
M A RL B O R O U G H  D I S T RI C T  C O U N C I L  

P O  B O X  4 4 3  

B L E N H E I M  7 24 0  

N E W  Z E A L A N D  

T E L E P H O N E  ( 0 0 6 4 )  3  5 2 0  7 4 0 0  

F A C S I M I L E    ( 0 0 6 4 )  3  5 2 0  7 4 9 6  

E M A I L  m d c @ m a r l b o r o u g h .g o v t . n z  

W E B  w w w .m a r l b o r o u g h .g o v t .n z  

 
 
 
13 March 2015  
 Record No: 1545038 

File Ref: D050-001-E01 
Ask For: Mr Porter 

 

Notice of Committee Meeting – Thursday 19 March 2015 

A meeting of the Environment Committee will be held in the Council Chambers, District Council 
Administration Building, 15 Seymour Street, Blenheim on Thursday, 19 March 2015  commencing at 
1.00 pm. 

BUSINESS 

As per Agenda attached. 

ANDREW BESLEY 
CHIEF EXECUTIVE 

mailto:mdc@marlborough.govt.nz


 

Meeting of the ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE  
to be held in the Council Chambers, District Administration Building, Seymour Street, 

on THURSDAY, 19 MARCH 2015  commencing at 1.00 pm 

Committee Clr P J S Jerram (Chairperson) 
Clr D D Oddie (Deputy) 
Clr J A Arbuckle 
Clr G S Barsanti 
Clr C J Brooks 
Clr L M Shenfield 
Mayor Sowman 
Mr E R Beech (Rural representative) 
Mr R Smith (Iwi representative) 

 

Departmental Head Mr H Versteegh (Manager, Regulatory Department) 

Staff Kathy Payne (Committee Secretary) 

  

In Public 

 Page 

1. Confirmation of Sub-Committee Business ......................................................................................... 1 
2. Seabed Recovery Study after Relocation of a Mussel Farm (also refer to separate attachment) ........ 2 
3. Wairau River-Wairau Aquifer Interaction Report  (also refer to separate attachment) ........................ 4 
4. Para Wetland Update ....................................................................................................................... 7 
5. Taylor River Catchment Characterisation Study - Doctors Creek (also refer to separate attachment) 8 
6. Water Resource Status Update ...................................................................................................... 10 
7. Aids to Navigation .......................................................................................................................... 11 
8. KAN TAN IV ................................................................................................................................... 13 
9. Harbour Maritime Safety Management Manual (also refer to separate attachment) ......................... 15 
10. Marine Farm Light Audits................................................................................................................ 16 
11. Resource Management Amendment Act 2013 ................................................................................ 18 
12. Dog Control .................................................................................................................................... 20 
13. Information Package ...................................................................................................................... 22 
 

 



 

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: 

• G Theaker – 64 Rarangi Beach Road, Rarangi - approval to use a lockable cover on an 
unfenced spa pool (exemption pursuant to section 6 of the Fencing of Swimming 
Pools Act 1987). 

• K G Taylor – 5 Severne Street, Blenheim - approval to use a lockable cover on an 
unfenced spa pool (exemption pursuant to section 6 of the Fencing of Swimming 
Pools Act 1987). 

• W & D Crosswell – 1950 State Highway 63, Wairau Valley - exemption to install a Save-
T III safety pool cover in lieu of a fence (exemption pursuant to section 6 of the 
Fencing of Swimming Pools Act 1987). 

• L & H MacDonald – 33 Bary Street, Blenheim - exemption to install a Save-T III safety 
pool cover in lieu of a fence (exemption pursuant to section 6 of the Fencing of 
Swimming Pools Act 1987). 

• G & P Matthews – 121B David Street, Blenheim - exemption to install a Coverstar 
safety 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. Seabed Recovery Study after Relocation of a Mussel 
Farm 
(also refer to separate attachment) 

(Clr Jerram) (Report prepared by Steve Urlich) E325-002-003 

Purpose 
1. Present the findings of a Council-funded study of seabed recovery following relocation of a mussel 

farm in East Bay, Queen Charlotte Sound. 

2. 
 
Rob Davidson of Davidson Environmental Limited, Nelson will present his report 
(15 minutes). 

 

Background 
3. In 2002 a mussel farm was moved to a new location within East Bay.  The Council took the 

opportunity to fund research into seabed recovery processes.  The study was completed in late 
2014.   

4. The research compared seabed invertebrate (e.g. shellfish) populations underneath the 
now-removed mussel farm with sites in East Bay where no mussel farming had occurred (control 
sites). 

5. Recovery over time was measured by two parameters: changes in (1) species and (2) habitat. 

6. The research is timely as there are questions about whether the seabed can recover to a 
pre-farming state; how fast that may occur; whether different species recolonise compared to the 
control sites; and what happens to the discarded mussel shell that typically underlie working farms. 

7. The report entitled “Monitoring of a relocated mussel farm in Otanerau Bay, East Bay, Marlborough 
Sounds: 2002-2014” is separately attached. 

Comments 
8. This is the first comprehensive study in the Marlborough Sounds of long-term recovery processes 

following the removal of a mussel farm.  Species studied included scallops, horse mussel, kina, sea 
stars, snake stars and sea cucumber. 

9. The key findings are that all species did recolonise the area where the farm had been removed, 
and that this occurred at different rates, depending on the seabed habitat type and how quickly that 
recovered.  

10. Underlying silt and clay (mud) seabed recovered quicker than coarser habitats comprising sorted 
shell and fine sand.  This related to the how quickly sediment covered over discarded empty shells. 

11. Although the seabed largely recovered in East Bay, the authors caution that the rates of recovery in 
other parts of the Sounds will depend on the strength of currents and tides.  Recovery will also 
depend on the proximity to sediment generating areas, such as forestry sites or river flows.      

Summary 
12. The Council commissioned a long-term study of seabed recovery processes in 2002.  The study 

looked at what happens to species and different habitats when a mussel farm was removed.  It was 
completed in 2014.  The key finding was that recovery did occur, such that invertebrate species 
successfully recolonised.  The rate of recovery depended on the underlying seabed habitat type.  
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RECOMMENDED 
That the report, “Monitoring of a relocated mussel farm in Otanerau Bay, East Bay, Marlborough 
Sounds: 2002-2014”, be received. 
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3. Wairau River-Wairau Aquifer Interaction Report  
(also refer to separate attachment) 

(Clr Jerram) (Report prepared by Peter Davidson) E345-007-001 

Purpose 
1. Present a further report “Wairau River - Wairau Aquifer Interaction” (separately attached) in the 

series documenting the findings of the hydrological work programme underpinning the refinement 
of limits and setting environmental thresholds for the Wairau Aquifer. 

2. 
 
Lincoln AgriTech staff will present the key findings of the report (20 minutes). 

 

Background 
3. The Wairau Aquifer is the key natural resource of the Wairau Plain and essential for economic and 

ecological system servicing. 

4. Since 1982 the Council well at Conders has exhibited a moderate but significant declining trend in 
groundwater level.  This trend is also mirrored at the more recently established the Council 
monitoring well at Wratts Road. 

5. While demand for groundwater has increased over that time, the pattern is not related to seasonal 
abstraction alone and implies the rate of natural recharge from the Wairau River has declined over 
the last two to three decades. 

6. An intensive hydrological investigation over six years into the causes of the decline by the Council 
and researchers started in 2013. 

7. The series of tasks making up the project and culminating in the setting of limits are shown in the 
flow chart below: 
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8. The aims of the Council project are: 

(a) Identify the causes of falling well levels and whether they are natural, can be managed or are 
exacerbated by current human activities. 

(b) Apply the knowledge to set or refine volumetric limits and environmental thresholds for 
groundwater management.  
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9. The most recent report entitled “Wairau River - Wairau Aquifer Interaction” focuses on the 
structural connection between the Wairau River and groundwater, together with the initial findings 
of the hydraulic model.  

10. The report was prepared by Lincoln Agritech Limited based on collaborative work carried out by 
Council staff and post graduate students at the University of Tubingen in Germany. 

Summary 
11. The main findings of the report are: 

(a) Natural stratification of river/aquifer gravels results in the Wairau River being perched above 
groundwater in the upper part of recharge reach, but unsure if this pattern occurs along the 
full length of the recharge reach. 

(b) It has been inferred from this structure that groundwater drains faster than Wairau River 
leakage losses can replenish drainage, which governs the maximum aquifer recharge rate. 

(c) The trend of declining well levels is probably mostly related to the entrenchment of the river 
channel and changing river flow or meander patterns over the last 30 years.  

(d) The upper 10 metres of alluvial sediments closest to the land surface is more permeable 
than underlying layer material. 

(e) It is possible this upper, more permeable layer is being dewatered more frequently over time, 
which is consistent with the observed pattern of well deepening that has occurred since the 
late 1980s. 

(f) Real time automatic measurements of Wairau River channel flow losses between the 
Waihopai River confluence (Rock Ferry) and Tuamarina/State Highway 1 vary, which infers 
that the aquifer recharge rate is not constant in time or space. 

(g) Aquifer recharge appears to increase slightly with higher river flow based on initial 
measurements and also the greater wetted channel area. 

(h) The steady state hydraulic model of Wairau River - Wairau Aquifer interaction is complete 
and ready for inputting time varying Wairau River flow loss and well level information to 
investigate the questions around the hydraulic connection.  

RECOMMENDED 
That the “Wairau River - Wairau Aquifer Interaction” report be received. 
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4. Para Wetland Update 
(Clr Jerram) (Report prepared by Alan Johnson) E310-000-001 

Purpose 
1. Provide an update to the Committee on the Para Wetland Project. 

2. 
 
Presentation by Fish and Game Project Coordinator, Karen Walsh (15 minutes). 

 

Background 
3. The Para Wetland is the large wetland that lies in between Picton and Blenheim at the side of State 

Highway 1.  The wetland covers an area of approximately 120 hectares, 105 hectares of which 
Nelson Marlborough Fish and Game currently own or manage on behalf of the Department of 
Conservation. 

4. The Para Wetland is the only remaining lowland freshwater wetland in Marlborough and so is a 
significant wetland for Marlborough.  This area also has historical significance for the region, with 
the wetland providing the early route that Maori and early settlers travelled from Picton to the 
Marlborough Plains, as well as providing flax to feed the early flax milling industry.  Given its 
position beside State Highway 1, it is one of the first approaches into Marlborough seen by many of 
our visitors to the region. 

5. A significant restoration project is currently underway to remove willows and restore the wetland to 
native habitat.  

6. A restoration and development plan has been developed in conjunction with Fish and Game, the 
New Zealand Game Bird Habitat Trust, the Department of Conservation and the Council. 

7. The restoration plan aims to restore the wetland to a functioning natural wetland habitat that will 
provide breeding habitat for both native and introduced birds.  The initial focus of the restoration is 
on weed control and, in particular, removal of the willows that cover the majority of the land area.  
These have been targeted with aerial spraying followed up with ground based poisoning to target 
regrowth.  The initial aerial spraying will be largely complete by the end of this summer, but ground 
control work will need to continue for a number of years. 

8. Habitat restoration and development will start in earnest once weed control allows access, with the 
development of nesting islands and open water areas, and native planting that will provide habitat 
for native and introduced birds and freshwater fish.  Progress on planting and weed control will be 
monitored with photo points. 

9. Public access points will be developed at the ends of the wetland where access off the state 
highway allows.  Given the wetland’s prominent position on State Highway 1, there is increasing 
public interest in what is happening within the wetland.  Ongoing communication regarding the 
progress of the restoration will be essential to ensuring continued public support.  

Summary 
10. The Para Wetland is a significant wetland in the region and Fish and Game has developed a 

restoration and development plan to restore the wetland to a functioning habitat to protect the many 
biodiversity values and other public values that exist. 

RECOMMENDED 
That the information be received. 
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5. Taylor River Catchment Characterisation Study - Doctors 
Creek 
(also refer to separate attachment) 

(Clr Jerram) (Report prepared by Steffi Henkel) E375-017-002 

Purpose 
1. To present the Doctors Creek report that is part of the Taylor River catchment characterisation 

study. 

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

 

Background 
3. State of the Environment sampling identified Doctors Creek, upstream of the Taylor River, as one 

of the worst sites in regard to water quality.  In the Surface Water State of the Environment 
Report 2013, Doctors Creek ranked in the bottom five of the 32 sites monitored. 

4. During base-flow, Doctors Creek supplies a significant portion of surface flow to the lower reach of 
the Taylor River that is part of the river reserve.  Therefore, the degraded water quality of Doctors 
Creek affects the water quality of the Taylor River.  

5. The Taylor River reserve is a recreational area which is particularly popular for walking.  In some 
areas the river is also used for swimming.  

6. In recognition of the significant value of the Taylor River, funding for a catchment characterisation 
study was approved by the Environment Committee in 2012.  The funding was divided into two 
parts.  

(a) The Assets and Services Department was to investigate and report on the influences of 
Blenheim’s stormwater on the water quality of the Taylor River. 

(b) The Environmental Science Team was to focus on the predominantly rural sources in the 
Doctors Creek catchment and the Taylor River upstream of Doctors Creek.  The report 
presented represents this part of the study. 

7. The Taylor River upstream of Doctors Creek contributes less than 10% of the flow to the lower 
Taylor River system.  Additionally, some parts of the Taylor River around New Renwick Road were 
dry during most of 2014 resulting in a disconnection in the surface flow from the upper catchment.  
The results of the 2013/14 investigation also showed that water quality of the small flow that did 
contribute to the lower Taylor River was generally good.  For this reason the focus of the 
investigation went primarily to the Doctors Creek catchment. 

Comments 
8. High nitrate concentrations were found to mainly originate from groundwater that emerges in 

Doctors Creek and its tributaries, particularly groundwater that flows in from the west.  Nitrate 
concentrations in groundwater are naturally very low, but leachate from land use activities, 
particularly irrigated cattle pasture and cropping, results in elevated concentrations. 

9. Most of the Dissolved Reactive Phosphorus (DRP) also originated from groundwater, but a 
combination of the removal of bank vegetation and the grazing of sheep on vineyards was found to 
be an additional source during the winter months. 

Environment - 19 March 2015 - Page 8 



10. Increases in turbidity during base-flow were found to have several causes.  Construction works in 
and around the waterways together with livestock access to the waterway caused significant 
amounts of fine sediment to accumulate on the stream bed.  Additionally, the removal of bank 
vegetation resulted in high sediment inputs during rainfall events.  Once the fine sediment had 
accumulated on the stream bed it was easily remobilised back into the water column by wildfowl 
and livestock moving in the water.  The spraying of aquatic weed intensified the release as it 
exposed the sediment to higher water velocities.  After a prolonged period of low flow another less 
common source of turbidity was identified.  The high nutrient concentrations and the lack of shade 
had resulted in the excessive growth of filamentous algae.  Some filaments had grown extensively 
and small parts were being broken off by water current, or wildfowl, and were floating downstream.  
The cumulative effect of these free floating algae pieces would result in a steady increase in 
turbidity in a downstream direction. 

11. The health risk to swimmers indicated by high E.coli concentrations was a major concern.  
Concentrations were generally higher in summer as lower flows resulted in reduced dilution.  
Human sources were found in Yelverton Stream, while wildfowl and ruminant sources were the 
cause of faecal contamination in other parts of Doctors Creek.  Some of the highest concentrations 
were measured downstream of an area where cattle had direct access to the waterway. 

12. Continuous measurements of water temperature, dissolved oxygen saturation and pH showed that 
all three parameters exceeded the guidelines during summer.  This was caused by a lack of 
shading due to the absence of tall vegetation along most of the stream banks, but also the 
excessive growth of aquatic plants.  The guidelines for these parameters are based on ecological 
values, which means that guideline exceedances are likely to result in a reduced biodiversity.  This 
was confirmed when Macroinvertebrate (aquatic insect) and fish data were analysed. 

Summary 
13. Elevated nutrient concentrations in Doctors Creek originate mainly from groundwater inflows and 

are a result of leachate from agricultural land use in the Doctors Creek catchment, as well as areas 
to the north and west of the catchment.  

14. Livestock access, removal of bank and in-stream vegetation, the lack of shading and drainage 
works are the main factors causing the exceedance of guideline values for most of the other 
parameters measured as part of the investigation (turbidity, E.coli, water temperature, etc). 

15. The exclusion of livestock, better bank management and avoiding work in flowing waterways would 
result in a significant improvement of water quality in Doctors Creek. 

RECOMMENDED 
That the “Taylor River Catchment Characterisation – Doctors Creek”, report be received. 
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6. Water Resource Status Update 
(Clr Jerram) (Report prepared by Alan Johnson, Peter Davidson, Val Wadsworth and 

Lauren Kensington) 
  E345-007-001 

Purpose 
1. Provide an update on the state of Marlborough’s water resources and restrictions during the 

2014/15 summer season. 

2. 
 
Presentation by staff (20 minutes). 

 

Background 
3. At the last Environment Committee meeting members will recall that an update was provided on 

the current state of our fresh water resources given the emerging summer dry period. 

4. The presentation provided an overview of our monitoring network which measures the flow of rivers 
and aquifer levels continuously, effects of irrigation restrictions on water users and compliance with 
resource consents.  

5. The dry summer period has intensified since the last update affecting a broader range of water 
users and pastoral farmers.  

6. Given the dynamic situation and the potential for changing circumstances, staff will provide the 
Committee with an update at the meeting on climatic conditions, freshwater resources and water 
restrictions.  

Summary 
7. The state of Marlborough’s water resources vary significantly from location to location.  

8. This variation is caused by local differences in rainfall or recharge patterns, in conjunction with 
water demand.  

9. While restrictions currently apply to some water resources, at a regional scale a drought does not 
currently exist.  

10. Details of rainfall, river flows, aquifer levels and restrictions on water permits up to the end of 
February 2015 are provided in the information pack.  Because the situation could change quickly 
between when this report was prepared and the meeting, staff will present the latest appreciation at 
the meeting.  

RECOMMENDED 
That the information be received. 
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7. 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. The Council is responsible for the provision 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: February 2015.  
6. Given the reliance on solar power all navigation aids performed well in the summer weather. 

7. Mabel Island Light that failed was repaired within the required timeframe and is fully operational. 

8. Routine checks of Navigation Aids are ongoing on a continuous roster resulting in each Navigation 
Aid being checked at least once every six months.  

9. The Motuara Cardinal mark is due to be installed during March.  

10. Building of a new AtoN management and monitoring database is ongoing.      

11. A comprehensive review of site safety for each navigation aid site including procedures for carrying 
out maintenance and repair work on lights and structures has now been completed and is being 
implemented.  These will be reviewed periodically.   

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 MDC control.  

Over 90% of AtoN under the 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 six weeks despite the 

failure of Mabel Island Light. 

13. Mabel Island failed but was repaired and operational on the same day.  
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14. The Motuara North cardinal is expected to be operational during March. 

RECOMMENDED 
That the information be received. 
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8. KAN TAN IV  
 (Report prepared by the Harbour Master) H100-007-003-08 

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this report is to provide an overview for the Committee on the recent operation 

associated with the departure of the rig KAN TAN IV. 

2.  A photo montage of the operation will be presented at the meeting (6 minutes). 

Background 
3. With the ongoing development of new gas and oil fields in the Taranaki Basin, a number of drilling 

rigs and wellhead platforms are being brought to New Zealand.  Generally, rigs are transported on 
semi-submersible ships, thus avoiding the long, slow tow from its previous location. 

4. The rig KAN TAN IV completed drilling work and was being prepared for re-positioning to an 
overseas location.  Part of this operation included floating the rig on to the deck of a Heavy Lift 
carrying vessel (HLV). 

5. As with previous operations, close liaison with rig principals and HLV owners was maintained to 
ensure that all critical stages of the operation were clearly identified and understood by all 
concerned.  In addition, key stake holders were being kept informed and provided with up-to-date 
information on a weekly basis in the early planning stages but this was increased to daily updates 
while the float-on operation was underway.  Appropriate risk mitigation and contingency plans had 
been developed, based on past experience, and circulated to interested parties. 

6. By way of a brief overview, the operation involved: 

• Arrival and anchoring of the HLV in Admiralty Bay – daylight transit – on about 
24 February 2015.  An exclusion zone around the HLV was put in place. 

• HLV was ballasted to submerge to the required draft of 21 metres to allow KT IV to float over 
her deck. 

• The rig was manoeuvred over the HLV deck with assistance of tugs as well as HLV tugger 
wires. 

• Once the rig was in position, the HLV commenced de-ballasting until the required departure 
draught of around 9 metres was achieved. 

• Sea-fastening of KAN TAN IV was undertaken by ship’s crew and contractors over a period 
of 2 ½ days  

• HLV departs Admiralty Bay on the morning of 1 March bound for the Far East. 

Current estimates allow for a 6-day operation.  

7. A small team of response personnel was stationed on location in Admiralty Bay for the duration of 
the operation, in the event of a mishap occurring during the critical ballasting/de-ballasting phase at 
the stages of deck immersion and deck emergence. 

8. An exclusion zone was declared around the HLV for the duration of the operation and for the 
outward transit.  The exclusion zone was enforced by the Harbour patrol vessel Discovery.  

3   Conclusion 
9. The rig KAN TAN IV had completed drilling projects in the Taranaki petrochemical fields and was 

being prepared for transportation by Heavy Lift Vessel (HLV). 
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10. The HLV arrived in Admiralty Bay on 24 February and departed on 1 March after completion of the 
float-on and securing of the rig to the ship. 

RECOMMENDED 
That the information be received. 
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9. Harbour Maritime Safety Management Manual 
(also refer to separate attachment) 

(Clr Barsanti)  (Report prepared by the Harbour Master) H100-001-01 

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this report is to up-date the Committee on the recent Maritime New Zealand (MNZ) 

visit to test the Council and Port Marlborough’s Maritime Safety Management System (MSMS) 
manuals for compliance with the Port and Harbour Marine Safety Code. 

Background 
2. The NZ Port & Harbour Marine Safety Code (the Code) introduced the requirement for the Council 

to undertake a risk assessment and develop a MSMS.  The purpose of an MSMS is to identify the 
manner in which the Council manages the safety of the harbour, including the protection of 
persons, property and the environment. 

3. Following completion of the initial assessment in 2005/06, a draft SMS document was prepared 
and submitted to Maritime NZ but was not progressed much beyond this.  Following the more 
recent review of the Risk Assessment in 2013, the MSMS document was updated and re-submitted 
to MNZ for comment.  Port Marlborough submitted a completed MSMS prior to Christmas 2014. 

4. Confirming that the MSMS documents meet the standards set down in the Code involved a desk 
top review of the relevant documents and a subsequent site visit.  The purpose of the site visit is to 
demonstrate how the MSMS is implemented and maintained.  

5. The desk review of the MSMS followed by a site visit (on 23 February) was undertaken by a panel 
comprised of two MNZ staff, a regional Council representative (Harbour Master, Canterbury) and a 
Port Company representative (Marine Manager Centre Port, Wellington).  The assessment 
focussed on the system used to regularly assess and manage port and harbour risks.  Prior to the 
site visit, MNZ provided an Evaluation document of the desk top review.  A copy is separately 
attached for information.  

6. The Panel’s observations were that the Council and Port Marlborough’s MSMS were found to be 
comprehensive, providing a solid framework for the management of navigation safety in 
Marlborough. The Panel is currently preparing a site visit report and aim to provide this in the next 
two weeks.  The Panel also advised that they would be recommending to the Working Group that 
the MSMS for Marlborough (both Council’s and Port Marlborough’s) be confirmed as being 
consistent with the Code requirements.  

Summary 
7. The NZ Port and Harbour Marine Safety Code introduced the requirement to prepare a Safety 

Management System following the completion of a risk assessment.   

8. The current MSMS document was submitted to MNZ for a desk top assessment which was 
followed by a site visit late February. 

9. The site visit confirmed that the Council and Port Marlborough’s MSMS is consistent with the Code 
requirements and the Panel will make the appropriate recommendation to the Working Group. 

RECOMMENDED 
That the information be received. 
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10. Marine Farm Light Audits  
 (Report prepared by the Harbour Master) H100-004-03 

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 the 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 Farms 
Inspected 

Farms 
Compliant 

Farms with 1 or 
More Light 

Extinguished or 
insufficient 

number of lights 
fitted 

Farms with 
no Lights 

Operational 

Farms 
Contacted 

Responses 
by Due 

Date 

Port 
Underwood 

4 Sept 
2014 

46 34 12 0 23 2 

Port Gore 24 Sept 
2014 

14 8 3 3 6 4 

Croisilles 
Harbour –
French 
Pass 

2 and 3 
December 

2014 

43 27 13 3 43 16 

Kenepuru 11 
February 

2015  

39 16 4 1 39 N/A 

Totals  142 85 32 7 111 22 
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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 have 
shown a significant increase.  

 RECOMMENDED 
That the information be received. 
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11. Resource Management Amendment Act 2013 
(Report prepared by Anna Eatherley) R450-004-12 

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this report is to brief the Committee on changes to the Resource Management 

Act 1991 that affect or change the processing of resource consent applications. 

Background  
2. The final part of the Resource Management Amendment Act 2013 (RMAA 2013) came into effect 

on 3 March 2015.  Other parts of the Act have had staggered commencement over 2013/2014.  
The RMAA 2013 is the National Government’s instrument to reform the Resource Management 
Act 1991. The objective is to improve the processes of the principal Act that were considered to be 
“burdensome and costly”. 

Comments   
3. The final two key changes introduced by the RMAA 2013 are amendments to section 88 and 

Schedule 4 of the Act which alter the content requirements for applications and changes to the 
statutory timeframes which are intended to result in a six month timeframe for processing publicly 
notified and limited notified applications.  

4. Of interest to the Committee is how the changes will affect the processing of resource consent 
applications.  This report provides a summary of these changes.  

5. One of the intents of the RMAA 2013 is to reduce the costs and delays in the resource consent 
process for consent applicants and local authorities.  The objective is to assist local authorities to 
process resource consents more efficiently by reducing the administrative burden.  The following 
outlines the changes to the resource consent process. 

Section 88 and the New Schedule 4 
6. The new provisions make some significant changes to section 88 and Schedule 4 of the Act which 

relate to the content of applications.  The new section 88 is more condensed and makes the new 
Schedule 4 the definitive guide to the content of applications.  The new Schedule 4 is considerably 
more prescriptive about the information that must be included in applications for resource consent.  
The new schedule requires applications to contain an assessment of the proposal against Part 2 of 
the Act, any relevant objectives and policies of the plan, and any “higher order” policy documents 
such as the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement.  If permitted activities form part of the proposal 
to which the application relates, the application must demonstrate that the activity can comply with 
any permitted activity requirements or conditions.  Under the new provisions the Council must 
reject any applications if they do not fulfil the requirements of Schedule 4.  Previously the Council 
had discretion over the rejection of applications under section 88.  The requirement that the 
application must contain “such detail as corresponds with the scale and significance of the effects” 
has been removed from section 88 but a similar provision has been included in the new 
Schedule 4.   

7. The new provisions require a significantly more “upfront” approach to applications for resource 
consent.  The application will be the key document and will need to contain all the relevant 
material.  It is expected that more applications will be rejected for incompleteness due to the stricter 
requirements and the limitations on further information requests.  There is also the concern that 
with the need for greater legislative and policy analysis the time taken to process applications will 
increase.  With increased time will be increased costs to the applicant.  It is expected that with the 
more stringent requirement that there will be a reduction in layperson applications.  Advocates of 
the reforms consider that refinement and clarification of the information requirements at section 88 
will ensure that applications contain all the necessary information when they are first lodged which 
will avoid delays at later stages as further information will not be required.  
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Six Month Timeframe for Processing Applications 
8. The RMAA 2013 introduces a new “6 Month” timeframe for processing of publicly notified and 

limited notified applications.  The overall intent is that all publicly notified applications requiring a 
hearing will be resolved in 130 working days from the application being lodged and all limited 
notified applications will be resolved in 100 working days.  

9. The key timetable changes include: 10 working days (up from 5) for the Council to consider 
whether an application is complete; 20 working days (up from 10) to notify the application; one 
“clock stop” for a further information request which must occur prior to notification; 20 working days 
are allowed for submissions; fixed timeframe of 75 working days for publicly notified applications 
and 45 working days for limited notified applications from the close of submissions to the close of 
the hearing; and 15 working days for a written decision to be prepared. The applicant may place 
their application on hold for up to 130 working days between notification and the close of the 
hearing.  

10. The Council is currently processing all applications within statutory timeframes.  Consequently the 
changes may result in in longer processing times and higher costs.  Under the current process the 
Council processes most notified applications with a hearing from start to decision within 70 working 
days.  This is a significantly shorter time period than the new 130 days.  Advocates of the reform 
have suggested that the new process will provide the applicant with more certainty as once the 
application is accepted a reasonable estimate of the decision date can be made provided there are 
no appeals.  

11. The final key change is the mandatory pre-circulation of evidence before a hearing.  This is likely to 
increase the pre-hearing preparation and consequently costs but may enable parties to narrow the 
issues prior to the hearing.  

Transitional Period  
12. The RMAA 2013 only relates to applications received after 3 March 2015.  All other applications 

are unaffected and will be processed under the current timetable regime.  

Summary 
13. The final part of the RMAA 2013 came into effect on 3 March 2015.  This will necessitate changes 

in the way the Council processes resource consent applications.  Staff are working on adjusting the 
section 88 checklist and letters to include the Schedule 4 requirements.  The Council systems and 
timetables will be amended to ensure adherence to the new requirements.  

Further reading on the changes resulting from the RMAA 2013: 

http://www.mfe.govt.nz/publications/rma/guide-six-month-process-notified-resource-consent-
applications 

 http://www.mfe.govt.nz/publications/rma/guide-section-88-and-schedule-4-resource-management-
act-1991 

Fact sheets summarising the amendments: 

http://www.mfe.govt.nz/rma/rma-reforms-and-amendments/rma-reforms-programme-2013-and-
beyond/resource-management-amendment 

RECOMMENDED 
That the information be received. 
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12. Dog Control 
(Clr Arbuckle)  (Report prepared by Shelley Lines) E305-000-001 

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this report is to outline Dog Control Services provided by the Council under the Dog 

Control Act 1996. 

2.  Shelley Lines will provide a presentation on Dog Control processes (15 minutes). 

Background 
3. Under the Dog Control Act 1996 every territorial authority shall perform any function or duty 

conferred on it by this Act. 

4. Under this Act every territorial authority must adopt, in accordance with the special consultative 
procedure set out in section 83 of the Local Government Act 2002, a policy in respect of dogs in 
the district of the territorial authority. 

5. Every policy adopted— 

(a) Shall specify the nature and application of any bylaws made; and 

(b) Shall identify any public places in which dogs are to be prohibited, controlled on leash, dog 
exercise areas and conditions for dogs classified as menacing. 

(c) Shall include such other details of the policy as the territorial authority thinks fit including, but 
not limited to, details of the policy in relation to— 

(i) Fees or proposed fees; and 

(ii) Owner education programmes; and 

(iii) Dog obedience courses; and 

(iv) The classification of owners; and 

(v) The disqualification of owners; and 

(vi) The issuing of infringement notices. 

6. The Policy must have regard to— 

(a) the need to minimise danger, distress, and nuisance to the community generally; and 

(b) the need to avoid the inherent danger in allowing dogs to have uncontrolled access to public 
places that are frequented by children, whether or not the children are accompanied by 
adults; and 

(c ) the importance of enabling, to the extent that is practicable, the public (including families) to 
use streets and public amenities without fear of attack or intimidation by dogs; and 

(d) the exercise and recreational needs of dogs and their owners. 

7. Every territorial authority shall keep a register of all dogs registered with it under the Act. 
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8. The Council’s Dog Control services are provided under contract by Maataa Waka Ki Te Tau Ihu 
Trust. 

9. Core services provided by Council’s Dog Control Contractor include: 

(a) Dog Registration Services including Annual Dog Registration 

(b) Multiple Dog Licensing  

(c) Public Education Service 

(d) Dead Dogs 

(e) Lost and Found Dogs 

(f) Complaints and Incidents 

(g) Patrol Services 

(h) Microchip Transponder Implantation 

(i) Impounding of Dogs 

(j) Enforcement Actions and Processes 

10. The Council’s Dog Control contractor also responds to issues with livestock on public land and 
roads, including impounding where required. 

Summary 
11. The Council is required to provide Dog control services pursuant to the Dog Control Act 1996. 

12. The Council has contracted Dog control services to an independent external contractor, Maataa 
Waka Ki Te Tau Ihu Trust. 

RECOMMENDED 
That the information be received.  
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13. Information Package 
 

RECOMMENDED 
That the Regulatory Department Information Package dated 19 March 2015 be received and noted. 

Environment - 19 March 2015 - Page 22 


	1. Confirmation of Sub-Committee Business
	2. Seabed Recovery Study after Relocation of a Mussel Farm(also refer to separate attachment)
	3. Wairau River-Wairau Aquifer Interaction Report (also refer to separate attachment)
	4. Para Wetland Update
	5. Taylor River Catchment Characterisation Study - Doctors Creek(also refer to separate attachment)
	6. Water Resource Status Update
	7. Aids to Navigation 
	8. KAN TAN IV 
	9. Harbour Maritime Safety Management Manual(also refer to separate attachment)
	10. Marine Farm Light Audits 
	11. Resource Management Amendment Act 2013
	12. Dog Control
	13. Information Package

