime Rule Part 91.4(3). 

Comment 
3. The Committee will be aware that in recent months there have been several incidents throughout 

New Zealand where lives have been lost due to there either not being sufficient PFDs on board or 
the PFDs that were being carried were not appropriate for the persons on a vessel.  As a 
consequence, lives were needlessly lost in some cases, in others the occupants were lucky to 
survive. 

4. The Harbour Patrol has made a point of checking to determine compliance with this Bylaw.  
Generally, compliance has been found to be high, but there are several cases where recreational 
vessels were non-compliant.  In one particular instance, the Police launch Lady Elizabeth IV found 
a small recreational vessel in the Outer Sounds not having any PFDs on board.  In the subsequent 
report it was recommended that an Infringement Notice be issued.  This has since been done. 

5. The Council’s Navigation Bylaws have now been in place since August 2010.  In the intervening 
period, Patrol staff have focussed on educating the boating public in the carriage of PFDs.  It is felt, 
however, that the time has now arrived to adopt a zero tolerance in this matter.   

Conclusion 
6. The Council’s Navigation Bylaws address the requirement for the carriage of Personal Floatation 

Devices (PFDs) 

7. There have been a number of country-wide incidents in the past few months where appropriate 
PFDs were not carried on recreational vessels resulting in the loss of lives. 

8. Since adoption of the Navigation Bylaws in 2012, the Harbour Patrol has taken an educational 
approach but, in light of incidents in other regions, it is felt that Council should adopt a zero 
tolerance to the carriage of appropriate PFDs. 

 RECOMMENDED 
That the information be received 



 

Environment 7 February 2013 - Page 21 

9. Marine Farm Light Audits  

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

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

are being carried out. 

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

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

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

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

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

Area Date Farms 
Inspected

Farms 
Compliant

Farms with 1 or 
More Light 

Extinguished or 
insufficient 

number of lights 
fitted 

Farms with no 
Lights 

Operational 

Croisilles 
Harbour/Waikawa 
Bay 

6 & 7 September 41 17 21 3 

Port Gore 21 January 2012 4 0 3 1 

Kenepuru 21 February 2012 29 20 9 0 

Kenepuru - Four 
Fathom Bay 

     27 March 2012 31 25 4 2 

Catherine Cove 5 May 2012 7 1 5 1 

Admiralty Bay 4 May 2012 45 33 11 1 

Yncyca,South East, 
Hikapu 

14 June 2012 29 21 8 0 

Croisilles Harbour   & 
Current Basin 

12 & 13 
November 2012 

41 27 11 3 

Catherine Cove 24 November 2012 7 1 5 1 

Total  234 145 77 12 
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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 long-lines are in the water than is permitted by 
the resource consent.  Where this has occurred, the matter has been referred to the Compliance 
Unit. 

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

9. Staff will be having discussions with the industry early in the year with a view to working up a new 
regime to ensure compliance with marine farm lighting consent conditions. 

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

audit of lighting requirements has recently been resumed.   

11. 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. 

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

 RECOMMENDED 
That the information be received 
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10. Derelict Vessels and Abandoned Vessels  

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

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this report is to inform the Committee on derelict and abandoned and vessels 

where the owners cannot be found. 

Background 
2. Harbours staff have received several complaints dealing with unnamed vessels that are either 

abandoned, derelict or illegally occupying moorings in the past months. 

3. Over the past few years, the Harbour Master has dealt with a number of similar incidents that have 
occupied large amounts of staff time for very little, if any, return prior to bringing the matter to the 
Committee for resolution. 

4. More recently, staff have been dealing with vessels illegally securing to moorings resulting in the 
legitimate owner lodging a complaint with the Harbour Master expecting action to be taken.  
Identifying the owner of these vessels has been difficult, if not impossible.  Staff, using powers of 
entry, tried to locate contact details with little success.   

The Local Government Act, at section 650D provides guidance in this matter:  

S 650D Removal of wreck 
Harbourmaster may remove ships ---(1) For the purpose of ensuring navigation safety or enforcing 
navigation bylaws, a harbourmaster of a regional council may: 

(a) Direct the master of any ship in waters within the region of the council, or lying at a maritime 
facility to moor, unmoor, anchor, weigh anchor, secure, unsecure, place, or move his or her 
ship; and 

(b) Cause the ship to be moored or unmoored or to be anchored or to weigh anchor or to be 
secured or unsecured or to be placed or removed according to the harbourmaster’s 
directions, and employ a sufficient number of persons for that purpose 

(2) A harbourmaster of a regional council may, in relation to any floating, submerged, or 
stranded object (other than one to which section 650K applies) that the harbourmaster 
considers is a hazard to navigation, do or cause to be done anything referred to in 
subsection (1)(b) (as if the object was a ship) 

S 650K Removal of wreck 
 (1) In this section, wreck includes— 

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

o (b) Any derelict ship; and 
o (c) Shipping containers and property lost overboard or similarly separated from a ship, 

other than cargo lost in the course of its unloading or discharge from the ship while the 
ship is in a port. 

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

an agent of the owner, ask the owner to either— 
 (i) Remove the wreck within the time specified in the request and in a manner 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

164 Seizure of property not on private land 
(1) An enforcement officer may seize and impound property that is not on private land if – 

(a) the property is materially involved in the commission of an offence 

In the context of the ‘offence” mentioned in this section, it includes the breach of a bylaw 
(s 164(4)). 

5. The provisions of the Act referred to above quite clearly empower the Harbour Master to take 
further action with respect to derelict, abandoned vessels or vessels that are illegally occupy 
lawfully established moorings where no owner can be identified or found. 

6. In broad terms, where the Harbour Master is required to deal with one of the above scenarios, a 
clear process will be followed.  In the event that a vessel is noted to be derelict or abandoned, a 
letter will be placed on board the vessel granting the owner 28 days to make contact with the 
Harbour Master.  At the end of 28 days, the Harbour Master will cause the vessel to be impounded, 
removed from the waters and stored at an appropriate facility for a further 28 days.  During this 
period, the vessel’s details will be advertised in the local paper in an effort to contact the owner.  At 
the end of this 28 day period, if no owner is found, the vessel will be disposed of in accordance 
with the provisions of the Act. 

7. Where the vessel is occupying a mooring illegally, the Harbour Master will cause the vessel to be 
removed from the waters and stored at an appropriate facility for 28 days, then following the 
procedure as set out above.  Where an owner is identified, the vessel will be released on payment 
of all costs incurred by the Harbour Master. 

8. In broad terms the legislation is specific in outlining the powers the Harbour Master can exercise.  
However, it is prudent to inform and seek the support of Council prior to taking this course of 
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action.  Once in place, it will also avoid the necessity to bring individual cases to the Committee for 
approval.  However, when this course of action is taken, a report would be provided to the 
Committee at the next regular meeting. 

Conclusion 
9. The Harbour Master currently deals with derelict, abandoned vessels or vessels illegally occupying 

moorings where no owner can be identified.   

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

11. Powers pursuant to the Local Government Act allow for derelict or abandoned vessels illegally 
occupying moorings to be removed from the waters, and follow a set procedure in identifying an 
owner and, where possible, recovering costs incurred from the owner where the owner is known.  
Where an owner cannot be identified within the required time-frame the vessel will be disposed of 
appropriately. 

RECOMMENDED 
That the information be received. 
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11. Marlborough Landscape Group 

(Clr Jerram) (Report prepared by Nicky Eade and Robin Dunn)  C135-M03 

Purpose 
1. The Marlborough Landscape Group has a role in assisting with prioritising the spending of budget 

set aside for the purpose of promoting and enhancing landscape values in Marlborough.  The 
purpose of this report is to provide an overview of the work that has been undertaken so far 
through this budget and to provide an indication of potential new projects which could be supported 
in the future.  

2. A brief presentation will provide an overview of some completed projects, some ‘works in 
progress’ and some potential new projects supported by the Marlborough Landscape 
Group. (10 minutes). 

 

Background 
3. The Marlborough Landscape Group was formed by the Council and community in 2002 in 

response to concerns over rapid land use change at the time.  The group has developed into a 
broader advisory group to Council with membership from relevant sector groups (farming, forestry, 
viticulture, Marlborough Lines, etc) and interested members of the public. 

4. In 2009 a strategy setting out functional details and the major areas of interest and concern of the 
group was developed.  The group has had input into the draft landscape provisions for the second 
generation regional policy statement and also has a role in promoting landscape awareness and 
interests in the wider community.  

5. The view is that “The Landscape Working Group is another good example of engaging and 
connecting with the community.  It has proved to be an effective voice for the community, working 
in a very constructive way with the Council to promote good landscape projects on public and 
private land” was expressed by the Mayor in a recent opinion piece in the Marlborough Express. 

6. In recognition of the Council role in leading by example in relation to its management of public land 
on the Wairau Plain, a budget has been allocated to planting projects that will enhance landscape 
values.  The Landscape Group, along with staff, has had some involvement in allocating this 
budget to suitable projects which have then been implemented by both the Rivers and Reserves 
sections of Council. 

Comments 
7. A number of planting projects have been implemented or extended by Council’s Rivers and 

Reserves staff with the guidance of the Marlborough Landscape Group over the past few years.  
Some of these projects are now largely complete and there is scope to consider how to utilise the 
budget to move forward most effectively.  

8. The Marlborough Landscape Group is keen to promote a mix of several larger high profile projects, 
along with supporting smaller community based initiatives.  Current development of a Recreation 
and Amenity Plan for the Taylor River by the Reserves section provides some exciting 
opportunities for landscape enhancement and plantings. 

Summary 
9. As highlighted, the Marlborough Landscape Group continues to provide an effective voice for the 

community, working in a very constructive way with the Council to promote effective land 
management through biodiversity enhancement on public and private land. 
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RECOMMENDED 
That the information be received. 
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12. Information Package 

 

RECOMMENDED 
That the Regulatory Department Information Package dated 7 February 2013 be received and 
noted. 

 


