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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.13/14.166) be confirmed:
•

D & L Hawtin – Dry Hills Lane, Blenheim - exemption to install a Coverstar automatic
pool cover in lieu of a fence (exemption pursuant to section 6 of the Fencing of
Swimming Pools Act 1987).

•

N & A Maddren – 22 Severne Street, Blenheim - renewal of exemption for Save-T Cover
automatic pool cover in lieu of a fence (exemption pursuant to section 6 of the Fencing
of Swimming Pools Act 1987).

•

J P & V A Tripe – 390 Old Renwick Road, Blenheim – renewal of exemption for a Save-T
II automatic pool cover in lieu of a fence (exemption pursuant to section 6 of the Fencing
of Swimming Pools Act 1987).

•

H & J Meyers – 33 Malthouse Road, Riverlands – renewal of exemption for a pool cover
by installing a new Coverstar safety pool cover in lieu of a fence (exemption pursuant to
section 6 of the Fencing of Swimming Pools Act 1987).

•

M McQuillan & B Lemaire – 105 Marlborough Ridge Drive, Fairhall - exemption to install
a Coverstar automatic pool cover in lieu of a fence (exemption pursuant to section 6 of
the Fencing of Swimming Pools Act 1987).
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2. Havelock Estuary Ecological Study
(also refer to separate attachments)
(Clr Jerram) (Report prepared by Steve Urlich)

E325-006-002-03

Purpose
1.

Council contracted estuary science specialists, Wriggle Limited of Nelson, to study the ecological
health of the Havelock Estuary. This item presents the two reports from that study

2.

A presentation will be given by Leigh Stevens of estuary consultants Wriggle Limited
(15 minutes).

Background
2.

Estuaries are important habitats ecologically. Healthy estuaries are productive ecosystems that
provide an array of habitats for large, diverse populations of fish, birds and aquatic invertebrates.
Healthy estuaries have high ecological benefits, as well as social, cultural and recreational values.

3.

The condition of estuaries reflects the effects of land use and other stressors. Environmental
issues affecting estuaries include: sedimentation; habitat loss; toxic contamination (heavy metals,
pesticides, etc); disease risk and eutrophication (too many nutrients for the system to flush).

4.

Havelock is one of the most important estuaries in Marlborough. It covers ~800 hectares and
receives waters from the Kaituna, Pelorus, Wakamarina and Rai catchments (draining 1,149 km2).

5.

The estuary has not been systematically studied since 2001, when the Cawthron Institute mapped
the different vegetation and habitat types, and tested the sediments for the effects of
contamination.

6.

Since 2001, there have been significant events which have most likely affected its ecology. These
include: removal of ~50 hectares from the estuary of the introduced cord-grass Spartina; large
storm events in 2008, 2010 and 2012; the onset of extensive forest harvesting in the Wakamarina,
Rai, Pelorus and Kaituna catchments; and exclusion of dairy cows from some inland waterways.

7.

Accordingly, as part of Council’s Coastal Monitoring Strategy, Wriggle Limited were contracted to
repeat the Cawthron study. One of the authors of that Cawthron report, Dr Barry Robertson, now
works for Wriggle. Dr Robertson’s involvement enabled the 2001 study to be repeated with
precision in 2014.

Comments
8.

Two reports were produced. A fine-scale sediment survey, and a broad-scale habitat and
vegetation mapping and classification report. (“Havelock Estuary – Fine Scale Monitoring 2014”
and “Havelock Estuary 2014 – Broad Scale Habitat Mapping” attached separately).

Fine-scale Survey
9.

Three areas were sampled (Figure 1) for heavy metals (arsenic, cadmium, chromium; copper, zinc,
lead, nickel and mercury), organic contaminants (PCBs, PAHs, organotins), nutrients (phosphorus,
carbon and nitrogen), oxygen layers and invertebrates.

10.

Very low levels of heavy metals, organic contaminants and nutrients were detected. The
sediment-dwelling invertebrate communities were reflective of, and tolerant to, fine, soft mud
habitats. There were no differences between the sites sampled in 2001 and 2014, except
increased muddiness.
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Broad-scale Survey
11.

The increase in muddiness at the sampling sites was also evident across the extent of the estuary.
Havelock estuary is the muddiest of 33 estuaries that Wriggle has sampled (Figure 2). Very soft
mud increased from 168 hectares to 202 hectares between 2001 and 2014.

12.

The increase in sedimentation and muddiness can result in the following effects:

13.

(a)

Loss of seagrass, which is an important habitat for fish at low tide;

(b)

Loss of shellfish, such as pipis and cockles, which are sensitive to fine sediment;

(c)

Reduction in invertebrate biodiversity and abundance (impacting on birds and fish);

(d)

Facilitation of invasive species, such as Pacific oyster beds, which have expanded;

(e)

Increased nutrient delivery contributing to nuisance sea lettuce blooms; and

(f)

Negative effects on human values.

On the positive side, there was no decrease in the area of native saltmarsh, which covers
203 hectares (Figure 3). Saltmarsh is important for filtration, sediment settling and habitat for living
organisms. Another positive, despite the increase in muddy areas, conditions in the estuary can be
improved.

Figure 1: Location of sediment study sites in Havelock estuary
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Figure 2: Muddiness as a percentage of habitat within 33 New Zealand estuaries
Note: Havelock estuary has the highest % mud

Figure 3: Saltmarsh (brown) and seagrass habitats (green) in Havelock estuary,
which are important for biodiversity.
14.

A number of recommendations are made in the reports. These include investigating where the
sediment is coming from, at what rate it is being deposited and what can be done to reduce it.
Within the estuary, Wriggle has recommended the establishment of additional sediment plate
monitoring to assist with calculating deposition rates.

15.

Council land resources, freshwater and coastal scientists will work together to review current
monitoring data in the estuary and wider catchment to identify gaps and develop new monitoring.
This is required to enable modelling of potential sediment inputs from different catchment sources.
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16.

A collaborative approach is proposed to be taken with different land users and the community to
better understand the relative influences on the estuary’s health and dynamics. This will also
include identifying what the desired conditions are for the estuary and how to get there.

Summary
17.

Ecological studies recently occurred in the Havelock estuary. These identified the estuary is
becoming increasingly muddy. Other changes include the invasion and expansion of oysters.
Investigation of sediment sources is the next step, along with working with the community and
industry to develop a deeper understanding of how to restore the estuary to a better condition.

RECOMMENDED
That the reports, “Havelock Estuary – Fine Scale Monitoring 2014” and “Havelock Estuary 2014 –
Broad Scale Habitat Mapping”, be received.
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3. New Zealand Dryland Forests Initiative - Project Update
(Clr Jerram) (Report prepared by Nicky Eade)

E355-008-003-01

Purpose
1.

To provide an update on the New Zealand Dryland Forests Initiative (NZDFI), established in
Marlborough in 2008.

2.

A presentation will be given by Paul Millen, NZDFI Project Manager (15 minutes).

Background
3.

This is a research and development project breeding drought tolerant eucalyptus species to
produce durable timber. This will diversify New Zealand’s timber supply with high quality durable
hardwood to substitute domestic CCA treated pine products and imported hardwood timbers. Uses
could include vineyard posts, cross arms for power poles, railway sleepers and other domestic and
industrial applications.

4.

The project includes extensive planted trials and research, with a focus on several eucalyptus
species. Work includes tree improvement (form and growth), wood qualities, best practice
management systems and benefits to honey bees, native birds and insects through food supply
(nectar and pollen at times of the year when other sources are scarce).

5.

The project is collaboration between the Marlborough Research Centre, the University of
Canterbury, Proceed Limited and Vineyard Timbers. It has received additional support from
various central government funders, regional councils, the Farm Forestry Association and many
landowners over eight regions in both the North and South Islands.

Comments
6.

Council provided an initial $30,000 to the project in its early days and also supports the project on
an ongoing basis by providing some land on river reserve for a trial (Wairau River at the end of
Cravens Road).

7.

Since 2008 the NZDFI has invested $2.5 million in planting and managing over 120,000 trees in
trials with 26 landowners that are located across eight New Zealand regions. It is now the largest
new forestry research programme established in New Zealand in over 30 years and is recognised
internationally as the only tree breeding programme focused on the genetic improvement of
durable eucalypts.

8.

Staff attended the annual meeting at the Marlborough Research Centre in August. Along with a
general project update, three developments were highlighted, including:
(a)

A new purpose built propagation facility at Proceeds Canterbury site.

(b)

The securing by the University of Canterbury School of Forestry of an annual $50,000
funding contribution from the new “forest growers commodity levy” for post graduate
research which will be committed to three PhD scholarships with a focus on NZDFI related
work.

(c)

The generous donation of $50,000 from James Jenkins, a local Marlborough bee keeper.
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Summary
9.

The NZDFI is a long term project to diversify the forestry industry in New Zealand, with a focus on
developing a sustainable durable timber product from suitable eucalyptus species. It was
established in Marlborough in 2008 and project manager, Paul Millen, will provide an update to the
Committee on the various streams of work associated with the project.

RECOMMENDED
That the information be received.
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4. New Zealand Wilding Conifer Management Strategy
(also refer to separate attachment)
(Clr Brooks) (Report prepared by Alan Johnson)

E315-006-002 & E315-004-010-01

Purpose
1.

To update Council on a ‘draft’ non-regulatory National Strategy (the Strategy) (separately
attached) to support action to address New Zealand’s wilding conifer problem.

Background
2.

A large area of New Zealand, including parts of Marlborough, are affected by the spread of
introduced conifer trees at various densities. It is estimated that up to 805,000 hectares of eastern
parts of the South Island are affected alone.

3.

The original sources of these self-established trees are known as legacy planting from historical
planting for erosion protection, research, shelter and landscape and plantation forests that occurred
two to three generations ago. There are 10 species regarded as spread prone conifers (to various
degrees), including species that are important commercial forestry species (e.g. Douglas fir and
Radiata pine).

4.

While conifers in the right place can provide economic benefits, such as a timber resource, other
benefits exist for environmental, social and cultural outcomes. In the wrong place, wilding conifer
can compete for native vegetation, change ecosystems, reduce grazing, change landscapes and
affect surface water flows.

5.

Council will be aware that existing wilding conifer containment regimes already exist in parts of
Marlborough, which are implemented pursuant to a regulatory approach under the Regional Pest
Management Strategy - in particular for legacy planting in South Marlborough high country. These
programmes are complemented by ongoing Department of Conservation programmes on
Molesworth Station. Other voluntary initiatives also occur in the Marlborough Sounds area and, on
a smaller scale, Significant Natural Area programmes. By no means are the existing programmes
or resources adequate to stem the spread of wilding conifer throughout the district. Currently
Council is spending approximately $62,000 for the 2014/15 year on regional wilding conifer
programmes.

National Strategy
6.

In order to address the complex nature of wilding conifer spread, in a more strategic sense, this
has led to the development of a draft New Zealand Wilding Conifer Management Strategy
2015-2030. This was developed in response to recommendations in a 2011 wilding conifer ‘current
state’ report commissioned by the Ministry for Primary Industries (MPI). MPI lead the development
of the Strategy in collaboration with a multi-stakeholder working group made up primarily of
1
members of the New Zealand Wilding Conifer Management Group (NZWCMG).

7.

The Strategy is a non-statutory document and has yet to be formally signed off by the Minister.
The Strategy aims to support effective collaboration between land occupiers, researchers,
regulators and communities to address the critical issues facing wilding conifer management.
Specifically, the draft Strategy is attempting to provide a process and guidance in a collaborative
setting on the perennial issue of who should bear the costs of managing priority legacy wilding
conifer infestations based on the beneficiary/exacerbator model.

1

NZWCMG represents a wide range of interests related to wilding conifer management, including Crown
agencies (DOC, LINZ, NZDF), regional councils, forest owners, high country federated farmers,
community groups and trusts, Forest & Bird and Scion.
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8.

The Strategy establishes a shared Vision - ‘the right tree in the right place’- and an overarching Aim
to ‘prevent the spread of wilding conifers, and contain or eradicate established areas of wilding
conifers by 2030’. It establishes four key principles for effective wilding conifer management:
recognise individual and collective responsibilities; be cost effective and timely; prioritise; and
coordinate. Grouped under these four principles are 10 ‘strategy objectives’ and associated
actions, for each of which a lead party or parties has been identified. These are attached in
Appendix 1.

Comments
9.

The regional sector has been closely working with MPI and other sectors in the development of the
Strategy, including recently the establishment of a steering group to provide effective and
consistent feedback to the Crown and provide for a coordinated response to the Strategy.

10.

Generally there is overall support in principle for the Strategy and the programme provides the best
collaborative opportunity to ensure that collective outcomes are achieved. However to ensure the
success of the Strategy, funding implications will require greater clarification.

11.

The Department of Conservation has been tasked by MPI to collect information on the current level
of national and regional expenditure and to develop a Crown funding bid that can be fed in to the
implementation of the Strategy. Once the funding implications of the Strategy are clearer,
consideration to any implications for Council can then be considered in conjunction with the Crown
and our own community, including affected parties in respect of an appropriate response to this
opportunity to implement a regional programme.

12.

Another component of the Strategy relates to better clarity and consistency in the use of regulatory
tools to address and mitigate spread risk for future new planting of conifer plantation species, and
managing existing spread issues that require regulatory management under regional pest
management plans. These regulatory options - including land use control mechanisms - require
exploration, and are expected to be analysed in conjunction with industry in terms of options going
forward.

13.

In terms of funding implications, considering this Strategy is a non-regulatory tool, it does not
necessitate a legal obligation on any party to implement, and secondly, the funding table outlining
biosecurity funding principles in the Strategy (page 26) are seen as guiding principles only.

Summary
14.

Conifers can provide a range of positive benefits, however, wilding conifers can impose a
significant threat to biodiversity, landscape and water resource values.

15.

Council has some existing wilding conifer management programmes and other agencies also have
similar regimes, however, there are still major spread risk issues and generally coordination of
responses could improve.

16.

An opportunity exists for a nationally led non-regulatory Strategy that potentially will provide the
coordination through collaborative initiatives and potentially prioritise funding streams and other
controls for implementation.

17.

The implications for Council and the community if it chooses to implement any programmes are
currently unknown so the regional sector group is working closely with the Crown to clarify any
expectations. Once clarification and programme implementation is clearer on the Strategy, staff will
provide an update to Council.

RECOMMENDED
That the information be received.
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Appendix 1
Summary of Strategy Actions (DRAFT)

Environment - 27 November 2014 - Page 10

5. Groundwater Quantity State of the Environment Report
Card 2014
(Clr Jerram) (Report prepared by Peter Davidson)

E345-007-001

Purpose
1.

To update Council on the state of Marlborough’s underground water resource heading into the high
demand summer irrigation season for 2014/15.

Background
2.

Each year staff produce a state of the environment report to brief Council on the state of key
natural resources.

3.

Some annual reports are more comprehensive than others and include an analysis of data, while
others will be simpler and take the form of a short report card summary. Larger reports are
prepared when there is a specific issue to address, or if sufficient time has passed and record has
accumulated to analyse trends.

4.

A report on the quality of Marlborough’s underground water resources has traditionally been
presented to Council in the middle of the calendar year. The release of the current report on
groundwater quantity is targeted at spring each year to look back on the impacts of the previous
summer’s water use on aquifers, and forward to quantify how much groundwater is in storage to
meet demand for the 2014/15 summer.

5.

The 2014 groundwater quantity state of the environment report focuses on aquifer levels and the
effects of the record low rainfall received between July 2014 and when this report was published.

Summary
6.

Drier than normal weather conditions since July 2014 have reduced natural rates of recharge from
rainfall, runoff or river losses for all shallow and medium depth aquifer systems.

7.

This has resulted in aquifer levels being in the low quartile for most aquifers and the lowest on
record for this stage of the season at many monitoring sites.

8.

The exceptions are the Southern Valleys Aquifers, which are relatively isolated from surface
processes, and changes in well level are largely demand driven. The Southern Valleys Aquifers
are mostly at high levels.

9.

If the dry weather conditions persist into December 2014, it is likely that small, low storage aquifers
which tend to drain rapidly, or have large consented rates of abstraction associated with them and
rely on recharge from ephemeral rivers or direct rainfall; are unlikely to recover until well into 2015.
This is because evapotranspiration rates historically exceed rainfall for the rest of summer into
early autumn.

10.

Examples of this aquifer type are: Fairhall River Gravels Aquifer, Taylor River Gravels Aquifer,
Omaka River Aquifer-Woodbourne and Rarangi Shallow Aquifer.

11.

Groundwater systems which rely on being recharged from water lost from perennial rivers, such as
the Wairau River, are currently at low levels and, in the case of the Wairau Aquifer, many
monitoring wells representing riparian areas are at the lowest level recorded for this stage of the
season.
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12.

Up until now low levels have predominantly been caused by more groundwater naturally leaving
the aquifer as spring flow than is being replaced by river losses or rainfall infiltrating the land
surface. Increasingly abstraction for crop irrigation, food processing, municipal supply and
domestic use will contribute to lower well levels.

13.

Meter records, in tandem with continuous records of aquifer level, allow Council staff to isolate the
effect of abstraction on changes in aquifer storage, from variations in natural rates of recharge or
drainage.

14.

Gaps in meter information exist for parts of the Wairau Aquifer and particularly for the Riverlands
Aquifer. Staff are looking at ways to expedite the capture of groundwater use to help understand
what drives changes in well levels, which in turn is needed to refine aquifer limits by 2019.

15.

Council staff are monitoring the water resource situation closely. Water users can check the status
of their own aquifer resource by going onto the Council website at any time.

RECOMMENDED
That the Groundwater Quantity State of the Environment Report Card 2014 be received.
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6. Best Practice Guidelines for Salmon Farm Management
(also refer to separate attachment)
(Clr Jerram) (Report prepared by Steve Urlich)

E325-008-001-23

Purpose
1.

To provide the final agreed guidelines for protecting seabed health and to brief the Committee on
the public commentary received on the draft guidelines.

Background
2.

New Zealand King Salmon (NZKS) is the principal finfish farming company in the Marlborough
Sounds and currently has consent to operate eleven farm sites in the region (Figure 1).

Figure 1: Location map of NZKS farms. Yellow stars depict the recently approved three new farms.
3.

It is now widely recognised that environmental standards and associated monitoring are not
consistent between farms. This is because the farms were consented at different times over the
last 15 years. Over that time, scientific understanding of seabed enrichment effects from fish
farming in the Marlborough Sounds has evolved, but consent conditions have remained relatively
static.

4.

NZKS, with the support of Council, initiated the development of best practice guidelines for salmon
farm management in the Marlborough Sounds. The successful implementation of the best practice
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guidelines is intended to lead to greater certainty around consent compliance. The guidelines
apply to the eight existing farms, as the three new farms have more stringent consent conditions.
5.

Following a successful boat trip and workshop in December 2013, two working groups were formed
to develop standards and monitoring guidelines for seabed health and farming/operations. The
outcomes from the group developing seabed health are the focus of this report. The working group
for the farming/operations best practice is still several months away from completing its task.

6.

The seabed (or benthic) working group comprised a representative from NZKS, Ministry for Primary
Industries, the National Institute for Water & Atmospheric Research, the Cawthron Institute, the
Sounds Advisory Group and a Council staff member (this report’s author). They met five times
over the course of 2014 to develop the guidelines.

Comments
7.

NZKS agreed to advertise for public comment on the draft seabed guidelines. This was not a
statutory consultation process per se, as this is a voluntary initiative by NZKS. However, the public
were actively invited to make comments on the appropriateness of the guidelines during October.

8.

The draft guidelines, along with a less technical public summary, were posted on Council’s website
from 3 October to 31 October 2014. A total of 120 page views were recorded, of which 95 were
unique visitors. The average time on the guidelines page was 3 minutes 44 seconds. Most views
were from Auckland (27), Blenheim (25), Wellington (18), Nelson (14) and Christchurch (9).

9.

Printed copies were also made available at Council’s Blenheim office and the Picton Library. A
total of nine people asked for copies of either the public summary and/or the draft guidelines. The
guidelines were also emailed to the different Iwi in the Top of the South.

10.

Three sets of comments were received. These were from the Kenepuru Central Sounds Residents
Association (KCSRA), Marine Farming Association (MFA) and Mark Denize of Arapawa Island. All
supported the need for the guidelines, however there were concerns about some of the technical
aspects (KCSRA), applicability to other salmon farmers (MFA) and carbon footprints (Denize).

11.

The benthic working group considered the comments and made minor changes to the guidelines
only. A summary of the comments and the working group’s response is attached.

12.

This document also incorporates a full scientific peer review by Professor Kenny Black of the
Scottish Association for Marine Sciences. Professor Black described the guidelines as:
“coherent, clear and achieve their objectives…The scientific basis of the guidelines is well
presented and justified”.

Where to From Here
13.

NZKS has an internal process to consider the guidelines in the near future.

14.

Once formally received by Council, the guidelines will be considered by Council’s Policy staff as a
resource to be examined in the development of the new Marlborough Resource Plan.

15.

The guidelines will be posted on Council’s website, along with the summary of public comments,
and a tracked changes version showing how comments have been incorporated into the final
document.

16.

The implementation of the guidelines will be the subject of an ensuing project, which may include
transitional arrangements to progressively bring all farms under the guidelines.

Summary
17.

The seabed health component of the best practice guidelines has now been completed. This has
been a collaborative process involving a number of organisations, including the Sounds Advisory
Group. The guidelines have been exposed to the public and several sets of comments received.
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Those comments have been considered and minor amendments made to the guidelines. The final
guidelines will be posted on Council’s website. An implementation project is to be developed.

RECOMMENDED
That the information be received.
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7. Harbour Fees and Charges - Review
(Clr Barsanti) (Report prepared by the Harbour Master)

H100-001-01

Purpose
1.

The purpose of this report is to inform the Committee of a review of fees and charges applicable to
Harbour functions.

Background
2.

As Harbour Authority, Council provides services to ensure that the region’s waterways remain safe
for all users.

3.

The Maritime Transport Act 1994 (‘the Act’) at section 33R empowers the Harbour Master to
introduce fees and charges:

“33R Fees and charges
•

(1) A regional council may, in accordance with section 150(3) to (6) of the Local
Government Act 2002, prescribe fees and charges—
• (a) in respect of any land, building, equipment, or other property that is
owned by the council and operated for maritime-related purposes; or
• (b) for any function, duty, power, or service performed, exercised, or
provided by the council in respect of any ship, maritime facility, offshore
installation, pipeline, oil transfer site, navigational aid, or marine farm; or
• (c) for any maritime-related activities the council undertakes; or
• (d) in respect of navigation generally.
(2) The regional council may fix such fees and charges on any differential basis
(for example, on the size of a ship, or on the basis of the nature, the location,
and use of a facility).”

4.

The fees and charges relating to Maritime Safety functions provided by Council were originally set
through Bylaw. At a Council meeting earlier this year it was resolved that Harbour fees and
charges are reviewed annually as part of the Annual Plan process (Minute R13/14.269 Harbour
Activities – 13 February 2014).

5.

Since fees and charges have not been subject to formal review since adoption of the Bylaw
in 2010, a review was undertaken as part of the 2015/16 budgeting process.

6.

During the review, a number of anomalies were identified:
(a)

The Harbour Master conducts Pilot Exemption Certificate examinations pursuant to a
delegation under section 48 of the MTA from the Director MNZ.

“444 Delegation of Director’s functions or powers to persons outside
Authority
(12) Any person who exercises any function or power under a delegation made
under this section or under section 73 of the Crown Entities Act 2004 may charge
the person in respect of whom the function or power is exercised a reasonable fee
in respect of the exercise of that function or power.”
The fee charged for a Pilot Exemption Certificate Examination, when based on actual
amount of time spent per examination needs to be increased from the current fee of $350
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per examination. On average, the Harbour Master devotes 3.5 hours of time per
examination. Based on the charge-out rate, the Pilot Exemption Certificate examination fee
should increase to $830.
(b)

The fee charged for the issuing of Hot Work permits is currently set at $50. When this is
compared to the actual time involved in issuing the majority of permits, the costs incurred
can fall well short of the promulgated fee. Since the time involved can vary significantly from
one permit to another, the most equitable charge should be based on a $50 minimum with
‘actual time’ based on Officer charge-out rates.

(c)

The Harbour Master Group frequently undertakes work that has a private benefit only – for
example dealing with derelict vessels, providing comment on individual resource consent
applications and verification of Pilot Exemption minimum transit requirements and approval
of Tier 1 site contingency plans.

7.

There is currently no formalised fee structure in place to recover the costs outlined in 6(c) above
and such costs are met through the existing general rate allocation to the Harbours budget.

8.

It is recognised that there are many activities where the Harbour Master Group provides such
services that benefit the public generally – for example, establishment and maintenance of
water-ski and swimming lanes, regular harbour patrols – and these will continue to be funded from
the existing budget allocation.

9.

Below is a table outlining proposed fees and charges for undertaking administrative type functions
for private benefit for formal introduction from 1 July 2015.
CATEGORY

FEE

Pilotage Exemption Examination

$830

Hot work Permit

Actual time with a minimum of $50

Staff Time:
Harbour Master

$236 per hour

Deputy Harbour Master

$153 per hour

Maritime Officer

$128 per hour

Administrator

$100 per hour

Vessel Time:
Discovery

$360 per hour – includes a crew of 2

Astrolabe

$325 per hour – includes a crew of 2

The fees and charges set out above are GST exclusive

Summary
10.

Council provides services to ensure that the region’s waterways remain safe for all users.

11.

Council is empowered to introduce fees and charges in accordance with s 33R of the Act. Existing
fees were set through Bylaw with Council resolving that these be reviewed on an annual basis as
part of the Annual Plan process.

12.

A fees and charges review identified a number of anomalies outlined above and seeks to address
these.

13.

Proposed changes in fees and charges is set out in tabular form above.
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RECOMMENDED
1.

That the information be received;

2.

That the changes in fees and charges be approved and included in the Annual Plan
consultation process:
CATEGORY

FEE

Pilotage Exemption Examination

$830

Hot work Permit

Actual time with a minimum of $50

Staff Time:
Harbour Master

$236 per hour

Deputy Harbour Master

$153 per hour

Maritime Officer

$128 per hour

Administrator

$100 per hour

Vessel Time:
Discovery

$360 per hour – includes a crew of 2

Astrolabe

$325 per hour – includes a crew of 2
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8. Marine Farm Light Audits
(Report prepared by the Harbour Master)

H100-004-003-14

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 in-shore side of farms.

4.

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

5.

Set out below, in tabular and graph form, is a summary of the marine farm areas audited to date.
In addition, a graph has been added to show responses received from individual farmers,
particularly those who had deficiencies recorded. Farmers are allowed one month within which to
rectify deficiencies and to report this to the Harbour Master.

Area

Date

Port
Underwood

4 Sept
2014

46

34

12

0

23

2

Port Gore

24 Sept
2014

14

8

3

3

6

4

60

42

15

3

29

6

Totals

Farms
Farms
Inspected Compliant

Farms with 1 or
More Light
Extinguished or
insufficient
number of lights
fitted

Farms with no Farms
Responses
Lights
Contacted by Due Date
Operational
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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 has
been completed.

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.

Conclusion
8.

The results of the audit undertaken to date are shown in tabular form. It has been noted that there
has been a continuing improvement in overall compliance. However, responses from farmers
remain low.

RECOMMENDED
That the information be received
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9. Aids to Navigation
(Report prepared by the Deputy Harbour Master)

H100-005-14

Purpose
1.

The purpose of this report is to update the Committee of the on-going management of Aids to
Navigation (AtoN).

Background
2.

Council is responsible for the provision servicing and servicing of 98 AtoN in the region which
include, beacons, buoys, channel markers and leading lights. The collective replacement cost of
these units is estimated at 1.2 million.

3.

These AtoN are a critical component of the Harbour Safety Management System and their
operation must comply with international standards as set by the International Light House
Authority (IALA). Requirements include minimum response times to rectify light failures, prescribed
inspection routines and the establishment of an accurate performance data recording programme.

4.

In late 2012 the organisation contracted to carry out the management of AtoN within the
Marlborough region failed to renew terms and the contract was put to tender. No cost effective
option was presented and the management of navigational aids was brought ‘in house’ to be
carried out internally by the Harbours department.

5.

Following the decision to bring the AtoN contract ‘in house’ a 6.5m vessel ‘Astrolabe’ was
purchased for the purpose of servicing AtoNs and this vessel was brought into service in
November 2013.

AtoNs Update: November 2014
6.

All navigation aids performed well over recent weeks with only one failure occurring. This is due to
good preventative maintenance and sunshine hours.

7.

A new round of 6 monthly checks has commenced. Some flexibility has been introduced into the
check routine as staff knowledge of the reliability of individual lights improves.

8.

The Motuara North Cardinal and Pickersgill Cardinal are ready to be installed. Unfortunately the
contractor has not proven reliable and there is still no installation date. The small local market
place means there are few alternate contractors to turn to but options for future work are being
assessed.

9.

Some errors were discovered in the AtoN reliability spreadsheet. These have now been rectified.
Fortunately the adjustments produced more favourable results in terms of achieving compliance.

10.

The destruction of Pikersgill Island and Snake Point navigation aids illustrate that a significant
problem exists with vessels tying up to navigation aids, usually for fishing.

11.

Harbours staff are undertaking a comprehensive review of site safety for each navigation aid site
and procedures for carrying out maintenance and repair work on lights and structures.
Note: IALA specifies 3 categories for AtoN. ‘Category 1’ AtoN are defined as being ‘of primary
navigational significance’ and have the highest availability requirement. Tory Channel Leading
lights are the only Category 1 AtoN under Council control.
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Over 90% of AtoN under Council control are listed Category 2 being defined by IALA as ‘of
navigational significance’.

Conclusion
12.

IALA standards for all lit navigation aids have been achieved for the past 6 weeks.

13.

The blue light is operating well.

14.

The Motuara north cardinal will soon be installed.

15.

The Pickersgill island cardinal mark will soon be replaced.

RECOMMENDED
That the information be received.
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10. Boulevard Park on Taylor (Stage 3) - Road Name Request
Clr Brooks (Report prepared by Ian Sutherland)

U130785

Background
1.

The purpose of this report is for Council to consider naming four new roads which are to be created
by the Marlborough District Council as part of Stages 3A and 3B subdivision in the Boulevard Park
on Taylor (BPOT) development located off Taylor Pass Road. The subdivision was approved by
Council in April 2014 and included a condition that road name suggestions for each road be
provided to Council for consideration before titles can issue.

2.

Attached is a scheme plan showing the new roads to be created as part of the residential
development.

3.

With the previous Stage 2 across the other side of Taylor Pass Road, Council approved road
names linked to past and present landowners who have had connections to the area. It is
proposed that this theme continue.

Proposal
4.

The project manager for the subdivision, Jamie Lyall (in consultation with Clr Brooks), has
presented four suggestions for naming the new roads, including the background for each name.
These are shown on the appended scheme plan.
•

Neville Street – (The Neville Family worked land in the area).

•

Jenkins Street – (The Jenkins Family were the previous owners of the Blue Gums Farm)

•

Laird Street - (The Laird Family purchased the Blue Gums Farm off the Jenkins Family).

•

Maeburn Street - (This is the name of the farm owned by Mr Hargreaves).

Evaluation against Road Naming Policy
5.

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).
6.

The proposed names meet the policy. There are no other road names the same or similar to these
in Marlborough.

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).
7.

All proposed names reasonably 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.
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Street:
8.

being any road.

The suggested use of ‘Street’ for each of the roads would comply with the policy.

Theme: (That where more than one road is being created in a subdivision, a common theme is
recommended for the names).
9.

The use of the names of families with a current or historical association with the area is consistent
with those used on Stage 2 located across the road, and would therefore meet the policy.

Personal Names: That personal names be discouraged unless the name submitted has an historical
connection with the property being subdivided, or is that of a well know local identity or prominent
Marlburian or New Zealander.
10.

Mr Lyall confirms that each of the family names has a connection with the area. While there may
not be a historic connection with the property being subdivided in each of these cases, there is a
connection of these families with land in the local Taylor Pass Road area.

Consultation
11.

The proposed names were circulated by Council to all iwi, local historians, and Marlborough Roads
for comment. No concerns were raised.

Conclusion
12.

Although only one option was provided for each of the proposed roads, there does not appear to be
any issues with these meeting the evaluation criteria of the policy.

13.

The theme of using local family names with recent or historic connection to farms in the area is
consistent with the road names approved on Stage 2 of the BPOT development.

RECOMMENDED
That once vested in Council the proposed new roads, as shown on the appended scheme plan in
Figure 1 (Stage 3 of the Boulevard Park on Taylor development), be named “Neville Street”,
“Jenkins Street”, “Laird Street” and “Maeburn Street”.
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Figure 1: Scheme Plan of Boulevard Park on Taylor (Stage 3)
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11. Outer Limits Limited (Residential) - Road Name Request
Clr Brooks (Report prepared by Ian Sutherland)

U120396

Background
1.

The purpose of this report is for Council to consider naming a new road which is to be created by
Outer Limits Limited as part of their subdivision located between the Westwood Retail Park and
Rose Street in Springlands. The subdivision was approved by Council in October 2013, and
included a condition that road name suggestions for the road be provided to Council for
consideration before titles can issue.

2.

Attached (Figure 1) is the scheme plan showing the new road to be created as part of the
residential subdivision. Only one road name is needed even though the road includes a loop.

3.

At the time of the previous subdivision off “Rose Street” in 2008 Council approved the road name
“Banksia Place” as it was in theme based on the names of roses. Outer Limits Limited has
included another rose name as an option, however it is not their preferred option.

Proposal
4.

The names suggested by Outer Limits Limited, and the background for them, are:
•

1st choice – Blackmore Place. The Blackmore family had owned the property since 1919.

•

nd
2 choice – Cornelia Place. Cornelia is a type of rose and would match the rose name
theme of Rose Street and Banksia Place.

Evaluation against Road Naming Policy
5.

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).
6.

The proposed names meet the policy. There are no other road names the same or similar to these
in Marlborough.

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).
7.

All proposed names 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:

8.

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 suggested use of ‘Place’ for each of the roads would comply with the policy.
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Theme: (That where more than one road is being created in a subdivision, a common theme is
recommended for the names).
9.

There is only one road being created in the subdivision, so either proposed option would comply,
although the rose name Cornelia would be a continuation of the rose name theme in the immediate
area.

Personal Names: That personal names be discouraged unless the name submitted has an historical
connection with the property being subdivided, or is that of a well know local identity or prominent
Marlburian or New Zealander.
10.

The site had been previously owned by the Blackmore family since 1919, and is well known to
many Blenheim residents due to the tomatoes that the family produced in glasshouses on this
property. Some foundations of the glasshouses are still present on the site, but will be removed
soon as part of the development. The name Blackmore would meet this policy as a well-known
local identity and with a historical link to the property.

Consultation
11.

The proposed names were circulated by Council to all iwi, local historians, and Marlborough Roads
for comment. No concerns were raised.

Conclusion
12.

Either name would meet the policy.

13.

The name Cornelia would be consistent with the rose name theme, however the long historic and
well known association of the name Blackmore to this site is perhaps of greater significance, and it
is also the preferred choice of the applicant.

RECOMMENDED
That once vested in Council the proposed new road, as shown on the appended scheme plan in
Figure 1 (Outer Limits Limited), be named “Blackmore Place”.

Environment - 27 November 2014 - Page 33

Figure 1: Scheme Plan of Subdivision for Outer Limits Limited
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12. Winery Wastewater & Grape Marc Monitoring Report
(Clr Barsanti) (Report prepared by Jane Robertson)

E330-002-004

Purpose
1.

The purpose of this report is to inform Council of the Compliance Group’s ongoing monitoring of
the discharge of winery wastewater and grape marc to land for the period 1 June 2013 –
31 May 2014.

2.

Jane Robertson will provide a short presentation on winery wastewater and grape marc
monitoring (15 minutes).

Background
3.

Council has been monitoring winery waste annually since 1999 with reports being produced
since 2005.

4.

The 2014 New Zealand Winegrower’s Vineyard Register & Annual Report indicates that
Marlborough has 76.7% proportion of the grapes harvested in New Zealand (up from 73% in 2013);
with 22,903 producing hectares and 329,572 tonnes produced in 2014 (up from 252,000 tonnes
produced in 2013).

5.

Liquid waste from the winemaking process predominantly consists of water used for cleaning
floors, equipment, fermentation tanks and barrels. Liquid waste is typically seasonal in nature, with
the highest volume generated at vintage time.

6.

Grape marc is the solid end product once grapes have been pressed for juice. It contains seeds,
stems, skins and pulp. An estimated 50,000 tonnes of grape marc was produced by Marlborough
wineries in 2014.

Where Monitoring was Undertaken
7.

There are 39 wineries in the Wairau/Awatere rural zones (Figure 1). Thirty-four wineries are located
in the Wairau Plains, one is located north of Blenheim and four are located in the Awatere area. For
the 2013/2014 monitoring period 36 wineries were inspected. The 3 wineries that were not
inspected process under 100 tonnes and do not discharge to land.
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Figure 1: Map of wineries in Marlborough. Different colour dots represent the small (green),
medium (yellow) and large (red) wineries.
8.

The eleven wineries in the Riverlands and Cloudy Bay industrial zones that discharge directly to
trade waste were not monitored for the 2014 vintage. No complaints were received for these
wineries so they are not discussed further in this report.

How monitoring was undertaken
9.

The 36 wineries that discharge wastewater to land were monitored according to resource consent
conditions and/or the permitted activity provisions under the Wairau/Awatere Resource
Management Plan (WARMP). Inspection templates were forwarded to wineries prior to vintage
highlighting what information and records were required from them to demonstrate compliance with
resource consent conditions and/or WARMP permitted activity standards.

10.

Resource consents conditions for discharge of winery wastewater to land are imposed based on
the individual wastewater systems and local environments; therefore, conditions vary for each
winery. However, most wineries have similar conditions that deal with: record keeping wastewater
volume; nitrogen loading to the land; wastewater and soil sampling; discharge rate; odour; buffer
zones; and annual reporting to discuss trends, identifying any adverse environmental effects and
making recommendations on any remediation or changes required.

11.

The WARMP permitted standards for discharge of winery wastewater include: annual wastewater
sampling (biological oxygen demand, faecal coliforms, pH); odour; nitrogen loading to the land;
discharge rate; buffer zones to boundaries and water bodies; and no discharges into surface water
bodies.

12.

The grape marc storage at the wineries was inspected. Additional monitoring was also undertaken
for the wineries that compost and/or spread grape marc directly to land to ensure appropriate
location, leachate collection and compliance with the WARMP standards. Fifteen of the rural
wineries and all of wineries located in the industrial zone have their grape marc transported offsite
for compost, stockpiling and/or stock feed by farmers.

13.

Meetings and discussions were held with some wineries and consultants to discuss areas of
non-compliance and expectations for the 2014 vintage. These wineries responded positively to the
requirement to undertake corrective actions identified and have demonstrated a willingness to
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undertake improvements to their operations and/or recording systems. There have been pleasing
improvements in the compliance levels of these wineries.
14.

A traffic light system was used for the third year to determine the compliance with consent
conditions or plan rule permitted activity standards. The feedback from wineries is that this is a
positive, useful and welcome approach to monitoring. Conditions or rules assessed as:
•
•
•

green are compliant and no action is required;
amber are assigned for relatively minor breaches requiring some corrective action; and
red are non-compliant and remedial actions may be required.

Monitoring results
15.

Thirty six wineries submitted information (e.g., annual reports, wastewater and/or soil sample
results) and data (e.g., records of daily wastewater volumes, discharge dates, disposal area sizes,
pH) to assess compliance. Follow up was needed with some wineries to clarify the information
and/or data provided. Five wineries provided additional information after compliance reports had
been completed.

16.

For the 2014 vintage there was an increase in the volume of grapes crushed at 33 of the
36 wineries monitored.

17.

There was a range in processing capacity from the smallest rural winery which crushed 50 tonnes
to the largest rural winery, which crushed over 29,000 tonnes. This year three wineries processed
over 20,000 tonnes.

18.

Five wineries have obtained new resource consents to increase their processing capacity and/or
discharge to land in the last year. Three of these new resource consents were monitored for the
first time this vintage.

19.

The majority of wineries have taken on board the comments and recommendation from the
previous 2012/2013 compliance reports. In general record keeping is improving.

20.

This year 6 (17%) wineries (up from two (5%) wineries in 2013) were fully compliant with all
conditions or rules and were assessed as green.

21.

Two wineries had one condition or rule assessed as amber. Six wineries (17%) had one condition
or rule assessed as red. Six wineries (17%) had two or more conditions or rules assessed as red.
Fourteen wineries (38.8%) were assessed as amber and red on more than two conditions or rules.
All other conditions were met and assessed as green.

22.

The most common areas of non-compliance for this monitoring period were for exceeding the
permitted ranges on one or more occasions for faecal coliforms (17 wineries), pH (8 wineries) and
biological oxygen demand (BOD5) (4 wineries). Some other breaches included exceeding total
nitrogen loadings and not including all parameters in wastewater or soil sampling. These breaches
were not considered significant enough to warrant enforcement action and no adverse
environmental effects were observed at the time of the site inspections.

23.

Historically the main issue observed during inspections has been ponding in the wastewater
disposal fields. Ponding can occur because irrigation rates are too high; wastewater is applied to
soils that have reached field capacity (i.e., irrigating during high rainfall events); the disposal area is
too small for the volume of wastewater discharged; mechanical failure and/or poor management of
the wastewater system and disposal fields. Over-irrigation can lead to leaching of excess water to
groundwater, and with it salts (e.g., sodium [Na+] and potassium [K+]), organic carbons (e.g., sugar
and ethanol) and nutrients (e.g., nitrogen and phosphorous) not used by soil microorganisms or
held by the soil matrix. Of particular importance is the potential for Na+ and K+ to accumulate in the
soil profile, which may result in altered soil structure or poor plant growth.

24.

For this monitoring period heavy rain in mid-April during vintage provided a challenge for many
wineries. This did result in 10 wineries breaching discharge rate rules or conditions and four
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wineries breaching discharge volume conditions. However, there were only some instances of
minor localised ponding with no ongoing environmental issues. Short term corrective actions were
undertaken to address ponding including: ceasing discharge for the rest of vintage to allow a rest
period for the soil; and/or using an alternative disposal area for discharge. The actions taken
should have helped to avert the potential for wastewater entering underground aquifers,
overloading of soil and altering of soil structure. More long term actions may include soil
remediation (soil ripping and planting of different pasture species to improve uptake of wastewater);
alterations to the wastewater and irrigation systems for more optimal volumes discharged; or
retiring disposal areas and moving to land that is more appropriate for discharge. One winery has
undertaken remediation of their disposal area.
25.

There were significant issues with grape marc at one winery composting operation where grape
marc was also brought onsite from a number of other wineries. There were discharge issues,
problems with leachate collection and odour. This resulted in Council issuing an abatement notice.
A resource application has been submitted to Council which is currently being processed.

Future activities
26.

The 2014/2015 season will continue to focus on education about the criteria required for consent
conditions and plan rule standards. This is to ensure accurate data and records are provided to
Council to demonstrate compliance.

27.

For the 2015 vintage there will be continued focus on checking the sites where grape marc is
composted, stored and/or discharged directly to land to ensure that any adverse environmental
effects are minimised or averted.

28.

Council’s Policy Group has set up a focus group consisting of a number of representatives from the
industry to review draft discharge plan rules for the rural zone.

Comments
29.

The industry has responded positively to the traffic light rating system as it allows wineries the
opportunity to remediate inadvertent breaches and improve operations and management of the
wastewater systems.

30.

Based on the information provided for Council’s compliance reports for the 2013/2014 season, the
Compliance Group considers that some wineries still need improved record keeping for the entire
reporting period.

31.

It is anticipated that the ongoing communication with wineries will continue to lead to greater
understanding of the requirements for the discharge of wastewater to land, which should result in
more wineries being fully compliant. More importantly, environmental impacts will be identified and
remediation actions can be implemented early.

32.

Grape marc is an industry issue which needs careful management to ensure that there are no
adverse environmental effects.

Summary
33.

The Compliance Group is continuing to take a proactive and constructive partnership approach to
monitoring the discharge of winery wastewater and grape marc with education and relationship
building being key objectives. Consequently, good co-operation is received from the industry. The
emphasis is on continuous improvement to ensure that environmental impacts are minimised or
averted and compliance costs to both Council and wine companies are minimised. However, if
there is significant non-compliance and adverse environmental effects Council will take the
necessary enforcement action.

RECOMMENDED
That the information be received.
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13. Noise Control
(Clr Barsanti) (Report prepared by Gina Ferguson)

E360-003-001

Purpose
1.

The purpose of this report is to outline provisions under the Resource Management Act 1991 to
manage excessive noise.

2.

Gina Ferguson will provide a presentation on noise control processes (10 minutes).

Background
3.

Under the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) Council has provisions available to manage
excessive noise in its district.

4.

These provisions include issuing of excessive noise directions, seizure of equipment, recovery of
costs for seizure, non-return of seized equipment and disposal of equipment.

5.

Excessive noise is defined in the RMA under s326 as.
326 Meaning of “excessive noise”
(1) In this Act, the term excessive noise means any noise that is under human control and of such
a nature as to unreasonably interfere with the peace, comfort, and convenience of any person
(other than a person in or at the place from which the noise is being emitted), but does not include
any noise emitted by any—
(a) Aircraft being operated during, or immediately before or after, flight; or
(b) Vehicle being driven on a road (within the meaning of section 2(1) of the [Land Transport
Act 1998]); or
[(c) Train, other than when being tested (when stationary), maintained, loaded, or unloaded.]
[(2) Without limiting subsection (1), excessive noise—
(a) includes noise that exceeds a standard for noise prescribed by [[a national environmental
standard]]; and
(b) may include noise emitted by
(i) a musical instrument; or
(ii) an electrical appliance; or
(iii) a machine, however powered; or
(iv) a person or group of persons; or
(v) an explosion or vibration.]

6.

If an enforcement officer receives a complaint and determines that noise is excessive the officer
may direct persons to immediately reduce noise to a reasonable level.

7.

If a person fails to comply with an excessive noise direction immediately, an enforcement officer
accompanied by a constable may enter the place and seize and remove any equipment producing
or contributing to the excessive noise.

8.

An excessive noise notice remains in place for a period of 72hrs. If an enforcement officer
determines noise to be excessive any time during the 72hr period, an enforcement officer
accompanied by a constable may enter the place and seize and remove any equipment producing
or contributing to the excessive noise.

9.

The owner may apply to Council to return equipment after seizure. The local authority arrange the
return, if satisfied that the return is not likely to lead to a resumption of unreasonable noise levels
and the owner has paid all costs incurred by the local authority for the seizure.
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10.

If the local authority is satisfied that returning the seized equipment is likely to lead to a resumption
of unreasonable noise, the equipment is not returned.

11.

Where problem properties are identified with a history of excessive noise directions being issued,
Council can issue an Abatement Notice to adopt the best practicable option to ensure the emission
of noise does not exceed a reasonable level.

12.

If an abatement notice is issued, noise sources can be seized by an enforcement officer
accompanied by a constable if noise is determined as unreasonable.

13.

An infringement of $750 can be issued for contravention of an abatement notice for unreasonable
noise.

Summary
14.

Council has provision under the RMA to manage excessive noise in the district.

15.

Enforcement tools available include issuing excessive noise direction, issuing abatement notices,
seizure of equipment and issuing infringements.

RECOMMENDED
That the information be received.
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14. Dog Control Policy and Practices Annual Report
2013/2014
(Report prepared by Shelley Lines)

E305-000-001

Purpose
1.

The purpose of this report is to request the Committee to approve the Dog Control Policy and
Practices Annual Report for the 2013/2014 year. A copy of the report is attached.

Background
2.

Section 10A of the Dog Control Act 1996 requires Council to prepare an annual report on its dog
control activities for the previous financial year.

Proposal
3.

Once Council has approved the report, a copy of the report must be:
•

publicly notified; and

•

provided to the Secretary for Local Government, within one month of its release.

RECOMMENDED
1.

That the Dog Control Policy and Practices Annual Report for the 2013/2014 year be
approved.

2.

That the report be publicly notified and a copy be provided to the Secretary of Local
Government.
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Dog Control Policy and Practices Annual Report
- 1 July 2013 to 30 June 2014 - (Section 10A of the Dog
Control Act 1996)
Background
Section 10A of the Dog Control Act 1996 requires the Marlborough District Council (“Council”) to report on
its administration of Dog Control Policy and Practices in respect of each financial year.
This report focuses on the 2013/14 financial year which is the period 1 July 2013 – 30 June 2014.
The objectives of this report are to:
•

Report on Council’s administration of dog control policies and practices;

•

Provide information on dog control activities.

This report will be provided to the Secretary for Local Government and will be publicly notified within one
month of its release.

Operations
The Dog Control function has been contracted out to Maataa Waka Ki Te Tau Ihu Trust since 1998.
Council and the Contractor are parties to a contract dated 30 March 2009 under which the Contractor
provides animal control services to the Council (original contract).
•

Commencement Date 1 April 2009

•

Expiry Date 31 March 2015

•

Maximum Contract Term – Six Years

Council retains the administration of the contract, makes decisions on classifications of dog owners,
objections to classifications and infringements, and on prosecutions.
Council will be seeking requests for proposals for the Dog Control function to coincide with the expiry of
the current contract with Maataa Waka Ki Te Tau Ihu Trust. Tender documents have been prepared and
advertised November 2014.

Dog Control Policy
As required by the Dog Control Amendment Act, the Council has adopted a Policy on Dogs.
Marlborough District Council adopted a new Policy and Bylaw which came into force on Monday
1 October 2012.
This Policy deals with various matters, as required by Section 10 of the Dog Control Act including dog
areas, fees and education.
A copy of the current Policy can be viewed on the Council’s website www.marlborough.govt.nz .

Dog Areas
Dog areas are set out in the Policy on dogs and in Council’s Dog Control Bylaws.
Dogs are allowed off leash in dog exercise areas, provided they are kept under control at all times. There
are a total of 29 dog exercise areas in the Marlborough District.
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Dogs are prohibited from areas that have an intense public use, where dogs may compromise the
enjoyment of the area, where ecological or economic values would be threatened, where space is limited
on narrow walkways and pedestrians may be threatened. Currently there are 39 dog prohibited areas in
Marlborough, the majority being sports grounds, reserves and/or domains and wetland areas.
Dogs are allowed in, but must be kept on leash, in any public area that is not identified as a dog
prohibited area or dog exercise area.
Blenheim CBD became dog-free while Picton’s CBD allows dogs on a leash.
A copy of the current Dog Control Bylaws can be viewed on the Council’s website
www.marlborough.govt.nz

Fees
The registration fee structure for the 2013/14 year was:
•

$57 fee for non working dogs (Category 1)

•

$86 fee for non working dogs (Category 2)

•

$24.50 fee for working dogs

•

A fee for dogs classified as dangerous that is 50% above the standard fee

•

A rebate for owners of more than 6 dogs that have no recent recorded breaches of the Dog
Control Act.

Non working dogs
Category 1
Dog: Neutered microchipped and not classified as dangerous or menacing.
Owner: Not classified as probationary or been disqualified, not convicted of an offence or committed an
infringement offence under Dog Control Act.

Category 2
Any non working dog that does not meet the criteria for a Category 1 non working dog.

Funding
Dog control is funded entirely from dog registration fees, there is no rate funding. The fees are set to
cover the expected cost of the dog control function.

Education
A dog safety education programme is available to schools and groups of primary school aged children.
The purpose of this programme is to promote safety around dogs as well as responsible dog ownership
and care. This programme is provided free of charge.
Information on various aspects of dog behaviour, care and responsible ownership is available from
Animal Control. Information on relevant topics is distributed to owners of dogs that come to Animal
Control’s attention.
There is also a monthly feature regarding dogs in the newspaper. These features include articles on dog
health and dog behaviour. These features can also be viewed on the Council website.

Dogs and Owners
There were 10,287 dogs registered in the Marlborough district. 2,012 dogs were registered as working
dogs (including disability assist dogs and Police dogs) and 8,275 were registered as nonworking dogs.
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Enforcement
Disqualifications and Probationary Owners
Marlborough currently has five disqualified owners.

Menacing and Dangerous Dogs
There are seven dogs classified as dangerous and 83 as menacing.

Infringements
A total of 179 infringement notices were issued. 106 of these notices were for unregistered dogs and
48 were for uncontrolled or roaming dogs. The remainder were for a variety of other breaches.

Complaints
A total of 2,144 complaints were received in the 2013/13 year. A majority related to lost or found dogs or
dog nuisance. 98 complaints related to a dog attack or rush. All complaints were attended to and
resolved.

Prosecutions
In March 2013 two dogs were involved in a serious attack against a person. Both dogs were surrendered
and destroyed. Council carried out a prosecution. The dog owner pleaded guilty and was sentenced in
the Courts. Council classified the dog owner as a disqualified dog owner under Section 25 of the Dog
Control Act 1996 for a maximum period of five years.

Impounded/Unclaimed/Surrendered Dogs
There were 372 dogs impounded for various reasons. The majority of these dogs were released to their
owners. Dogs that were not claimed were either transferred to the SPCA or destroyed.
All dogs that are surrendered or not claimed undergo an assessment by the Animal Control Officers.
Those dogs determined to have the temperament and characteristics suitable for family environments are
transferred to the SPCA for re-homing.
During 2013/2014 a total of 46 dogs were successfully re-homed by the SPCA or Animal Control.

Unregistered Dogs
Animal Control runs a project to identify and address unregistered dogs, being the Unaccounted for Dog
Programme.
As part of this project dogs were found that had been previously registered, but not re-registered for the
2014/2015 registration year. Dogs that were still in Marlborough and alive were correctly registered.
Records were also updated for those dogs that had died, changed address or were gone with no contact
address. Owners of unregistered dogs received an infringement notice.
Copy to:

Secretary for Local Government
Department of Internal Affairs
PO Box 805
Wellington 6140
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15. Information Package
RECOMMENDED
That the Regulatory Department Information Package dated 27 November 2014 be received and
noted.
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